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The Design Project Review and its Role in the Process of Becoming an Architect in

England
Abstract

The design project review (DPR) is an established event in architectural education in
England and in many other countries. It is a central element of the design studio in which
architecture tutors, visiting critics and students come together to review the work of a group
of students at various stages on their journey to becoming an architect. It is generally viewed
as an opportunity to discuss both individual projects and broader concepts of architecture
and the architectural profession in a safe and supportive environment. This thesis takes a
naturalistic world view, informed by an interpretive epistemology that seeks to uncover what
is happening in the DPR through an enquiry into how the participants in the situation
(students under review, their peers, in attendance and their tutors) comprehend and interpret
the occasion. It examines the experience of participants in a DPR, their roles and patterns of
engagement, and seeks to better understand the nature of the event and its contribution to
the process of becoming an architect.

The data was collected through first hand observations of final year, undergraduate DPRs in

three English schools of architecture, together with interviews with design tutors and group

interviews with student participants in each location. This data is analysed using the
LOWHUSUHWLYH WRROV RI uKDELWXVY DQG MILHOGY GHYHORSHG
the literature on studio culture and the DPR.

The thesis acknowledges that, as a fundamental (and enduring) aspect of architectural

HGXFDWLRQ WKH '35 KDV VLIJQLILFDQW YDOXH LQ ERWK LWV UHC
of the culture and cultural practice of architectural education, and in situating the student

experience within the broader context (or field) of architectural practice. The problems of the

DPR are expounded and key themes are identified and critically examined: specifically, the

nature and purpose of the DPR, the behaviours and interactions of participants, the

environments in which DPRs are situated and the relationship of the DPR to other teaching

and learning events.

The learning experience in architectural education is fundamentally one of individual

expression and self-constitution. This study places the individual architecture student at the

centre of the process, and shows that it is their awareness of their own particular position in

relation to their work and in relation to the field of architecture that underpins and motivates

WKHLU OHDUQLQJ DQG SHUVRQDO GHYHORSPHQW 7KH UHODWLR
architectural field is found to be at its most intense within the DPR, where the individual

student and their work is held up for examination by professionals in the field. In this way the

HYHQW VHUYHV WR DFW DV D SRZHUIXO pvWDJLQJ SRVWY ZKLFK
work expressively.

Key words: architecture, architectural education, Bourdieu, the crit, design studio, design
project, design project review, studio culture.



The Design Project Review and its Role in the Process of Becoming an Architect in
England.

Chapter 1 Introduction
1.1 Motivation for the study

The purpose of this research is to critically examinethe DPR DQG LWV FRQWULEXWLRQ W
learning, in the process of becoming an architect in England. Architectural education in

England is studio based. Students undertake design exercises alongside colleagues in a

shared and supportive process of learning through doing. An essential component of this

model of education is dialogue; both ongoing, through peer discussions and tutorials, and in

VXPPDU\ WKURXJK GHVLJQ SURMHFW UHY LKMIWMenB@&BNtNQRZQ DV u
their work to a group of other students and tutors, join in discussion about common issues

and ideas and receive commentary and feedback on their designs. The design project

review is firmly established in architectural education and in many other fields of art and

design, both in the UK and in many other parts of the world.

The study has its roots in an initiative that was begun in 1996 when the Higher Education

)XQGLQJ &RXQFLO IRU (QJODQG FUHDWHG D u)XQG IRU WKH "HYH

IURP ZKLFK WKH JURXS p&OLHQWY DQG 8VHUV LY. TRMIMIQ (GXFDW

was to conduct research into design education in order to promote greater understanding of

clients, users and cross-disciplinary working. In architectural education a number of research

projects were funded at Sheffield School of Architecture and at De Montfort University in

Leicester, culminating in a conference at Leicester in 1999 and a subsequent publication in
HQWLWOHG p&KDQJLQJ $SUFKLWHFWXUDO (GXFDWLRQ 7RZDUG

Pilling, 2000). The conference aim was to share experiences in innovative studio teaching

methods by bringing architectural educators together to explore the changing context of

architectural practice, how this may be reflected within architectural education, and to focus

on the processes ofarch LWHFW XUDO HGXFDWLRQ WR ORRN DW 3KRZ VWXC

ZKDW WKH\ OHDUQ" 1LFRO DQG 3LOOLQJ S [LLL

This seminal publication includes a number of papers on the design project review, notably:
MSHYLHZLQJ WKH UHYLHZIPO-:LONZIQLFK JLSYSHVY DQ DFFRXQW RI WKH
UHVHDUFK LQWR pWKH FULWY p,QWURGXFLQJ DOWHUQDWLYH IRL
(Brindley, Doidge and Willmott, 2000 pp.108-115), which summarised a series of trial

formats for design projectrevLHZVY DQG UHSRUWHG WKH LVVXHVY HQFRXQWHU
DV D OHDUQLQJ GHYLFHT -230), Whith reporte® @& experimentation with the

review format, with the aim of increasing participation, encouraging presentation skills and



constr XFWLYH FULWLFLVP DQG p7KH pFULWY DV D ULWXDOLVHG OH
HGXFDWLRQT 9RZO0O H284), whiclsexamined broader issues of acculturation.

The CUDE initiative also led to an Architectural Press (Seriously Useful Guides) publication

H7KH &ULW $Q $UFKLWHFW X (DHidgeNexats AIDA) Wiickh e iGtenddrl fof

student use, and offers tips on how to prepare for, participate in and learn from a review. The

ERRN DWWHPSWV WR SURYLGH ®dheid stRieritsZieveldp thBitbowlh KLQNLQJYT W

approach to the occasion.

Both of these publications express an unease with the DPR system in schools of

DUFKLWHFWXUH LQ (QJODQG :LONLQV GHFODUHYVY WKDW 3WK
traditionDOO\ FRQGXFWHG LV QRW DV IXOO\ HITHFWLYH D OHDUQLQJ
ZKLOVW :KLWH SRLQWYV RXW WKDW 3WKHUH LV VFRSH LQ WK|

gualities to suppress the positive, thereby eradicating much of the potential of the crit as a
OHDUQLQJ H[SHULHQFH " S

7KH SURMHFW 5HYLHZ RU pFULWY KDV EHHQ WKH FRUQHUVW
generations. In it the student explains and defends his or her design ideas in an open

forum zxa situation that is considered to mimic, and therefore is an important

preparation for, professional practice. Despite an underlying concern in most schools

of architecture about the format of the review, its effectiveness and even its morality

(Brindley, Doidge and Willmott, 2000. p. 108).

The defence of ideas, drawings and models in an open forum before staff and fellow
students is variously perceived: while academic staff see it as a healthy, creative
debate, many students view it as a hostile confrontation +an ego trip for staff and
humiliation for them (ibid. p. 108).

6XFFHVVIXO LQLWLDWLRQ LV « D IRUP RI LPPDFXODWH FRQF
graphically and tragically revealed by the plight of students who fail this rite, and fail
to see why (Vowles, 2000. p. 262).

The concerns expressed are rooted in questions about learning and about professionalism,

and the usefulness of the review process in embedding appropriate behaviours and

DWWLWXGHY :HEVWHU SRVLWY WKDW WKH V\VWHP 3SUHVHQ
thedLITHULQJ SHUFHSWLRQV RI LWV SDUWLFLSDQWYV ,Q UHODWLRC(

On the one hand staff perceive the review as a highly valued method of collective
dialogue and objective assessment, while on the other hand students perceive the
review as a tutor-centred pseudo-mystical ritual that elicits feelings of fear and failure
(p. 266).

10



"HEVWHUTY DUWLFOH DOVR EXLOGY XSRQ WKH HDUOLHU VWXGLH

DQG DWWHPSWV WR 3 XQWDQJOH WKLVolRdpdi@&R[ E\ DVNLQJ =z
DUFKLWHFWXUDO UHYLHZ DQG ZK\"" :HEVWHU S +HU IL
SURFHVVHV IDOO 3D ORQJ zZzD\ VKRUW RI D FROOHFWLYH FHOHEUL
,QGHHG VKH ILQGV D :KLJKO\ BKWXDPW HG |[HHBUER UMDQBESHDO W
DQG FKRUHRJUDSKLF IRUPDOLW\" S :KLOVW WKH UHYLHZ LV
UHSRUWHG IHHOLQJV RI 3IHDU « KXPLOLDWLRQ IDLOXUH DQG RF

Whilst a number of studies have focused on the DPR as a key learning experience it is,
nonetheless, only one aspect of a broader milieu within the design studio. More recently,
from the growing network and affiliations of architectural educators, a new group has
emerged called the Association of Architectural Educators (AAE), who have held four
conferences at different educational centres since the first at Nottingham in 2013, which
explore a wide range of pedagogic issues in relation to architecture, and now regularly
publish a peer reviewed journal entitled Charrette where conference themes and other
issues are given further consideration. In 2016 Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA)
published the book Radical Pedagogies: Architectural Education and the British Tradition
(Froud and Harris, 2016), which is a series of essays and articles that provide the basis for a

debate about the future of architectural education.

These publications provided the motivation and continued stimulation for this research
project. The DPR is a robust format, but one that still exercises architectural educators,

students and others.
1.2 Research objectives

Taking as its starting point the notion that DPRs, as a key element in design studio
pedagogy, are problematic in a variety of ways (inter alia: Anthony,1987, 1991; Blair 2006a,
Flynn, 2018; Mewburn, 2010; Maclean and Hourigan, 2013; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013;
Smith, 2011; Stevens, 1995; Vowles, 2000; Webster, 2005, 2010) the overarching aim of this
research is to critically examine the key processes of interaction and dialogue between

students and tutors that take place within architectural education in the United Kingdom.

The archetypical vignette of the DPR is examined. Experiencing architectural education is an
experience of deep reflection and innovation (through design) on the one hand and

discussion (and the broad variety of events and circumstances in which we join in discussion
about the work and the topic, through critique, challenge, praise, advice, opinion, etc.) on the

other.

11



Specifically, then the study has the following objectives:

1)

2)

3)

4)

To better understand the DPR in architectural education and how it is experienced by

students and academic staff.

To examine and critique the nature and conduct of DPRs to explicate their purposes,
learning benefits and problems, in relation to both the academic programme and
broader professional acculturation.

To critically analyse the elements, techniques and principles that underpin DPRs;
how they are assembled; and the variety of modes of dialogue and interaction that
take place, both in and around this forum, in relation to studio design projects in

contemporary processes of learning architecture.

To articulate the benefits and shortcomings of the current situation in order to inform
curriculum design and development and pedagogic practice in architectural

education.

The central theme under investigation is the participant experience of the DPR and its role

within the general schema of architectural pedagogy and the process of becoming an

architect. Where the research offers additionality to previous work in this area of architectural

pedagogy, is that it critiques the participant experience of the processes of learning and

acculturation within the subject, in order to illuminate the principles inherent in the DPR that

might inform the future design of architectural educational programmes.

The data is collected through observations of DPRs in three English schools of architecture,

together with interviews with design tutors and group interviews with student participants in

each location.

12



Chapter 2. Notes on the History of Architectural Education

SUFKLWHFWXUH FDQQRW EH W K HtrZdrioh( & fiscideOtBati VW SURIHVYV
issue a long time ago *but its antiquity is not in doubt. The presence of architects is

documented as far back as the third millennium before Christ. Graphic conventions of

architectural practice make their appearance even earlier, as for example the plan of

a residential cluster in a wall painting of the seventh millennium B.C. at Catal Hoyuk

in Asia Minor. Indeed, even without documentation it can fairly be postulated that

architects were abroad from the moment when there was the desire for a

sophisticated built environment. For buildings of substantial scale or a certain degree

of complexity must be conceived by someone before construction can begin.

(Kostof, 1977. p.xvii)

This chapter explores the relationship between architectural education and the architecture
profession, as both the profession, as we might begin to conceive of it today, and
consequent notions concerning the knowledge and skills that such a professional should
have (what they should properly be taught/learn) emerged together sometime over the last
400 years or so (Crinson and Lubbock, 1994).

2.1 The middle ages

During the middle ages, after the collapse of Roman Empire, the philosophical schools in

5RPH DQG HOVHZKHUH GLGQTW VXUYLYH DQG PXFK RI WKHLU OH
during this period, were largely acquired through forms of apprenticeship, and became part

ofthH VNLOOV DQG FUDIW WUDGLWLRQV RI ODVRQV DQG /RGJHV L«
ZHUH SLQDFFHVVLEOH WR WKH JHQHUDO SXEOLF DQG HYHQ RUGL
The vast legacy of buildings, particularly the churches, cathedrals and other monastic

structures in Europe, from around 300 - 1200, as well as the documentary evidence of

drawings that survive (Broadbent, 1995), is testament to the persistence of architectural

enquiry and experimentation, if not the formal instruction of architects, throughout this

period. Cunningham (1979) references Erwin Panofsky who argued that architectural

HGXFDWLRQ KDG EHFRPH SDUW RI WKH 3pVIQFKURQRXYVY GHYHORS
VFKRODVWLFLVPY S

M,W LV YHU\ SUREDEOH WKDW WWH EWXQWGENLYWBG*RRQH WR 61
OLVWHQHG WR VHUPRQV WKH\ FRXOG DWWHQG WKH SXEOLF
as they did with all imaginable questions of the day.... The very fact that neither the

natural sciences nor the humanities nor even mathematics had evolved their special

esoteric methods and technologies kept the whole of human knowledge within the
range of the normalnon-VSHFLDOLVHG LQWHOOHFW 7KLV SURIHVVLRC
a man of the world, widely travelled, often well-read and enjoying a social prestige
XQHTXDOOHG EHIRUH DQG XQVXUSDVVHG VLQFH 9 LELG S

7KH JXLOGVY SURYLGHG D IRUP RI DSSUHQWLFHVKLS WUDLQLQJ R
[which] comfortably lent itself to the mentality of the early Middle AJHV™~ *ULIILQ S

13



261). Guild members would learn architectural drawing techniques and constructional

PHWKRGY LQ D VWULFW LQVWUXFWLRQDO PDQQHU 37KH HPSKDVI
exuded the inherent beauty of the building rather thanent HUWDLQLQJ WKH LQGLYLGXDO
SHUFHSWLRQ" LELG S 7KH GRIJPDWLF DSSURDFK RI WKH JXI
the twelfth century as they became more open to new ideas and influences from outside

(XURSH 37KLV Uidvprtadd<slomy EHIDQ WR DIIHFW WKH JXLOGVY FXVYV
HYHQWXDOO\ FDXVHG WKHP WR EH TXLWH LQYHQWLYH" LELG S

2.2 Académie Royale de Architecture

In 1635 the Académie Francaise was set up (to regulate the French language) and later, by
1648, an Academy of Painting and of Sculpture was added. In the 1660s Jean-Baptiste
Colbert the French Controller of Finances under Louis X1V, and former Superintendent of
Building works, set up a number of educational institutions for History and Archaeology,
Inscriptions and Medals, Dance, Sciences, Music and, in 1671, the Académie Royale de
Architecture (Griffin, 2019).

Initially founded as a discussion group of eminent architects who advised King Louis XIV on
DUFKLWHFWXUH DQG FODLPHG WR 3EULQJ IRUWK D PRUH H[DFW
of architecture (Broadbent, 1995. p.13), the Académie formalised the training of architects

into a form of articled pupillage, whereby an initiate would learn their professional skills and

knowledge through the study of architectural texts and the learning of the conventions of

architecture and architectural drawing through drawing practice, and through engagement

with real projects, under the wing of an experienced architect (Griffin, 2019). Public lectures

were given twice a week on topics such as arithmetic, geometry, military architecture,

fortifications, mechanics, perspective and stone cutting. Colbert had been battling with the

trade guilds in France over a number of years over the control of the professions (Griffin,

2019; Kostof, 1977) and had set up the Académies to assert the power and prestige of the

state and, for reasons not dissimilar to those of Alberti and Lorenzo di Medici in Florence,

VRPH WZR KXQGUHG \HDUV HDUOLHU 3WR UDLVH DhaFKa WHFWV |L
SKLORYV ®BBEdddnt, 1995. p.13). By 1717 the instruction had evolved into a two, or

three year course.
2.3 Ecole Royale des Beaux Arts

After the French revolution in 1789, the Academies struggled to survive. In 1793, under the
guidance of professor J-N-L Durrands, the Ecole Polytechnique was established and, during
the next few years, new schools were organised in astronomy, medicine, political science
and music, as well as architecture, painting and sculpture. These separate components were

later brought together as a single school, which became known as the Ecole Royale des

14



Beaux Arts, and formally named as such under Louis XVII in 1819 (Broadbent, 1995). This
was really the first school of architecture as we might begin to recognise one today.
According to Broadbent (1995), the school offered an architectural course which consisted
only of lectures in history and theory of architecture, construction, mathematics and

perspective, and later physics, chemistry and building law.

The students were normally under the supervision of a patron, whom they might work for.

Although, more often, they would join an atelier, which would be administered and organised

by one of the students (the massier), on behalf of the patron, who would also provide design

tuition. Together they would select the students who wished to join the atelier. The junior

students would learn a great deal by working in service of the more senior students, helping

prepare drawings for entry to the competitions. The mode of education in the Ecole Royale

des Beaux Arts was the dominant form of instruction through into the twentieth century, and

DV %YURDGEHQW «WKEBEBEWHWUH WZR NLQG ¥ctld Roydl®deK L QJ LQ WKH
Beaux Arts: theory in the classroom and design in the ateliers. Quite separate things, taught

E\ GLIIHUHQWI1®HRSOH"’

2.4 The British architecture schools

In 1834 the Institute of British Architects was founded and, by 1837, it had gained its Royal

&KDUWHU ZKLFK RXWOLQHG WKDW LW ZDV WR EH 3%$Q ,QVWLWXYV
Architecture, and for promoting and facilitating the acquirement of the knowledge of the

YDULRXV DUWV DQG VFLHQFHY FRQQHFWHG WKHUHZLWK”" LELG

The first British architecture schools following a largely academic model were established in

/IRQGRQ DW .LQJTV &ROOHJHylCqQlege in DBQ1Gand (rdepehtevtly \by the

Association of Architectural Draughtsmen) with the formation of the Architectural Association

(AA) in 1847. This latter being the most significant, in that it was intended to augment the

education provided by pupillage and the Royal Academy, and offered an architectural design

class in which students responded weekly to design exercises. In addition, the Government

School of Design (1826) was set up to provide design training and specialism to support

LQGXVWU\ ZLWK VHYHUDO RXWSRVWV DFURVV WKH FRXQWU\ ,Ql
architectural training but, by the 1850s, had begun to teach architecture both as an art

subject, to art teachers, and as a science subject, to builders (ibid).

In the 1850s the RIBA was considering developing an examination in architecture and by

DIWHU PXFK GHEDWH DQG FRQWURYHUV\ DERXW WKH QDWXU
examination for its membership. By 1882 this had become an obligatory examination for
associateship of the institute. With the aim of exploring ideas for different models for

architectural education, a conference was organised by the RIBA in 1887, which included

15



speakers from the American (Beaux Arts style) schools, as well as from the French Ecole
des Beaux Arts. The qualifications for membership of the RIBA were subsequently
transformed into a system that included three levels of expertise: Preliminary, Intermediate
and Final. The AA reacted by changing the way that it organised classes to suit this new
system and by the 1890s other architectural schools across the country had begun
responding to these new requirements. In 1895 the first full time architecture course was

established at Liverpool (ibid).
2.5 The twentieth century

At the start of the twentieth century teaching consisted of institutions funded and managed in

a variety of ways. What was taught was largely determined by the director of each school.

Some schools stressed classicism and drawing, others construction and the sciences.

However, there was no established route to taking the three levels of professional

examinations. The RIBA came under additional pressure from architects and students to

define the boundaries of architecture, to avoid overlap with other professions such as

surveying and building. A uniform exam was not considered sufficient and the RIBA Board of
S$UFKLWHFWXUDO (GXFDWLRQ ZKLFK ZDV IRUPHG LQ VHW XS
architecture schools could have the graduates from their courses exempted from some of

WKH IRUPDO H[DPLQDWLRQV 7KH ILUVW FRXUVHV WR EH pUHFRJ(
Liverpool, who were given recognition for the intermediate examination (Crinson and

Lubbock, 1994). At that time the RIBA Board of Architectur DO (GXFDWLRQ IDYRXUHG WZI
IXOO WLPH IROORZHG E\ WZR \HDUVY HYHQLQJ FODVVHV DV D IRL
no school could afford to refuse and it gave the RIBA the power to decide what an

DFFHSWDEOH FXUULFXOXP VREB.Q@E)FRQWDLQ" 3RZHUV

The new courses that emerged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century in Britain
were set up very much on the Beaux Arts model. The 1887 conference had included
presentations from schools in France and America (where there had been a growing Beaux
Arts interest in the preceding decades). Liverpool became the exemplar model:
«ZLWK LWV HPSKDVLV RQ Wé&dHeachivig\videdipgwhabed/ow X G L R
classical principles; easier to teach and supposedly easier to assess. Furthermore,
pupillage in the French-tinted vision, could never adequately convey these principles:
education had to be within the academy; ateliers would replace pupillage becoming
the hub of the educational wheel. (Crinson and Lubbock, 1994. p.82).
At Liverpool the director, C.H. Reilly, developed further links with French and American
schools and oversaw a growth in numbers from just 12 in 1904 to an intake of over 200 in
1909. The curriculum began to include civic design and town planning and established a

studio system of teaching, which took up more than half the syllabus, increasing year on
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year as students progressed. Reilly also instituted an American style jury system of criticism

for project reviews (Crinson and Lubbock, 1994). Powers (2015) tells us that Reilly and his
FROOHDJXHY 3GHIHQGHG WKLY PHWKRG DV LQWHUQDWLRQDO DQ!
law courts by the third year gave students a sense of excitement at least once in a lifetime,

evenif WKHLU DFWXDO ZRUN ZRXOG QHYHU ULVH WR WKLY OHYHO’

By 1924, the Beaux Arts influence was complete. It had been established as the principle
model for architectural education, with its emphasis on classicism and drawing.
This was then the height of % HD X[ $UWV« LQ %YULWDLQ ZKHQ WKH 5,%$%
architectural schools were in general accord with the French and American
approaches; in other words, a time when the RIBA had at last established some of
the mechanisms necessary for overseeing and regulating the training of architects,
and when the schools had adopted those methods - dominated by elaborate studio
projects *that could instruct students to design in the Grand Manner (ibid. p.85).
The formalising of a set of examinations and a system of recognition and validation of
courses, for exemption from those examinations, led to a push for more formal registration in
RUGHU WR SURYLGH OHJDO SURWHFWLRQ IRU WKH SURIHVVLRQD
Registration acts of 1931 and 1938 established the Architects Registration Council of the
United Kingdom (ARCUK) as a body that would keep a register of all the architects who had

successfully passed the examinations or graduated from a recognised course (ibid).

2.6 The influence o fthe Bauhaus 1919 - 1933

In Germany, the architect Walter Gropius had formed the Staatliches Bauhaus in 1919,
drawing on the two modes of instruction that came together when the Weimar School of Arts
and Crafts was combined with the Academy of Art. Gropius developed a manifesto for the
school in which he laid out his belief that there should be no real distinctions; that the arts
and crafts could all be brought together in the service of architecture. Initially the Bauhaus
was a School of Art and Design, rather than a School of Architecture. Gropius held that

crafts should be mastered before beginning to study architecture.

There were some eminent artists employed by the Bauhaus (such as Wassily Kandinsky and

Paul Klee) and students were encouraged to abstract principles of colour, composition, tone,

rhythm etc. through studying the old masters. Following a basic introductory course,

VWXGHQWY ZRXOG WKHQ VSHQG WKHLU WLPH RQ WKHRUHWLFDO
geometry and colour and compoVLWLRQ FRQVWUXFWLRQV DQG SUHVHQWDWL

p. 17). Importance was given to the abstraction of meanings and principles.

In its short existence the Bauhaus had a huge influence, and became widely discussed in
Britain. Its approach was very different to the Beaux Arts. It embraced modernism and new

technologies; its design ethos exemplified the development of craft skills and the search for
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underlying principles through abstraction, and the creativity of the individual; it embraced

functionalism, and the forging of an academic concern for modern issues from industrial

design to the planning of cities. The Bauhaus was closed in 1933 by order of the Nazi Party

(ibid). Its enduring influence however, was primarily through its publication, the

Bauhausbucher LQ ZKLFK LW KDG 3VSUHDG D SRWHQW LPDJH RU P\WK
Lubbock, 1994. p.94), through 14 publications between 1929 and 1930, articulating a more

holistic and coherent view of its ideals and ethos than were probably extant in reality (ibid).

Students in the UK were influenced by Gropius and the Bauhaus and, although the AA had
initially rejected the Bauhaus model, its ideas and methods were becoming more widely
discussed. There was, at that time, little sense of how the Bauhaus ideas might translate into

an educational system.

2.7 Modernism and the Architectural Association

In the 1930s there was something of a schism between the more radical educationalists (and
their students), who advocated modernism, and the established order, who followed the
Beaux Arts. One of the principle battlegrounds for this was at the AA, where, in 1936, the
new principle E.A.A. Rowse changed the structure of the teaching programme from five
FRQVHFXWLYH \HDUV LQ ZKLFK VWXGBHQOQWIWURXBIJWRWKIE QUHRW RW
system of 15 teaching units, each under the supervision of a unit tutor, which consisted of
around 17 students all at different stages (ibid). The idea was more akin to the ateliers of the
early Ecole Royale des Beaux Arts, or even the Italian Acadmie Platonica, with students
operating under the guidance of a master. The aim was to allow students to support each
other through research. The unit would have a theme that set the framework for research
and design for all of the students in that unit. The approach was modernist, in that designs
were not produced simply based upon precedent and a flair for composition, which
characterised the individualistic and competitive system of the Beaux Arts, and the
examination format of the RIBA, but were something that followed an integrated exploration
and analysis of the issues, prior to starting to design (ibid). Rowse advocated this deeper
approach to research, which he felt was missing from the Beaux Arts agenda, with its focus

on composition.

In 1937 the students of the AA published a report, which outlined their ideas for the way that

WKH FRXUVH FRXOG EH LPSURYHG 7KLV UHSRUW EHFDPH NQRZQ
SROQH RI WKH ILUVW PDQLIHAVMARNHRWRBGE HEDVAWDWLRQ SURGXFHG
(Crinson and Lubbock, 1994. p.103). The report was quite far reaching; not only suggesting

much deeper integration of structural, constructional and design teaching or rejecting a

simple chronological approach to architectural history in favour of a more nuanced history of
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VRFLDO PRYHPHQWY EXW DOVR LQ LWV FULWLTXH RI WKH 3HODE
FRPSHWLWLRQ"™ LELG S OHDGLQJ WR IRUPDO TXDOLILFDWLR

In 1938 the school saw quite a lot of turmoil, as Goodhart-Rendel produced his own

educational manifesto, which harkened back to the Beaux Arts, and Rowse was dismissed.

Students and staff (loyal to Rowse) were deeply opposed to any changes. By 1939 a new

advisory committee had been establisKHG 3SORDGHG ZLWK PRGHUQLVWY WR PDN
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV RQ HGXFDWLRQDO SROLF\" LELG S 6LPL
place in other schools across the country, perhaps less dramatically, but no less importantly,

most notably at Liverpool, where projects with a distinctly modernist agenda were now being

set and tutors and visiting critics associated with modernist ideals (including Gropius)

loomed large (ibid).

2.8 1940s and 1950s

Following the second world war, in the 1940s and1950s, Britain developed an ambitious
building programme for schools, hospitals, housing and industry, which became the driver
for a great deal of research and development in construction and environmental
technologies. The Building Research Station through its relationships with industry, the
Nuffield Foundation Division for Architectural Studies and the development of multi-
disciplinary research teams, and the Ministry of Education, through publication such as the
School-Building Bulletins were all pushing the boundaries of architecture and construction

OXVIJURYH $00 WKH VFKRROV RI DUFKLWHFWXUH KDG E\ W
PRGHUQLVP" 3RZHUV S DOWKRXJK ZLWKLQ WKH VFKRRO\
discontent and a suggestion in some quarters WKDW JHWWLQJ ULG RI WKH %HDX[ $
DFKLHYHG WKH IXQGDPHQWDO VKLIW WKDW ZDV DQWLFLSDWHG
UHDFWLRQ KDV JRW ULG RI WKH WURXEOH EHFDXVH ZH OLYH LQ
speaking in 1960, quoted in Powers, 2015. p.13).

Within the RIBA there had been debates about architectural education throughout this

period, with (to simplify a complex history) something of a power struggle between

traditionalists and modernisers. By the mid- V 3D QHZ BfyddikhEr, public authority

modernists had come to dominate the Board of Architectural Education and the RIBA

&RXQFLO" &ULQVRQ DQG /XEERFN S DQG E\ SURSRVD
conference aimed at modifying the education of architects (Musgrove, 1983; Crinson and

Lubbock, 1994).
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2.9 The Oxford conference 1958

The Oxford conference held at Magdalen College in 1958 and organised by the RIBA, is

seen as something of a watershed in the history of architectural education. It was driven by a

small group of modernists, including Leslie Martin, professor of Architecture at Cambridge

and Richard Llewelyn Davies, later to become the head of the Bartlett school of architecture

in London (1960). The conference recommendations laid out a framewaork for architectural
HGXFDWLRQ FDOOLQJ IRU KLJKHU HQWU\ VWDQGDUGYV DW OHDV!
HUHFRJQLVHGY FRXUVHV ZLWKLQ XQLYHUVLWLHY DEROLWLRQ RI
or combined full time/sandwich study, development of other forms of training, for those

interested in related disciplines, but not intent on entering the profession, and the

development of post-graduate / research courses (Martin, 1983).

Prior to the Oxford conference there had been a number of different routes into the

profession. At the time of the conference almost half of the students entering the register had

QRW EHHQ WUDLQHG DW pUHFRJQLVHGY VFKRROV EXW KDG WDN
FDQGLGDWHY OXVJURYH UHRBRJIDHYBGCOVVWKRROV WKHUH ZHUH
schools, with full time courses, at the end of which the students took the RIBA examinations,

DQG MIDFLOLWLHVY VFKRROV ZLWK SDUW WLPH FRXUVHV ZKLFK
led to external candidacy to RIBA via its examinations, but which also allowed students to

work in architectural practices in a form of pupillage. This situation subsequently changed,

as more and more schools aligned with what was now being thought of as the pfficial

system fand the recommendations made at Oxford began to be realised (Crinson and

Lubbock, 1994).

2.10 After the Oxford conference

In the decades that followed the Oxford conference there was a shift in the structure of
architectural education in Britain, as more and more courses aligned with the pffcial system
and became absorbed into, or established at, universities and polytechnics. The entry
UHTXLUHPHQWY KDG ULVHQ WR WZR p$Y OHYHOV LQ DFFRUGDQF
conference, and at the same time there was a rapid growth in student numbers. The

teaching of architecture became an academic subject, although not a subject that was
divorced from the realities of making buildings, as courses embraced the development of
environmental sciences and material and construction sciences. At the Bartlett school, for
example, in the 1960s, under the leadership of Llewelyn Davies there was a move to bring
the arts and sciences closer together, in an overhaul of the curriculum, which was somewhat
akin to the ethos of the Bauhaus in many ways. There were arts classes aimed at freeing up

the students from pre-conceived ideas, and adjacent workshops in design based on an
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expression of form and material, and an understanding of the physics of design. According

WR &ULQVRQ DQG /XEERFN /OHZHO\Q 'DYLHV VDZ WKH ILUV\V
when the fundamentals of a range of science and social sciences should be taught, in order

that the environmental and social factors should be seen as inherent to the process of

GHVLJQ ™ S 3RZHUYV G H V F thadedHapptoachoes@nMieim H Q F H
ZKLFK WUDGLWLRQDO IRUPV RI DUFKLWHFWXUDO NQRZOHGJH ZH|
Architecture was seen as a social art, but one that was to be dealt with 3SE\ XVLQJ WKH QHZO\
related specialisms to re-examine the activities that it served, discarding the lessons of

SUHFHGHQW WUDGLWLRQV DQG FRQYHQWLRQV™ &ULQVRQ DQG /

The architecture schools of the sixties and seventies were quite experimental in their

PHWKRGY DQG QHZ WhWHFKQRORJLFDOY DSSURDFKHV WR DUFKLW
intellectual environment of the universities. The architecture profession was confident and

forward looking and had faith in the reinvention of the world through scientific, social and

technical thinking. However, the period was also to see a loss of faith within the profession.

A financial crisis at the RIBA, coinciding with a decrease in architects ffommissions, led to

concerns within the profession about the purpose of architectural education.

3RZHUYV GLVFXVVHV KRZ 3WKH HQG RI WKH Mp &HURXJIKW D F
H G X F D WHefe ®dd been a rise in interest in Postmodernism throughout the 1970s, with

its rejection of the purely scientific approach in favour of reference to precedent and cultural

symbols. There were community architecture movements that rejected formalist architectural

ideas in favour of social engagement. There were graphically driven provocations, such as

$ U F KL JWm@RifiyCities There was also a corresponding rise in theory, which

encompassed social theory, aesthetic theory, phenomenology, and other radical approaches

WR DUFKLWHFW ¥rJdolectivehtitbey detfobDditated the breakdown in supposed

XQLW\ DQG D IRUP RI SOXUDOLVP" S

Regardless of content, the pfficial system thad become firmly established. There is an

argument that this represents a freeing of the shackles of a certain kind of established

dogmatism represented by the Beaux Arts. Indeed, the transformation in architectural

education under the influence of modernism after Oxford 1958 has led to a blossoming of

creative and technological innovations in architecture and associated disciplines of urban

design and town planning, and has seen the emergence of a spectrum of theoretical and

philosophical enquiries that have led to a great deal of diversity within the system. However,

DV &ULQVRQ DQG /XEERFN REVHUYH 3WKH 2IILFLDO 6\VWHP FDQ
consistency with certain Beaux Arts ideals, refining and taking some of them to an

HIWUHPH« 7THW\YRIUURXWHY LQWR DUFKLWHFWXUH« KDG EHHQ WU
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uniform system. Thus, PRGHUQLVP LQ %ULWDLQ GLG QRW GHVWUR\ WKH D
154).

2.11 Underlying tensions

Throughout the history of architectural education there has been an undercurrent of

tensions, conflicting philosophies on its form and content and contradictory approaches and

practices that have meant that it has always been in some state of flux. There are conflicting

demands of academia and practice, both in terms of the ideals embodied in each, as well as

LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH FKDQJLQJ VWUXFWXUDO DQG SROLWLFDO
DOzD\V EHHQ LQ WHQVLRQ ZLWK DUFKLWHFWXUDO 3UDFWLFH" ZU
as it should be; practice sometimes gets complacent and education is there as a kind of
FRQVFLHQFH’  Ajddé&rire Royale de Architecture; from the Beaux Arts, by way of the

Bauhaus, to the pffcial system foverseen by the RIBA there have been questions of how to

achieve some kind of equilibrium between these two fundamental aspects.

Those who see architecture as a discipline of design and building tend to emphasize
the study of it, while those who see architecture primarily as a professional practice
of designing and building emphasize the doing of it (Teymur, 1992. p. 17).

In 2013 the Standing Conference of Heads of Schools of Architecture (SCHOSA) published

a review of the structure and regulation of architectural education called Pathways and

Gateways (Wright, 2013). The RIBA launched a review of architectural education in the UK:

WKH p5,%%$ (GXFDWLRQ 5HYLHZY 5(5 7KLY LV DQ RQJRLQJ SURF
issues including EU legislation, rising student debt and the proliferation of architecture

courses outside the UK. The review seeks alternative structures for architecture courses.

7KH RQOLQH 5(5 VW D Whel RIBABMIctivrDR&VEEW gréup, representing

academia and practice, intends to catalyse relevant new models for architectural education,

to be taken forward and established by schools of architecture and other course

SURY LERBA,2017).

Crinson and Lubbock (1994) concluded that, whilst there had been great changes in

architectural education, particularly in recent years, the model established by the Beaux Arts
(transformed into the pfficial system] KDG LQ WKH PDLQ HQGXUHG 37KHRUHWI
KLVWRU\ RI DUFKLWHFWXUDO HGXFDWLRQ" DFFRUGLQJ WR 3RZH
IXEERFNYV FRQFOXVLRQV 3KDG HVVHQWLDOO\ EHHQ RQO\ FKDQJ
various methods and theoretical positions adopted by architecture schools in the wake of

modernism and post-modernism are a response to a variety of influences, interests and

DIJHQGDV WR EH IRXQG LQ ERWK DFDGHPLD DQG SUDFWLFH 37KH
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dominated the 20" century has been replaced by a plethora of diverse approaches exploring
KRZ EHVW WKH IXWXUH QHHGV RI VRFLHW\ PLJKW EH PHW"~ OF&O]|

2.12 The persistence of the design project

7KLV 3 SOHWKRUD RI GLYHUVH DS S URgY Erdldds raddedHYV ULVH WR D VH

architectural ideas and dialogues that are rich, complex and tremendously varied. However,

WKH\ JHQHUDOO\ WDNH SODFH ZLWKLQ D 3XQLIRUP DQG KRPRJHQ
,Q WKH PDLQ WKH uW K H Rénghdet ®ith @ystGdenislid statgdR M H F W

(collaborative and competitive) design studio, with access to experts in the form of

academics, practitioners and others, and culminating in a public presentation of the

individual design solution, persists. It is acknowledged that it is an intense and difficult

HGXFDWLRQ ZKDW 3RZHUYV -itehsiMd proces RofDedrriny tabdamk X U

YHHU EHWZHHQ PLVHU\ H[KDXVWLRQ DQG UDUH PRPHQWYV RI GHC

7TKH 5,%%$ SXEOLFDWLRQ p5D G L RDaEGudadidn ARAIthd-Britis Tr&dkiarv H F
H)URXG DQG +DUULYV SURYLGHV D IODYRXU RI WKH PRVW U}l
architectural education and explores possible developments and practices that will be

relevant for architectural education and the profession in the 215t century.

Perplexingly, the education of students to join a profession that is often regarded with

envy by those outside it, is, in fact, grounded in conflict. Some readers will, however,

be used to the idea that architecture education is a scene of instruction against which

sacrifice KDV WR EH PDGH WKH D[LRP pLI LW GRHVQfW NLOO \R>
those participating in the teaching of architecture should recognise this truth without

feeling satisfied in making VXFK DQ DFNQRZOHGJHPHQW’

(Gloster, 2015. p. viii)

Within the range of innovations in architectural education currently being explored, the
design studio project, culminating in the DPR, remains central to the processes in
architectural schools, although its effectiveness has come under scrutiny in the last thirty

years and continues to exercise academics and students:

Experienced tutors and professors are rightly esteemed by the school, but their very
H[SHULHQFH OHDYHV D JHQHUDWLRQDO pJDSY EHWZHHQ WKE
have not been students themselves for a long time and can potentially romanticise
paste[SHULHQFHV WKDW UHDOO\ GRQYW ZRUN DV HIIHFWLYH W
The crit is one such example. There is a real danger to the creative process in

incubating a people-pleasing mentality. It becomes impossible to cultivate a

collaborative environment (Dutton, Gaskin, and Telberg, 2015. p. 82).

Just as the design project, and design project review, remain a mainstay of the architecture
VWXGHQWY{fV H[SHULHQFH DQG KDYH EHHQ UHPDUNDEO\ UHVLOLFE

of architectural education), so the disquiet and concern that something is not right about the
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process continues to exercise the minds of architectural students and architectural

educators.

Changes in architectural education are fundamentally driven by political and societal
changes. Since 1998 students at universities in the UK have had to contribute to paying
course fees, initially set at £1,000.00 per year this had risen by 2013 to £9,000.00. This
placed increased pressure on students to partially fund their studies, through part time work,
which potentially alters their relationship with the university, and consequently with the
educators. Since the 1980s the growth in the power of and use of computers within
architectural education has been exponential; current students have enormous computing
power at their fingertips and the ability to create extraordinarily detailed computer models
and representational graphics. With the development of the internet through the 1990s and
of social networks in the 215t century, the contemporary architecture student operates in a
very different social and educational context. Vowles (2012) finds that:

The context of the studio in UK architecture education is evolving due to changing

economic, financial, technological and social conditions. It has come under pressure

from several quarters, including space charging, student numbers, the impact of the

virtual or dispersed studio, student fee increases, student lifestyle aspirations and
employment (p. 46)

Powers (2015) suggeststhat WKHUH LV DQ 3LBMHIDQULWPRROYWWIHGXFDWRUV’
DGYRFDWHY WKDW 3Ll DUFKLWHFWXUDO HGXFDWLRQ LV D ILFWLR
DQG JHQXLQHO\ HQJDJLQJ S

Slick digital presentations in digital moving images or laser cut models are now all too

easy to achieve, while the underlying social and physical substance of architecture

remain as neglected as they were in the worst excesses of the Beaux Arts (ibid. p.
17).

2.13 Summary

7TKHUH DUH D QXPEHU R ptha Gavé dnergsdHiatchiiedturbl éducation in
the last thirty years or so, including explorations of critical regionalism, the introduction of the
project office in universities, and the use of live projects, with real individual clients, or
community groups. The relationship between design and manufacture, including digital
manufacturing such as 3D printing have been (and are being) explored. New forms of
relationships between academia and practice (modern versions of pupillage), such as the

relatively new London School of Architecture (Froud and Harris, 2015), are emerging.

7KHUH VHHPV WR KDYH EHHQ D UXPEOLQJ pFULVLVY LQ DUFKLWH
VL[W\ \HDUV VLQFH WKH SUHYLRXV FULVHV ZHUH pVHWWOHGY D\
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It also seems to be that we may now be at something of a point of departure. Even so,
9RZOHV [/RZ 'RURQ FRQFOXGHV WKDW 3VWXGLR FXOWXUH

intensive medium of teaching and learning, lending weight to the conventional wisdom that
VWXGLRV PRG WH.L4Q)J T

The following chapter takes a closer look at design studio and design studio projects,
explores the epistemology of architecture, and reflects upon the problems and potential of

the design studio and the design project review for contemporary architectural education.
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Chapter 3 Situating the Design Project Review

,Q DQ\ GLVFXVVLRQ DERXW pWKH FULWYf«LQ DUFKLWHFWXUD
slippery is the object of scrutiny, in that the crit is a sophisticated social event that is

traditionally bothan DVVHVVPHQW RI UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ« DQG D UHS
relations in the architectural profession (Vowles, 2000. p.259).

3.1 Epistemology of architectural design

The primary focus of activity in architectural education is the design project. Students work

both collaboratively and independently in a variety of situations. Architectural courses vary in

their construction and patterns of delivery, but the format of design projects tends to be

relatively similar with an assortment of reasonably standard components and modes of

interaction. Students normally engage with projects as a group, often as a whole cohort at a

particular level or sometimes in smaller units within a cohort. The size of the group may vary,

but might typically involve 20 to 50 students or more. Design projects have a lead tutor who

sets out the design brief and the overall timetable and agenda for the project. The lead tutor

will have assistant tutors and together they will provide tutorial support for the students on a

regular basis (once or twice a week). Staff:student ratios for design tuition vary but may

typically range between 1:8 £1:20 (Vowles, Low, & Doron, 2012, p.42). Projects normally

involve a period of research, which might include a site visit, analysis of location,

development of brief, analysis of functional and programmatic requirements and the study of

precedent. Seminars and group discussions explore themes and develop ideas. Tutorials

(sometimes referred to in the literatureas yGHVN FULWVY LQ $PHULFDQ WHUPLQR
individuals and sub groups, discuss and explore emerging ideas and designs. Interim and

final design projectrHYLHZYV YDULRXVO\ FDOOHG pFULWVY JUHYLHZVY u

provide feedback.
3.2 Constructivism

The literature encompassing architectural pedagogies (and other art and design disciplines)
is broadly constructivist, and relates to social theories of learning that see the processes of
developing architectural knowledge as something that is the result of active participation by
individuals within a social group. In this sense knowledge and knowing are lived
experiences, constructed by the individual and contested and contestable rather than
complete and unchanging. Meaning is therefore not something that is initially held by the
teacher and transmitted to the student, but rather something that is arrived at by the student
through engagement in meaningful experience, which can be questioned, interpreted,
reflected upon and developed. Fosnot (2005) points out that constructivism is not a theory of
teaching, but that it does allow for a different relationship between the teacher, the teaching

activity and the learner:
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The classroom in this model is seen as a mini-society, a community of learners

engaged in activity, discourse, interpretation, justification, and reflection. The

traditional hierarchy of teacher as the autocratic knower, and the learner as the

unknowing, controlled subject studying and practising what the teacher knows,

EHJLQV WR GLVVLSDWH DV WHDFKHUV DVVXPH PRUH RI D IDF
on more ownership of the ideas. Indeed, autonomy, mutual reciprocity in social

relations, and empowerment become the goals. (p.ix).

The individual student constructs and reconstructs personal models/representations of their

reality as new patterns of relationships are perceived through their engagement with the
world.

Learning, as a process of constructing knowledge, is central to the work of Jean Piaget

(1896-1980) and Lev Vygotsky (1896-1934), both of whom developed theories of learning

that situate the learner in a self-structured framework of learning within a social context.

3LDJHW D ELRORJLVW LQ KLV HDUO\ FDOQHMWUWY 8 HYTHKQAR®$ H G DMKLHR G
ZKLFK KH SURSRVHV WKDW 3SWKH PHFKDQLVP IRU SURPRWLQJ FKELC
that in evoluton +QDPHO\ HTXLOLEUDWLRQ  )RVQRW DQG 3HUU\ S
WKLV FRPHY DERXW KH VXJJH VMpkoceksofBeEK-teGubatbd bEnavBNIQ D P L
EDODQFLQJ WZR LQWULQVLF SRODU EHKDYLRXUV DVVLPLODWLR
MSVVLPLODWLRQ Y -directe@ dctRQimtfie/wdtld énd the tendency to seek out new

knowledge; to make sense of new st XDWLRQV RU LGHDV u$FFRPPRGDWLRQY L\
reflective process (reflective abstraction), by which we integrate the new knowledge and

change our behaviour. Vygotsky approaches the subject through an enquiry into the

relationship between the development of language and thought. He explores the notion of

MHLQQHU VSHHFKY VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW FRQFHSWXDO LGHDV DULVH
WKHUH DUH WZR DV SHFWVn-WW® WHCOLY DWQ IGH#KM@KRQYWHSVELG S

the latter being the language required in order to explain the concept to others. Vygotsky

examines the relationship between the ability of a child to grasp concepts, and the teaching

Rl HILVWLQJ FRQFHSWXDO PRGHOV 39\JRWVN\ EHOlOKYHG WKDW
WKHLU ZD\ pGRZQY LPSRVLQJ WKHLU ORJLF RQ WKH FKLOG VSR
PHHWLQJ WKH VFLHQWLILF FRQFHSW DQG DOORZLQJ WKH OHDUQ
term that Vygotsky uses to denote this place, where the spontaneous concept meets the
VFLHQWLILF FRQFHSW LV 3WKH JRQH RI SUR[LPDO GHYHORSPHQW
which involves the expression of ideas verbally, to negotiate an understanding of meaning

between a learner, a teacher and others, Vygotsky also studied dialogue more generally.

3+H ZzZDV QRW RQO\ LOQWHUHVWHG LQ WKH UROH WKDW LQQHU VSH
EXW RQ WKH UROH RI WKH DGXOW DQG WKH OHDUQHUVY SHHUV
H[SODLQHG DQG QHJRWMWLRWMHG PHDQLQJ’
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PiagetfW QG 9\JRWVN\YfV WKHRULHV RQ OHDUQLQJ DUH QRW GLDPHYV
conceptually at least, quite different. Both are grounded in actions; of being (and growing,

developing, learning) in the physical world. For Piaget, the biologist, this is naturalistic.

Learning is primarily an internal process that gives rise to, and shapes external interactions.

For Vygotsky, the psychologist, learning arises from, and within, social contexts of human

interaction.

Piaget is more concerned with the development of universal processes for the
validation of knowledge, and Vygotsky is more focused on psycho-socio-historical
genesis and its interpretation. One is more devoted to the discussion of the
constructive character of interpretation and the other more to the interpretive
dimension of construction. As such they complement each other well. (Tryphon and
Voneéche, 1996. p.9).

Biggs (1996) discusses a number of different constructivist theories and describes a learner-

constructed framework for learning as follows:

Whatever particular constructivist theories may variously emphasize, a consensus
would be that learners arrive at meaning by actively selecting, and cumulatively
constructing, their own knowledge, through both individual and social activity. The
learner brings an accumulation of assumptions, motives, intentions, and previous
knowledge that envelopes every teaching/learning situation and determines the
course and quality of the learning that may take place. (p. 348).

In architectural design the experience that is being transformed is an experience of making
things. Learning to design involves the development of a range of techniques of
representation, including physical and virtual model making and drawing, in a variety of
media, from pencils and pens and cardboard and glue to photography, computer aided
design (CAD) and other digital techniques. The construction of architectural knowledge is

contiguous with the construction of the objects of design.

There is a very strong aspect of co-learning in architecture and one of the key features of
this situation is the relationship between the design work produced by the student and the
dialogue that takes place about that work (and the work produced by others) between
students, and between students and tutors, in diverse conversational circumstances.
Students predominantly work in a studio environment alongside their peers and (inevitably)
engage in conversation within this forum about a wide range of topics, including the specific
design projects, as well as about broader issues around the subject, around the
development of design and communication techniques and around personal/professional
development (amongst other things). In this way, architecture students both acquire
(construct) their knowledge about design and develop their knowledge of the processes of

designing. The student is the central, active participant. As such, the experience of the
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student is critical to their own personal development, as new knowledge transforms (and

guides) their ever-evolving understanding.
3.3 The design project

The design project is the primary activity within architecture and architectural education.
Students are learning to design, and the process by which they learn is through engaging
with a design project. Donald Schon (1983) proposes a model of professional education
centred on enhancing WKH SUDFWLWLRQHU §Vn-IDEMDURN" | RSU 3U HBIFKKH QWAL R Q
theories were developed through an analysis of the architectural design studio as an
educational model, in which he explores the design processes and corresponding dialogue
that takes place in a studio context during the development phase of architectural design.
Learning in architecture is essentially experiential. Architects learn by doing; by talking about
what they have done, and by reflecting upon what they have done and what they have
discussed (Dewey, 1998, Gibbs, 1988, Kolb, 1984). The design projects can vary
enormously, from abstract sculpture to design of furniture, from exploring components and
building systems to broad strategies for urban design and intervention, from interiors to
superstructures, from imagined worlds to live projects. The process includes problem
solving, but can be much more than this, in that design projects in architecture, typically, also
include having to identify the problems in the first place. They are not necessarily given, but
emerge through analysis of the issues and through design activity. Learning-by-doing, in this
context, requires students to start doing before they know what it is that they are trying to
learn (Schon, 1983, 1985).

Issues students become concerned with in their investigation of architecture are
directly influenced by the nature of this pedagogy. In a very real way, [the design
project] becomes and instrument for revealing to students how they come to perceive
the world (Dutton, 1991. p.179).

Design normally takes place within a studio, or allied to a studio, where students can work
DORQJVLGH HDFK RWKHU DQG ERWK VHH DQG GLVFXVV HDFK RWK
students attend a tutorial with a design tutor to discuss progress, or to explore a specific

issue. At the tutorial, ideas and solutions are explored and analysed. This can be as a one to

one discussion, but is more commonly a desktop tutorial with a small group of colleagues

and one or more tutor, or occasionally as a pin-up exercise akin to a DPR event, but without

any expectation of having a finished product. Following a tutorial, the student will refine their

design thinking, or explore alternatives. A new design position is reached, which is then

discussed at another tutorial/pin-up, and further refinements are made, and so on, until

design resolution is achieved. Typically, a structured programme of learning would have

interim goals to allow students to gauge progress and to engage with the problems and
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solutions at ever greater levels of detail. In his analysis of an architecture studio at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (The Oxford studio), Shaffer (2003) identifies a series
of cycles of activity that take place within the studio, including tutorials (or desk crits) and

pin-ups (see Figure 1. below). Reflecting upon the nature of the desk crit Shaffer writes:

6FK|Q« DQDO\]HG D NH\ LQWHUDFW L RIeskRit:\&hkekte@liedv LI Q VW X G
and loosely structured interaction between designer and critic (expert or peer)

involving discussion of and collaborative work on a design in progress. Schon

VXJJHVWHG WKH FULW LV FHQWUDO WR WKH GHYHORSPHQW
WKRXJKWIXOO\ ,Q 6FK|QYV Gluncidhs S\ariks@ntidtiddlef GHV N FUL
9\J R WV Nadh¥ &f proximal development, with development taking place as

learners progressively internalize processes they can first do only with the help of

others. (p.5).

Figure 1. The assessments of the Oxford Studio as a series of presentations (ibid. p.20).

The work produced by the student, and brought to a tutorial or review for analysis and
discussion, can be developed in a variety of media, and can include physical models,
architectural drawings (plans, sections, elevations, axonometric and so on), computer
renders, collage, photo montage and video/animation. Different techniques of representation
can emphasise different elements of a design and contribute to the variety of ways in which
solutions and approaches are explored. Using different media can alter the way students
and tutors perceive the problems and can be an important element of the iterative processes
in design activity. In architecture the process of design is the process of expressing an idea
through modelling, drawing etc. The act of designing is an act of doing, of making, drawing.
7KLV pUHNhOHARPMWLR®@YT LV ZKDW 6FK|Q LGHQWLILHV DV WKF
design activity. Oxman (1999) suggests that what the student produces is effectively a
physical expression of the knowledge that they have acquired, and represents their ability to

make sense of that knowledge in an expressive and meaningful way:
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The constructional form provides a representation of the structure of knowledge
which the student acquires. Design learning then may be considered a process of
knowledge acquisition and development in which the knowledge is physically
constructed. This contributes to an understanding of the cognitive processes which
are characteristics of design. (p. 6).

3.4 Approaches to learning

Individuals learn in different ways. Engaging in similar activities can lead to different learning

outcomes, depending upon how an individual approaches the task. Marton and Saljo (1976)

developed the notion that there are approaches to learning that can be categorised as

MGHHSY DV RSSRVHG WR pvVXUIDFHY 7KHVH SRODULWLHY SURYL
that some approaches are mechanistic, repetitive, rote (surface), whilst others are more

deeply engaged, independent, curious, questioning (deep).

$ HOGHHSY DSSURDFK WR OHDUQLQJ LV RQH LQ ZKLFK D SHUV
construct meaning from a learning event (such as reading this paper). A person using

D uVXUIDFHY DSSURDFK GRHV QRW VHH SDVW WKH WH[W WR
passage: they would simply try to remember the text (Webb, 1997. p. 195).

There is an argument that effective learning depends upon the approach that a student

WDNHV WR D OHDUQLQJ WDVN $ pVXUIDFHY DSSURDFK LV ZKHUH
task with minimum trouble, or effort, such that learning becomes superficial. Biggs and Tang

(2011) suggest WKDW ZKHQ D VXUIDFH DSSURDFK L\raly,ksk@ 3 OHDUQLQ
be got out of the way. Hence the presence of negative feelings about the learning task:

anxiety, cynicism, boredom. Exhilaration or enjoyment of the task is not part of the surface
DSSURDFK™ S 'HHS OHDUQLQJ Rie iMdiKithaRI&dikded to cdi3tu@ DOORZV
knowledge from a more involved relationship with the learning task, which provides a more

fulfilling, meaningful experience.

When using the deep approach in handling a task, students have positive feelings:
interest, a sense of importance, challenge, exhilaration. Learning is a pleasure.
Students come with questions they want answered, and when the answers are
XQH[SHFWHG WKDW LV HYHQ EHWWHU" LELG S

The approach that an individual takes does not mean that this is always going to be
characteristic of their engagement with any given task. A different approach may be applied
in different situations, depending upon how a task is perceived and how it relates to previous

experiences.

The deep/surface dichotomy does not characterize a stable characteristic of the

VWXGHQW EXW UDWKHU GHVFULEHV D UHODWLRQ EHWZHHQ
DQG KLV DSSURDFK WR LW 7KH VWXGHQWYV SHUFHSWLRQ R
multitude of things: it depends on its form and content, on its relation to other tasks,

RQ WKH VWXGHQWYfV SUHYLRXV H[SHULHQFH RQ WKH VWXGF
marked it and how it will be assessed. But the operational outcome of this
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combination of judgements and perceptions is an intention either to understand or to
memorize, and thereby to use either a deep or surface approach. (Laurillard, 1984.
p.135).

7KXV ODUWRQ DQG 6DOMR LQWHUSUHW WKH uDSSURDFKY{ W
individual learner brings to a task. The VDPH SHUVRQ PLJKW WDNH D pVXUIDFHY |
approach and their choice to do one or the other would affect the outcome:

We had been looking for an answer to the question of why the students had arrived

at those qualitatively different ways of understanding the text as a whole. What we

found wasthat WKH VWXGHQWY ZKR GLG QRW JHW 3WKH SRLQW’ ™ ID
they were not looking for it (their italics). (p. 39).

'HVLJQ SURMHFWY LQ DUFKLWHFWXUH FDQ EH V kheyQeduive uGHH S C
an involvement within the learning experience that is anything but mechanistic or rote.

7TKURXJK HQJDJHPHQW ZLWK WKH WDVN PpGHHSO\Y VWXGHQWYV EF
design. For effective learning Biggs and Tang (2011) advocate a deep approach and set out

four factors that might encourage a student to engage deeply in a learning task:

An intention to engage the task meaningfully and appropriately. Such an intention
might arise from an intrinsic curiosity or a determination to do well;

Appropriate background knowledge and a well-structured knowledge base;
The ability to focus at a high conceptual level, working from first principles;
A genuine preference for working conceptually rather than with unrelated detail

(p. 26).
Such an approach would be expected in situations where knowledge is constructed. The
individual is always central to the task and, as such, sees the act of doing, and the act of

constructing meaning, as indivisible.

The deep approach arises from a felt need to engage the task appropriately and
meaningfully, so the student tries to use the most appropriate cognitive activities for
KDQGOLQJ LW«:KHQ VW X GtétkpowMhéadomeiicallyryQdfétas on
underlying meanings, on main ideas, themes, principles or successful applications.
(ibid. p.26).
The deep approach, set out in this way, has a close alignment with reflection-in-action
(Schoén, 1983), in the sense that architectural design activity is a reflective process, involving
meaningful dialogue in which students build upon previous knowledge through iterative
stages of design development. The architectural project and associated means of

engagement, including tutorialsand DPRs SURYLGH SRWHQW RSSRUWXQLWLHV I
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3.5 Conversati on Theory

In addition to notions of deep and surface approaches to learning, it is worth considering

Conversation Theory (Pask, 1976), which poses a different, but not entirely unrelated,

PRGHO ODUWRQ DQG 6DOMR GHYHORSHG AMKW KW RXKIKRUWHN \WRH DUGHKH
conducted in relation to how students approach reading a text; whether they simply tried to

remember the information provided (surface) or whether they tried to comprehend the

meaning of the information (deep). Pask explored a different type of pedagogic task,

ZKHUHE\ VWXGHQWYV ZHUH JLYHQ D SUREOHP WR VROYH 5HJDUG
task, the successful completion of the task meant that the problem had to be solved. What

Pask found was that within an overall subject domain there are two distinct ways in which
VWXGHQWY H[DPLQH D WDVN pORFDOO\Y DQG pJOREDOO\T ,Q Wk
MORFDOO\Y WKH\ DUH DWWHQGDQW WR PDWWHUV RI GHWDLO DQ
the functions, effects and connections are between the components in a given situation.

They explore and manipulate the elements. Understanding is based upon focusing upon

what is given. In the situation where students are thinking globally, they are trying to reach

out beyond the specific task to find connections and parallels with other situations. They are

thinking about alternative theoretical frameworks that they can apply to the task. To

paraphrase Laurillard (1984), if we were to consider geometric triangles as the subject

domain, for example, then the local manipulative level of thinking might be around exploring
SWHFKQLTXHV VXFK DV FRQVWUXFWLQJ D VTXDUH RQ D OLQH" S
OHYHO PLJKW JLYH XV 3\WKDJRUDVY 7TKHRUHP

H&RQYHUVDWLR éfis theQuayiK WhichPaRstadent makes sense of, and is able to
articulate, what they know; how they are able to explain what they know both to themselves
and to others, and how they might look for and compare alternative explanations. Knowledge

is constructed through articulating ideas and interpreting the opinions and ideas of others.

,Q 3DVNYV WKHRU\ SDUWLFLSDQWY PD\ DJUHH RU DJUHH W]
acknowledge a new thought about what is being jointly considered. In this way,

3DVNYV WKHRU\ GHVFULEHV WKH SRVVLELOLW\ WKDW KXPDQ
continually renew and reproduce itself, to create the new, the unpredictable, the

imagined, to engage with differences, through engaging in learning conversations.

(Shumack, 2010. p.4).

7KH FRQYHUVDWLRQV LQ &8RQYHUVDWLRQ 7KHRU\ DUH DW ERWK \
thinking. Pask WKHRULVHG WZR PRGHYVY RI OHDUQLQJ M&RPSUHKHQVLR
globally), which involves describing what is known, and looking for analogies and

interpretations of meanings; DQG p2SHUDWLRQ OHDUQLQJY ZKHUH K\SRWKH)\
throughmDQLSXODWLRQ DQG WHVWLQJ RI WHFKQLTXHYVY DQG SURFHC
YHUWLFDO VWUXFWXUH IURP pORFDOY WR pJOREDOY p&RPSUHK
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ZKHWKHU pORFDOY RU JOREDOY /DXULOODUG some VXJJHVWV WHFE
FRUUHVSRQGHQFH EHWZHHQ pVXUIDFHY DQG pOoRR& &3 DQG EHWZ
VKH LV DEOH WR FRQFOXGH WKDW D pVXUIDFHY DSSURDFK LV XQ

thinking. In relation to Conversation Theory, she summarises that Pask tells us:

«WKDW IRU DQ\ SUREOHP WKHUH DUH JOREDO DQG ORFDOL]
domain, and the student has to be able both to manipulate the concepts and relations
between them and to interpret the meaning of those manipulations (p. 142).

In thinking about architectural design, the architecture student is challenged to consider

localised issues when creating forms and spaces driven by an enquiry into specific

contextual influences or functional / technical requirements. Equally, the student, developing

a project conceptually, or adopting/forming a theoretical position about their work relative to

RWKHU FRQFHSWYVY WKHRULHVY DQG SUDFWLFHYV LQ DUFKLWHFWXL

3.6 The design studio

7KH GHVLJQ VWXGLR KDV EHFRPH WKH pKHDUW DQG KHDG RI
proclaim that as a pedagogical model, the design studio is incomparable in its
intensity and involvement (Dutton, 1991. p.165).

The design studios in schools of architecture are the central focus of activity. They are
places where large numbers of students can spend large amounts of time working on their
design projects. The typical design studio will contain desks and surfaces for layout of
drawings; model making facilities; meeting spaces; drawing boards; computers; kit and
equipment for making and drawing; storage spaces for work in progress, personal effects,
useful materials and so on; pin-up space; discussion space; display areas and other flexible
spaces for a variety of occasional needs. It is typically, a busy, shared, lived-in environment,
which contains the various pieces of developmental work, produced (and sometimes

discarded) by students who share the space.

Models, drawings, artworks, installations, half formed concepts, slick presentational graphics
and so on, are all artefacts within the studio space, which in turn become the subject of
further reflection and discussion during the period of the design project and sometimes

beyond.

Allwork in progresV LV PDGH SXEOLF« 2QH RI WKH WKLQJV \RX OHD!
VWXGLR« LV WR DFFHSW FULWLTXH« WR DFFHSW WKDW WR
that. And that is one of the key platforms that you want for lifelong learning. (Brown,

2008. Video)

The artefacts produced by students within the studio environment become the basis of
communicating their ideas through reflection, through tutorials and DPRs, as well as through

other more casual conversations and interactions. These interactions allow for ideas and
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insights about the functional or aesthetic aspects of design thinking to be shared and built

upon, in a kind of continuous feedback loop that informs the learning experience.

JURP WKH HYHU\GD\ 3+H\ FDQ \RX WDNH D QGige,N DW WKLV"" \
learning in a studio is constant and multidirectional, formal and informal.

Collaboration means communicating concepts, critiques, and questions for the

betterment of the individual designer and the entire team. Studio surfaces are

notoriously littered with inspirations, precedents, concepts, and drafts. In the studio,

the process - not just the product- WDNHYV FHQWHU VWDJH« $ FXOWXUH RI
FROODERUDWLRQ UHIUDPHY WKH FRQFHSW RI IDLOXUH ,Q W
endemic - but they are known by less pejorative names: prototyping, modeling,

tinkering, discovery. (Turckes and Kahl, 2011. para 4)

The design project as a learning vehicle, and the design studio as a learning context,
occasion a range of interactions between students, and between students and tutors, that
support the student to carry out the task of designing (and hence learning). Thus, the design
studio becomes a form of design laboratory; a location for design experimentation; for the
testing of design hypotheses. The QAA Benchmark statement for architectural education in
the UK acknowledges that:

The word 'studio' means much more in architecture education than a convenient
workroom. It evokes an image of creative cooperative working in which the outcome:
the architectural design and the educational benefit in terms of skill development, is
greatly superior to that which could be achieved by the individual student working
alone. (Borden et al., 2010, p.13)
The creative, cooperative interactions that take place in the working environment of the
GHVLJQ VWXGLR DUH JHQHUDOO\ UHIHUUHG WR LQ GHVLJQ HGXFI

HQWDLO D VLJQLILFDQW VKLIW LQ VWXGHQWVY PRGHV Rl OHDUQ]|

Although no definitive description of the studio prevails, some core features can be
identified: the specific use of material space, project-based learning, learning-by-
doing and the requirement for students to experience physical, temporal and cultural
immersion. (Corazzo, 2018. p.1250)

The power of the studio as a means of engagement with the subject, and of socialisation into
the practices of learning architecture, is particularly apparent in the early years, for students
starting their courses, who have come from very different educational backgrounds and often
with little knowledge of the subject, or of the processes of design and the breadth of activity

that this can entail.

In embarking on a course in architecture, the student is quickly confronted with a
fundamental change to their principal mode of learning. Rather than acting as a
recipient of knowledge, the student is required at an early stage to analyse problems
and scenarios and construct knowledge pertinent to the specific context in which they
are working. (McClean, 2009. p.96)
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The design studio is a place for working, for learning and application of learning. It is also a

place for social interaction and often the scene for key events in the cultural life of an

architecture school. Within this context, over a period of time, through processes of making,

showing, remaking, discussing and so on, the student of architecture develops, in the studio,

their abilities to think and act as an architect. The design studio has a number of aspects

that are closely aligned and serve to reinforce each other in what Shaffer and Resnick
GHVFULEH DV D B WKLFNO\ DXWKHQWLF HQYLURQPHQW" S

(a) goals that matter to the community outside the classroom,
(b) goals that are personally meaningful to the student,
(c) ways of thinking within an established discipline, and

G WKH PHDQV RI DVVHVVPHQW «

«IRU HI[DPSOH LQ WKH GHVLJQ VWXGLR ZKHQ SHUVRQDOO\ P
produced and assessed according to the epistemological and procedural norms of an
external community (ibid. p.6).

As an active participant in the process, the student is invested with the responsibility for
effective engagement, which in this context relies on the motivation of the student and their
FRQILGHQFH LQ ZKDW WKH\ ZLOO EH DEOH WR DFKLHYH 7KH VWX
abilities (and hence their confidence and motivation) derives from their reflection upon their
own output and the output of other students in the same situation, as well as the perceived
abilities and attributes of students at different stages of progression towards becoming an
architect.
The design studio can be conceived as an optimum environment in which to develop
the multiliteracies that serve important socializing functions for architecture students,

such as communicating ideas, creative problem solving and justifying decisions.
(Ardington and Drury, 2017. p. 163)

The processes that Schén encountered 30 years ago in architectural education are, in the

main, still prevalent in contemporary architectural programmes; namely design projects

GULYHQ E\ -h@ERUQ@QLRIVWXGLR FHQWUHG GLDORJXH EHWZHHQ VW
project assessment through DPR. However, much has changed in university education

VLQFH 6FK|QYY DQDO\VLV LQ WKH V QRW OHDVW DFFHVV WR
internet, mobile phones and so on. Shaffer (2003) analysed a well-funded and well-

structured studio, in which each student had a work-base and was able to spend most of

their time working in that environment. Percy (2004) observes an increasing tendency for

students to spend more time on computers and more time working from home:

The growth in student numbers meant that it was no longer possible to provide
LQGLYLGXDO ZRUNVWDWLRQV RU SHUPDQHQW pKRPH EDVHV'
the growth of dependency on specialist software in many design disciplines, had
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aided the exodus from the studentV] HQJDJHPHQW LQ WKH RSHQ VWXGLR
private hinterland of the computer interface. But above all, the students themselves

were pushing the agenda of independent learning. Pressure of personal finance,

accentuated by the demands of student fees, combined with the desire to maintain

consumer lifestyles, meant that the students needed to engage in part-time

employment. The students were managing their own learning needs, orchestrating

their access to studios and staff around their complex domestic timetables (p.144).

&KDQJHV LQ VWXGHQWVY H[SHULHQFH RI VWXGLR FXOWXUH LQ D
picked up by Vowles et al. (2012) in their analysis of the topic and identifies similar themes

to those discussed by Percy (2004) and later by McClean (2009), revealing a concern that

the effectiveness of the educational model provided by the studio is being eroded by various

factors that are contributing to a decline in studio engagement for a variety of structural and
personal/societal reasons. However, in the main, they found that the typical studio in

architectural education, whilst operating somewhat differently from the studios of the 1980s

and 1990s, still maintains its central position as a valued focus for activity and learning.

Staff and students continue to recognise the intrinsic value of peer learning that is
facilitated by interaction in studio, especially in undergraduate studies where studio
learning can support the fundamental shift in thinking necessary in the transition from
school pedagogy. (p.46).

3.7 The Design Project Review

u,QWHULP | dodigGpnojectQdviin are of particular significance because they are the
formal culmination of all of the studio actions and interactions, and the forum for students to
(publicly) explain their work and receive critical feedback from peers and tutors. Dialogue
and feedback are important components to this mode of study and can be critical to

sustaining and engendering confidence and motivation.

The design project itself is the apparent object of scrutiny, but the subject of the dialogue is
more divergent; less mechanistic, in that it can expand to encompass many other aspects of
WKH VWXGHQWTV SURJUHVY DQG GHYHORSPHQW 'DQYHUYV K

art and design as being fundamental to the nature of learning as a form of self-discovery.

Within Art and Design there is a tendency to value and affirm divergence in learning
and teaching. Learners are encouraged to progressively extend the arena of
possibilities within which they operate, not to seek enduring solutions or answers but
to open up unfamiliar territory and new ideas. By encouraging divergent thinking,
trying out different ways of doing and making, and exploring different meanings and
interpretations learning is experienced as a continuum of changing opportunities for
revision, renewal and self-constitution. (p.50).

It is recognised here that conversations about developing design work can take many forms,
because of the nature of design disciplines, being studio based, communal, and essentially,
GLDORJLFDO 3,QGLYLG XD O VraHdesoDd#fereht RIEp6 amiunatdrielX ODWH D
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constructs within a framework of collective experimentation, risk taking and mutual
UHVSRQVLYHQHVV" LELG S &RQYHUVDWLRQV WKDW WDNH SO
linked to the shared experiences of the culture of the studio and the range of earlier

conversations and events, both formal and informal, that have taken place.

«ZKHUH WKH SUDFWLFH RI GHVLJQLQJ WDNHV SODFH LQ WKH
VWXGLR«VWDII EULQJ WR WKH FUL WehdédHarl s&fafidRoiousR | WKH FL
moments of intervention and informal dialogue that have taken place with the

VWXGHQWY LQ WKH GHVLJQ VWXGLRV«Y 3HUF\ S

6 XFK uPRPHQWYV RI LQWHUYHQWLRQ DQG LQIRUPDO GLDORJXHY F
formative feedback, whether through conversation between peers or more formally by
design tutors through tutorials and reviews. The nature of design processes, particularly in
this setting, mean that such feedback can rarely be fixed or prescriptive. Design processes
entail an exploration of possible solutions. There is never a definitive answer. Students
produce work that is highly individual and opinions offered are inevitably subjective (Oak,
37KH FULW FRQVWLWXWHY D KHLIKWHQHG PBPHW®MXYGRIQM[W¥K D
(Percy, 2004. p.152). What is happening in a DPR is, in essence, a form of feedback; but it
is reflective, discursive, constructive, multi-layered feedback. In this sense, conversations at
the DPR, whether an interim stage of design or as a final project review, are always
MIRUPDWLYHYT LQ QDWXUH

Whilst the nature of formative feedback has been discussed in the literature since the 1970s

(Bloom, Hastings and Madaus, 1971), it was not until the 1990s that interest in this area

intensified (Boud, 1990; Sadler, 1989; Wiliam and Black 1996). At this time there was a

growth in interest in assessment processes in higher education, coinciding with changes in

the sector in the UK, which included increase in student numbers, introduction of

modularisation, and the introduction of Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) audits. Blair (2006)

suggests that this resulted in & review of practice and more varied approaches to

DVVHVVPHQW EHLQJ VRXJKW" S 7KH GLDORJXH DW D '35 DV :
received) is certainly aimed at bringing about improvement to the work and thus higher

attainment; but it is also part of an ongoing (longer term) developmental process, rather than

simply a summary of work completed and instructions for further action. At its root, in design

education, and particularly within the cont H[W RI WKH '35 %ODLU VXJJHVWY WKDW
EH WDNHQ WR PHDQ 3DVVHVVPHQW IRU OHDUQLQJ" DV RSSRVHG
13).

There have been a number of studies relating to formative feedback and its effect upon the
quality of learning (inter alia: Black and Wiliam, 1998, 2009; Crooks, 1988, 2001; Gibbs,
1999; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Kingston & Nash, 2011; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Sadler,
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1989, 2005, 2010; Torrance, 1993; Wiliam and Black, 1996). They all concur that the
purpose of formative feedback is to improve learning. However, the definition of what
constitutes formative feedback and what the most effective methods for its deployment are,

varies greatly. As Sadler (2010) notes:

Feedback is capable of making a difference to learning, but the mere provision of

IHHGEDFN GRHVY QRW QHFHVVDULO\ OHDG WR LPSURYHPHQW
complexities of what is known about feedback, the general picture is that the

relationship between its form, timing and effectiveness is complex and variable, with

no magic formulas. (p.536)

$VNHZ DQG /RGJH VXJIJHVW WKDW 3HIITHFWLYH OHDUQLQJ PX'
feedback than that of the dominant discourse and take on the characteristics of constructive

and co-constructve GLDORJXH™ S 6 XFK FKDUDFWHULVWLFYV DUH LQKH!
and within the wider context of the design studio. The dialogue (or parts of it) can be taken,

at face value, as being formative feedback, directly related to the specific design project, but

the exploration of this in architectural education goes beyond a conception of the discourse

VLPSO\ DV IHHGEDFN EHFDXVH WKH '35 FDQ EH VHHQ BV KDYLQJ
FRQVWLWXWLRQ"™ 'DQYHUV S DBFKQWHFWWXDXDWHRFREBEQHB
the teacher/student relationship is how they perceive and interact with each other and how

WKH\ LQWHUSUHW DQG PDNH VHQVH RI WKLV LQWHUDFWLYH SURI
in architecture education because of the nature of the work; being an exploration of

possibilities, expression of ideas and so on.

The emphasis is on inventiveness, innovation and going beyond the status quo.
Individuals and groups within a particular cohort may develop radically different
modes of learning and signification grounded in divergent beliefs and values.
(Danvers, 2003. p.51)

3.8 Tacit knowing

Design projects in architecture engender many different ways of thinking. There is no single
solution, or a correct answer to be found, and so it is difficult from the outset to establish any
commonly held understanding of expectations. There are multiple perspectives and students

are encouraged to explore ideas and possibilities.

The DPR is a specific event, which includes feedback, in the sense of the pragmatic analysis

RI' D VWXGHQWYIV ZRUN DQG UHODWHG LQVWUXFWHewr,RU UHFRP
it also includes much broader discussions about ideas, representation, precedent, theory,

practice and so on, that might relate WR D SDUWLFXODU VWXGHQWITV ZRUN EXW
JHQHULF FRQWH[WXDO EURDG ,Q WKLV ZD\ WKH LQWHUDFWLRQ
DUH PRUH DNLQ WR ZKDW $VNHZ DQG /RERRVWUXGWYFUVE/H PR ®*

education, in which the tutor considers themselves to be participating in the learning. The
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NQRZOHGJH WKDW LV EHLQJ FRQVWUXFWHG LVQYW VLPSO\ IDFLO
of the knowledge is jointly made with the tutor. Tutors see themselves as being on an even
footing with the student.

Fundamental to this aspect of co-construction is the notion of meta-learning; that students
are learning about learning; learning how their learning can be transformative not only for
themselves, but for others around them.

In this model feedback is an integral part of the learning and better described as
GLDORJXH«>DQG@ LV PXFK OHVV FRQFHUQHG ZLWK MXGJHPI
every part of the system interconnects, cause and effect are not considered so
important. As a result, blame and criticism give way to problem-solving and extracting
learning from the dialogue. The relationship is no longer one where the expert
informs the neophytic of their judgement, but one where the roles of learner and
teacher are shared and the expertise and experience of all participants are respected
(Ibid. p.13).
Architects and architecture tutors might very well aspire to this model and, indeed, it seems
WR FRUUHODWH ZLWK WKH pVWXGLR FXOWXU HHNe 6atda bfilkJ\ RI1 DUF
tutor in the design studio. Key to the success of this, of course, is the tutor. The tutor is
required to be the expert both in relation to the discipline and in relation to processes of
learning and personal development. The tutor sets the agenda and manages the process.
6WXGHQWYV LQ WKLY VFHQDULR DGRSW D uGHHSY DSSURDFK WR

participants in the process.

The situation is particularly complex, (for a student learning the discipline), because the
encouragement to follow certain lines of enquiry (or ways of thinking) is not entirely (or
overtly) objective and often depends upon the experience and knowledge of the tutor, which

is not always easy to articulate or transmit to the learner.

It remains a challenging forum due to the inherently subjective nature of design
studio discourse and practices based on largely tacit understandings of the
discipline. (Ardington and Drury, 2017. p. 168)

$FFRUGLQJ WR 3RODQ\L PWDFLW NQRZLQJY LV GHULYHG IUR
WKDW ZH FDQ NQRZ bhutatuwihaRI€ hxough Rikjuage, to convey that

NQRZOHGJH RU H[SODLQ ZKDW LW LV DERXW WKDW IDFH WKDW
NQRZOHGJH FDQQRW EH SXW LQWR ZRUGV" S +H DOVR H[SORL
we do has an outcome; through repetition we learn to know what the outcome will be. We

are able to anticipate outcomes. Consider the process of learning to play a musical

instrument. This sort of knowledge is subconscious and not always able to be expressed in

words. The same is true for more complex notions of meanings and, for example, ideas

DERXW ZKDW LV JRRG DQG ZKDW LV QRW JRRG 37HDFKHUVY FRQF
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held, largely in unarticulated form, inside their heads as tacit knowledge. By definition,
H[SHULHQFHG WHDFKHUV FDUU\ ZLWK WKHP D KLVWRU\ RI SUHYL
1989. p.126).

Donald Sch6 Q TV FRQWULEXWLRQ WR WKH VWXG\ RI UHIO
examination of processes encountered in architectural education, has been wide ranging.

However, a number of researchers and writers have pointed out the limitations and

methodological problems with his analysis (inter alia: Dutton and Willenbrook, 1989;

Mewburn, 2011; Till, 2004; Usher et al., 1997; Webster, 2004, 2008). The central issue of

their critique is that Schodn takes a highly selective approach to the analysis of the design

VWXGLR VLWXDWLRQ ZKLFK GRHVQYW IXOO\ DOORZ IRU WKH FRP
the asymmetry of the power relationship between tutors and students, and the active

contribution to the situation made by the students. The student is cast as a passive recipient

of expertise and wisdom from the accomplished studio master, rather than as an active

participant in a vibrant learning environment. As Till (2004) putsit: 3,W LV D FODVVLF GLVSO
GRPLQDWLRQ ULJKW GRZQ WR LWV JHQGHUHG VWUXFWXUH DQG
167)

The theory of reflective practice is too simple, and design studios as learning
HQYLURQPHQWY DUH WRR FRPSOH[ 6FK|QTYVY WKHRULHV PD\ |
internal, experience of designing, but they are not that helpful to the practice of

teaching, especially of students who are beyond the novice stage. (Mewburn, 2011.

p. 377).

IRQHWKHOHVYV ZKDW 6FK|QTVY PRGHO KLJKOLJKWYV LV WKH ZD\ LC
decisions and develop ways of thinking and working, which they are not able to fully explain.

3,Q WKLV PRGHO GHVLJQHUV PDNH M Xhzh théyQannidt @eqcbeV KRZ VNLOC
rules or provide explanations. Understanding develops as practitioners refine tacit

NQRZOHGJH WKURXJK ZRUN RQ VXEVHTXHQW LWHUDWLRQV RI WK
p.5).

7KH YHU\ QDWXUH RI WDFLW (¢&3iiyZamicu@ide] ahd/sowhe Bedsoh WatlaV Q W
particular observation or critique is made, may seem obvious to the tutor, but can often be

quite obscure to the student. In a DPR event there can regularly be more than one tutor or

reviewer appraisingthe st XxGHQWVY ZRUN :KDW WXWRUV VD\ WR VWXGHQW\
be interpreted in many different ways by those present. The dialogue between tutors, which

FDUULHV ZLWK LW PXOWLSOH KLVWRULHV Rl 3SUHfommV TXDOLW
shared tacit knowledge; ZKDW 6DGOHU UHIHUV WR DV 3D IRUP RI *XLO!

41



3.9 Acculturation

Design principles in architecture are not canonised as a single, unchanging body of

knowledge, but each studio, each project, will engender its own perceived and constructed
SDUDPHWHUYVY 7KH YHU\ QDWXUH RI DUFKLWHFWXUDO GHVLJQ LQ
personal interpretations of a design problem, which can have very many possible design

solutions. Because the design solutions chosen RU GHYHORSHG VWHP IURP DQ LQ(
perspective, there exists great opportunity for rich and complex discussions and debate

about the work, which might encompass many different theoretical positions; explorations of

technical issues and implications; reference to precedent or the work of other students;

historical comparisons and so on. Such a process engenders a degree of freedom of thought

that allows for a very flexible and creative approach. In this way the individual architectural

student is engaged in a process of learning and personal development that is both self-

directed and referential to the wider fields of architecture and the architectural profession.

Roos and Hamilton (2005) draw upon the work of Piaget, Vygotsky and others to explore

edXFDWLRQ IURP D F\EHUQHWLF YLHZSRLQW 7KH XVH Rl WKH WHL
direction of the learner in an educational setting. Learning and personal development in this

framework, becomes a teleological exercise, whereby students govern and direct their own

learning. At the heart of this notion is the idea that the student, through learning, changes,

and is able, subsequently, to decide how (best) to build upon these changes. The

assumptionisthat 3LQGLYLGXDOV DUH L QG XF MhHuGt tbe@selvdstoMisys SURFH V \
RI WKLQNLQJ ZRUNLQJ DQG VHHLQJ S 7KH SURFHVVHV DUH
theorise active participation by tutors and students in a learning community. The pedagogy

of the design studio encourages divergent thinking, autonomy and self-direction within an

overall academic and professional context. In this way, the learning process is a process of

FKDQJLQJ RI EHFRPLQJ DV PXFK DV LW LV D SURFHVYVY RI NQRZL(
of increased knowledge, competence, skills, autonomy, self-empowerment and clarity about
SWKHLU@ UR(@id. LIB)VRFLHW\’

7KH VWXGLR WKHQ FDQ EH VHHQ DV D FRPPXQLW\ ZKHUHE\ D VYV
D SURFHVV LQ ZKLFK WXWRUYV DQG VWXGHSQUDF\SDEUML FHSIDIWH LQ
(1998) suggests that theory and practice are interwoven in the context of the interactions
and social norms that create (and are created by) active participation in a community. A
SURFHVV WKDW LV 3LQKHUHQWO\ (SHaffer,R@3DpQE GHHSO\ LQGLYLGX

%WUDQGW HW DO SRLQW RXW WKDW 3SWKH DFDGHPLF GHVLJQ
situated in the contexts of an academic institution, as well as the larger professional
FRPPXQLW\ LQ ZKLFK VWXGH QW \330) U'HeyEdddcbé tixdebgydildicc © S
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as a bridge between the learning community and the professional community, which allows
VWXGHQWYV WR SUHSDUH IRU EHFRPLQJ SUDFWLWLRQHUV WKURX.
(Lave and Wenger, 1991), and arguethDW 3ZKLOH WKH VWXGLR H[LVWV WR SUH:
participation in a professional community of practice, it is distinct from, though a part of, the

ODUJHU SURIHVVLRQDO FRPPXQLW\" %UDQGW HW DO S
design studio and design projects provide the space, resources and time in which an
LQGLYLGXDOYVY LGHDV FDQ GHYHORS LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH FRQ

Figure 2. The studio as bridge between professional and academic communities of practice.
(Brandt et al., 2013. p. 338)

7KH pODUJHU SURIHVVLRQDO FRPPXQLW\Y LV UHSUHVHQWHG LQ I
through the exploration of precedent; embodied in the studio tutors and, probably most

significantly, at DPRs, by the presence of practising architects, who provide a direct link

between academia and practice. The DPR is the key event in which students, tutors and
SUDFWLWLRQHUV FRPH WRIJHWKHU WR FR&tutdriald abd inféioH VW X GHQ W
reviews, and there is a final review, at the culmination of the design project. These events

bring together the shared endeavour and begin to draw to a close the various threads of

conversation, enquiry and reflection that have arisen during the development of the work. In

relation to notions of engagement with, and acculturation into the architectural profession,

the DPR is a powerful event, in that it entails the formal presentation of individual design

projects to tutors, peers and others, and allows for discussion about those projects

(specifically) and about other themes and issues (more generally) that emerge. Design, and

learning to design, are therefore social processes involving communication and negotiation.

The standard of judgment the crit imposes does not come from a tradition, master, or
nature. Rather, it comes from a community, of which the studentis part« 1HZDOO
2019. p.19

The crit, in this context, becomes a powerful vehicle for the induction and
enculturation of students into the dominant mores and beliefs of a programme and its
discipline (Percy, 2004. p.152).
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The design studio and the DPR in architecture provide what McClean (2009) refers to as

SWRWDO FXOWXUDO LPPHUYVL RQ@Ralleéhging for thi hovicE BréhitecH T X L

because the processes of learning, initially are somewhat obscure. The actions and attitudes

of architects often stem from their beliefs; their ethos, rather than from a specifically

articulated theory. Indeed, the bHOLHI RU HWKRV LV OLNHO\ WR EH LQ WKH IF
(Polanyi, 1966), which they cannot fully explain. The DPR is an event in which the language

of architecture; the way in which architecture is talked about, is encountered and developed.

The structure and form of the language, as much as its contents, inferences and inherent

values shape, and are shaped by, the participants in the conversations. Architectural

knowledge (tacit, or otherwise) is constructed and reconstructed by engaging in

conversations about architecture. Arlene Oak (2000 and 2010) investigates assessment
FRQYHUVDWLRQV XVLQJ WHFKQLTXHY GUDZQ IURP p&RQYHUVDWL
, QWHUDFWLRQLVPY WR UHYHDO WKH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ W

the disciplinary context within which it is situated.

Designers talk with others about how objects should look and function, and adjust
their work in-part, based on these exchanges of information. Further, the form and
content of design related conversations contributes to delineating the behaviours that
are acceptable in a design and consequently, these interactions help to define the
wider world of professional activity in which designers participate (Oak, 2000. p.87).

Through her analysis, Oak highlights the conflicting assumptions held by students and tutors

about design and design education and demonstrates how

« G Do-day conversations which occur in design education critiques focus on

interactions which discuss concerns and tensions regarding the nature of

expressions and function in objects, and the activities of experimentation and applied

creativity in students. More than just presenting these issues however, the talk in a

FULW DFWXDOO\ KHOSV WR HQVXUH W K Dhe/expligithhdH GHEDWHV
implicit language of the crit helps to shape the students as, through talking and

hearing talk about their objects, the students learn what to expect of design and what

is expected of them, if they are to become professional designers. (ibid p.93)

What Oak highlights is the relationship between talking about design, learning to design and

becoming a designer. Ongoing discussions about design in the studio are instances of the

construction, or co-construction of design thinking (design knowledge), through conversation

(Askew and Lodge, 2000; Pask, 1976). Furthermore, there is an argument that anticipation

of conversations about the work is also a factor in motivating design thinking. Shaffer (2003)

reflects upon the behaviour of architecture students in the build up to a final DPR.
,Q WKH ODVW IHZ GD\V EHIRUH WKH ILQDO UHYLHZ 1LJHO Ut
RQ WKH MXU\" ZKHQ FRPPHQWLQJ RQ VWXGHQWVY ZRUN VXJ

was making was intended to help the student present the best possible project for
UHYLHZ 1LJHO VXJJHVWHG WKDW 'DQ QHHGHG WR SGHYHORSES
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QRW E\ PDNLQJ WKH FULWLFLVP GLUHFWO\ EXW E\ SRLQWLQ
FULWLFLVP ZKHK@® YW GRRPQHWOLQJ LGHD ~ 8QGHUVWDQGLQJ
supportive feedback from peers, and experts in the desk crits helped students

incorporate the norms of the architectural community - personified by the critics - as

part of the framework for their individual thinking (p.22).

%URZQ OHW] DQG &DPSLRQH DUJXH WKDW 30RJLFDO WKRXJlI
GHIHQG RQHYV LGHDV WR DFWXDO RU LPDJLQHG DXGLHQFHV" S
paper: The language and thought of the child (Piaget, 1923/1974, p.59):

7KH DGXOW HYHQ LQ KLV PRVW SHUVRQDO DQG SULYDWH RI
FRQWLQXDOO\ LQ KLV PLQGYVY H\H KLV FROODERUDWRUYV RU
any rate members of his own profession to whom sooner or later he will announce

the results of his labours. This mental picture pursues him throughout his task. The

WDVN LWVHOI LV KHQFHIRUWK VRFLDOLVHG DW DOPRVW HYH
need for checking and demonstrating calls into being an inner speech addressed

throughout to a hypothetical opponent whom the imagination often pictures as one of

flesh and blood. When, therefore, the adult is brought face to face with his fellow

beings, what he announces to them is something already socially elaborated and

therefore roughly adapted to his audience. (Brown, Metz and Campione, 1996 p.

146).

7KH SRLQWYV ZLWKLQ WKH SURFHVYV IRU DUFKLWHFWXUH VWXGHC
IDFH” ZLWK WKHLU 3|HOORZ EHLQJV®  DUH ERWK WKDBPREWXGLR EDYV
which are significant landmarks within the process for each design project, and provide

significant landmarks on the educational journey of architecture students, primarily because,

as Dannels (2005) suggests, itis the pacewhHUH 3 VWXGHQWYVY OHDUQ ZKDW LW PH
SURIHVVLRQDO« ™ S ,Q RWKHU ZRUGV WKH '35 LV ERWK D VL.
they learn about their discipline, and significant as they learn about (and become embedded

in) the culture of their discipline. What the literature highlights, in both studio and DPR, are

the unspoken aspects of learning; the tacit knowledge about the subject and the tacit

knowing about what are considered appropriate ways of communicating and discussing the

subject (Polanyi, 1966), in a process of acculturation into the profession, which carries with it

complex narratives of socialisation.
3.10 Bourdieu +Capital, field and habitus

In examining architectural education; the processes of educating architects and the

processes of becoming an architect (and by inference the social, cultural and professional
VLWXDWLRQ RI DUFKLWHFWYV 3LHUUH %RXUGLHXTV ZRUN RQ FXC(
germane and provides a broader theoretical framework within which architecture,

architectural education (and processes of engagement with each) can be situated. His

principal interest is in how people act and interact in society and specifically in power and the
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ways in which power relationships are constructed; how some groups are, or become,

dominant and others dominated.

Becoming an architect involves the acquisition of knowledge and skills related to the design

processes. It also encompasses the assimilation of attitudes and behaviours, values and

beliefs, that are important to the professional community and form a set of attributes that,

although they are not part of the formal curricula in architectural education, carry notions of

WKH DFTXLVLWLRQ RI hWDVWHYT DQG PGLVWLQFWLRQY %RXUGLH:

reverberations of the elitism of professional identity.

Bourdieu identifies physical capital (i.e. the use of force), economic capital (wealth and the

control of economic power) and symbolic capital (the use of symbols, concepts, ideas and

EHOLHIV LQ KLV DQDO\WVLV RI VRFLDO VWUXFWXUHY DQG WKH GF
SUDFWLFHY %RXUGLHX 3DVVHURQ W LV WKLV ODVW DVSEH
perhaps most significant in relation to understanding the cultural structures at play in an

examination of the education of architects. He recognises that, in society, there are some

cultural practices and behaviours that are considered to have greater cultural value than

others (a night at the opera, for example, rather than a game of bingo, or a visit to an art

gallery rather than a poster fair). Such symbolic practices confer a level of prestige on

participants, such that the acquisition of symbolic cultural capital is on a par with the

acquisition of economic capital, that is, as an emblem for positioning oneself within the social

strata.

Furthermore, Bourdieu observes that society is constructed from a complex array of social
spaces (including the profe VVLRQV RU MHILHOGVY LQWR ZKLFK SHRSOH ILW

each with its own subculture and inherent cultural values.

Bourdieu posited a social world (the field of Power) made up of multiple fields: large
fields could be divided into subfields (e.g. art into literature, painting, photography
etc.). Each subfield, while following the overall logic of its field, also had its own
internal logics, rules and regularities (Thomson, 2014. p.70)

, VSHDN RI WKH 2ILHOG RI SRZHU Tclasd) theKditer baing @ @a§tKk H GRP L C
concept designating an actual population of holders of this tangible reality that we call

power. By field of power, | mean the relations of force that obtain between the social

positions which guarantee their occupantsa TXDQWXP RI VRFLDO IRUFH« %RX
1992. pp.229-230)

Some subfields embody higher cultural capital because they have the higher cultural values
of society embedded within them. Just as groups and individuals strive to develop (or at
least maintain) their economic capital, Bourdieu determines that they also endeavour to
establish and develop their cultural capital, and hence their symbolic power (Bourdieu &

Passeron, 1977). In order to understand how symbolic power works and how this is
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important to the processes of architectural education it is worth considering how people
DXWRPDWLFDOO\ VXEVFULEH WR VI\PEROLF SRZHU DQG WKH VRFL
DQWLFLSDWLRQ RI REMHFWLYH OLPLWY DFTXLUHG E\ H[SHULHQF
S O D withfh’society (Bourdieu, 1984, p.473). Bourdieu establishes that symbolic power in

any given society owes its existence to the fact that it is seen by all members of that society

DV EHLQJ QDWXUDO ,W LVQIYW TXHVWLR QIHrder pthihge.xsW FKDOOHC
the way that things are, and is accepted as such by both the powerful and the powerless. In

this way the powerless (or less powerful) are not excluded from events or situations that

embody higher cultural capital, as such, butthey H{FOXGH WKHPVHOYHYV EHFDXVH W
DWWULEXWH WR WKHPVHOYHV ZKDW WKH« >VRFLDO VWUXFWXUH ¢
DUH UHIXVHG 7KDWIfV QRW IRU WKH OLNHV RI XV DGMXVWLQJ VW
defining themselves asthee VWDEOLVKHG RUGHU GHILQHV WKHP«” JELG S

7KLV pQDWXUDOY RUGHU LV DFFRUGLQJ WR %9RXUGLHX D PLVUH
he argues, one cannot see beyond the symbolic power. The structure is hidden, or invisible,

because it is based upon trends and tastes that are shared (constructed) by the society.

These trends and tastes are not dictated but emerge and change over time. At the scale of

VRFLHW\ WKLY QDWXUDO RUGHU RI WKLQJV WKH ZDWdVKLQJV DU
therefore the power and/or power relationships that a culture allows are also arbitrary.

OHPEHUV RI D VRFLHW\ GRQTW TXHVWLRQ RU FKDOOHQJH WKH pC
to see (from within) the underlying structures that give rise to the symbolic power (Bourdieu,

1984).

From a Bourdieuan perspective, education has a distinct purpose in relation to cultural
capital and symbolic power. At its most fundamental level, it is required to transmit the
knowledge and skills that apply to a specific subject, allowing a student to become proficient
in the principles, elements and techniques that pertain to their chosen discipline. However,
and arguably more importantly (overarchingly), education is a process of socialisation of

students into the ethos, or culture to which they aspire; into their chosen field.

At face value, the transmission of subject knowledge is relatively straightforward and forms
the basis for much of the written material that is produced to describe the learning
requirements for a given discipline (although, inevitably this in never value free, being
contingent on the cultural conditions of its production). In architectural education in the UK,
for example, there are criteria set out by professional and statutory bodies that govern the
content of architectural programmes (RIBA, 2012). Universities develop course structures
that have discrete learning modules, which in turn contain learning outcomes that map

against the professional criteria such that all the relevant aspects of the topic are covered.

47



Coursework briefs are aligned with module requirements and students demonstrate their

knowledge, understanding and skills through the production of work in response to this.

However, the deeper objectives of education; the process of socialisation into a culture, are

far less explicit and, indeed, largely invisible within the descriptions of learning set out by

institutions or the professional bodies. There is an implicit understanding on behalf of

educators and professionals DERXW WKH SURFHVV RI VRFLDOLVDWLRQ 36W.
SHULRG RI OHDUQLQJ WR MEHFRPHY DUFKLWHFWY WKURXJK D JUI
NQRZOHGJH EHOLHIV DQG YDOXHV RI WKH GLVFLSOLQH" :HEVWH
theprRFHVV EXW LW LVQIW WKH FXUULFXOXP 7KLV LV EHFDXVH W
deeper than specific discipline related knowledge. Being part of a group, or becoming part of

a group (architects, for example) requires an affinity (or means that one develops an affinity)

for those trends and tastes that are held to have higher cultural capital by that group. Such

cultural capital can take different forms, such as the cultural capital that is provided by

institutions (educational and professional): qualifications, recognition, levels of educational

attainment, validation, certification and so on.

Thus, it is written in the tacit definition of the academic qualification formally
JXDUDQWHHLQJ D VSHFLIL Frealk B @&raitedspbddessivhkobaVv L W
PIJHQHUDO FXOBMDHDHOWAKRVESURSRUWLRQDWH WR WKH SUHVYV
(Bourdieu, 1984, p.17)

%H\RQG WKH TXDOLILFDWLRQ DV D VA\PERO RI RQHTV VWDQGLQJ 1L
also exists in the form of social networks that underpin and reinforce, through support and

friendship, the socio-cultural capital of like-minded others, with shared tastes and

inclinations, penchants and appetites, desires and ambitions. Such social networks serve

also to reinforce and dictate more objectified cultural capital assigned to items such as

artworks, collectible things, style, choice of clothing etc., and other objects with symbolic

capital (Bourdieu, 1986). The arbitrary nature of what constitutes symbolic or cultural capital

to different groups or in different fields means that what may be excruciatingly important in

some circles, is a matter of complete indifference in others.

An architect's network of business contacts constitutes considerable social capital to
that person, but is quite worthless to a priest. Being an accomplished sailor is
considerable cultural capital in the architectural circles of Sydney, with its annual
Architects' Boat Race, but would count for naught in Vienna. A bow tie, small round
glasses, a beret, a cape: unimpressive symbols to a carpenter, rather more potent to
an architect, although had Le Corbusier or Frank Lloyd Wright worn a cravat, a
monocle, a bowler hat, and a trench coat, these particular and equally arbitrary
symbols would have carried the same potHQF\ ©~ 6WHYHQV

Cultural capital then, the things that we value; attributes, fashions, tastes are particular to

different groups within society; to different fields. Individuals can belong to different fields,
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some quite exclusive, others overlapping. Architectural educators are academics (belonging
to the education field) and also architects (members of a professional field). Architects
belong to a wider field of architecture, as well as a field of construction and a field of the built
environment. Architects may also belong to a field of art, for example, or a field of sculpture,
or of journalism, or of legislation and the law (of building contracts and statutory regulations).
The architectural field is only a part of the overarching field of culture, the field of society (as
a whole), the field of power (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977). Acknowledging that different
aspects and objects of cultural capital are valued differently by different groups, by different
fields, Bourdieu also shows that it is the value of cultural capital within the field of power, or
society, that ultimately determines their overall hierarchical rankings. Society determines that
some things have greater cultural capital than others. All members of society are complicit in
this ranking. The poorest, least powerful, most disadvantaged people may very well have a
distaste or even contempt for those things valued most by those more privileged, those in
power, but they also recognise that gociety fanks string quartets and French cuisine, for
example, over, say, grunge bands and fast food. Consequently, different fields, which
embody different aspects of cultural capital are also held to have greater or lesser cultural
capital than other fields, because of the aspects of symbolic power that are integral to the
field and their perceived value beyond the field.

Thus through the differentiated and differentiating conditions associated with the

GLIITIHUHQW FRQGLWLRQV RI HILVWHQFH WKURXJK WKH H[FO.
GLYLVLR ghwevetithe social structure and the structuring force that it exerts,

WKURXJK DOO WKH KLHUDUFKLHY DQG FODVVLILFDWLRQV LQ
or simply in language, and through all the judgements, verdicts, gradings and

warnings imposed by the institutions specially designed for this purpose, such as

family or the educational system, or constantly arising from the meetings and
LQWHUDFWLRQV RI HYHU\GD\ OLIH WKH VRFLDO RUGHU LV S
minds. (Ibid, p.473).

Of course, tastes and fashions change. What has cultural capital now, what is tasteful and
de rigueur today, is passé, outdated, old hat, tomorrow. Cultural capital is something that
evolves as different ideas, different groups, attain authority over others (in society or within
fields). It is the arbitrary nature of cultural symbols that allows groups to persuade others of
the importance of their own cultural capital (compared to that of their competitors). Such is
the nature of progressive, creative thinking, particularly within the arts, that cultural capital is
a kind of battleground of ideas in which groups strive for dominance, in a state of

(sometimes slow, but) permanent flux (Bourdieu, 1984).

$Q LPSRUWDQW DVSHFW RI %RXUGL Hhat fWtuaRcddtallis/als8 KDW KH LGHQ
MHPERGLHGYT LQ LQGLYLGXDOV 7KLV HPERGLHG FXOWXUDO FDSL

tastes, preferences, and behaviours. How we talk, how we walk, how we hold ourselves,
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even how we stifle a yawn, or blow our nose. It is also manifest in what we find entertaining,
where we choose to holiday, what we wear, what car we drive, what music we listen to, the
foods we eat, the friends we make, and so on; all of the myriad of tiny distinctions that

indicate our cultural worth and mark us out as belonging to one social field or another (ibid).

Taste is a practical mastery of distributions which makes it possible to sense or intuit
what is likely (or unlikely) to befall tand therefore befit +an individual occupying a
JLYHQ SRVLWLRQ LQ VRFLDO VSDFH ,W IXQFWLRQV DV D VR
the occupants of a given space towards the social positions adjusted to their
properties and towards the practices or goods which befit the occupants of that
position (ibid, pp.468-469).
Bourdieu identifies two primary areas that serve to form embodied capital, family and
VFKRROLQJ $QG ZKLOVW WKH ODWWHU IXQFWLRQV WR EURDGHAQ
assimilate those aspects of cultural capital that have greater value to them, given their
educational trajectory, the former, the family, is the formative arena in which attitudes and
tastes are nurtured and grow. The efficacy of this aspect of symbolic capital, the embodied
capital, is a product ofits seemLQJ QDWXUDOQHVYV 2XU EHDULQJ RXU pJEUHH
heredity), appear to be intrinsic to our being: we are what we are. A person of taste and
distinction will have greater cultural worth because they are able to articulate their embodied
cultural capital. A person with money (and no taste) can buy things, can surround
themselves with objects and goods that have cultural capital, but the cultural capital is
VHSDUDWH WR WKH SHUVRQ UHVLGLQJ PHUHO\ LQ WKH REMHFW\
capital cannot be bought. It must simply be embodied. It has to be what you are, not what
\RX KDYH (PERGLHG FXOWXUDO FDSLWDO LV DQ LPSRUWDQW DV
acceptance within a particular field. We make judgements about others and are judged in
turn. At its most negative such judgements can be hostile and discriminatory, especially
when connected to race, gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation and so on, but they are at play
all of the time as we constantly adjust our judgement and perceptions of others and as we

modify and check our own behaviours and interactions to suit the social fields we occupy.

37KH FRQVWUXFWLRQ ZRUNHU ZKR GULQNV ILQH ZLQHV UDW
concerts rather than the local rock group, and spends lunchtime reading French

philosophers will find life on the building site difficult, for all the same reasons that

these qualities would subtly enhance the prestige of an architect. To say one is an

architect is not only to say that one has a certain sort of degree or that one can

design buildings, it is to say that one has a certain set of attitudes, tastes, and

dispositions- all of the embodied capital that distinguishes an architect from a mere

EXLOGHU™ 6WHYHQV S

The education of architects leads to certification and registration (the title is protected in the
8. DQG REWDLQLQJ RQHTVY TXDOLILFDWLRQV DQG HQWHULQJ RQF
VLIQLILFDQW DVSHFW RI RQHfV FXOWXUDO FDSLWDO ,W LQGLFD
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abilities (to perform the role of architect), but also legitimises the cultural capital of being an

architect.

,Q DGGLWLRQ WR WKH WKHRUHWLFDO WRROV RI pFDSLWDOY DQG
to the study of culture and cultural practice isthe notioQ RI WKDELWXVY 7KDW LV WR VI
accumulation of adopted or embodied characteristics that predispose us to act/interact in
particular ways. Habitus is the culmination of processes of socialisation (or acculturation).

Our upbringing, our family, our early years, develop within us a way of looking at things; a
way of doing things; a way of talking about things; a way of being in the world that is both
natural (to us) and familial (from generation to generation). This is our social inheritance,
deep-rooted, bred-in-the-ERQH RXU VRFLDO LGHQWLW\ %RXUGLHX GHILQI
VWUXFWXUH ZKLFK RUJDQL]JHV SUDFWLFHY DQG WKH SHUFHSWLEF
S DQG DOVR DV D uyWVWUXFWXUHG VWUXFW X WHrindiELG S L
DQG UHODWLRQDO SURSHUWLHYV RI VRFLDO FODVVY FRQGLWLRQV
SRVLWLRQV« VRFLDO LGHQWLW\ LV GHILQHG DQG DVVHUWHG WK
is a product of our own personal history from birth and governs our relationship to others in
our social space. Our education modifies this. As we grow and learn we adapt to new
situations and our habitus adapts. Who we are, how we are, what we are, our identity, is not
a fixed thing, but an ever-changing way of being, revised and adjusted in relation to the
people and situations that we encounter. Our habitus is formed in response to

circumstances, people and events within the social field(s) that we occupy.

2QHYV SUDFWLFH UHVXOWYV IQRPVUGIOWE/RIVR QN FEQ WKZIHEHLQV R V
SRVLWLRQ LQ D ILHOG FDSLWDO ZLWKLQ WKH FXUUHQW VYV
Simply put, habitus focuses on our ways of acting, feeling, thinking and being. It

captures how we carry within us our history, how we bring this history into our

present circumstances, and how we then make choices to act in certain ways and not

others. (Maton, 2014. pp.50-51)

+DELWXV WKHQ LVQMW D IL[HG WKLQJ EXW D FXUUHQW FRQGL\
The prospects for transformation are constrained by our own background, our social
situation, our class, and the assumptions and expectations of the people and groups with

whom we share an identity, with whom we identify.

Habitus affects how we perceive and understand situations and provides a set of tools for
interaction. Our habitus is our embodied capital. It is expressed through the way we talk,
how we walk, our body language, our posture, our expressions, attitudes, responses and
gestures and all the subtleties of our way of being in the world. Habitus is not inert. It is not a
fixed set of rules that we practice in order to apply them to different circumstances and

situations. It is more alive than that: subconscious, intuitive, familial, habituated.
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Habitus is the link not only between past, present and future, but also between the
social and the individual, the objective and the subjective, and structure and agency.
(Maton, 2014. p.52)

+DELWXV LVQTW D GHWHUPLQDQW RI KR brZattdab s\uidedo LV LQVWLQ
behaviour. When we operate and interact with ease in a social situation our habitus is

DWWXQHG WR WKDW FRQWH[W :H IHHO FRPIRUWDEOH QDWXUDO
that is outside our comfort zone, we are less able to act and react with the same level of

VXUHW\ ZH EHFRPH WKH SURYHUELDO pILVK RXW RI ZDWHUY XQ
DSSURSULDWHO\ DOLJQHG ZLWK WKH VLWXDWLRQ WKDW ZH ILQG
EHORQJ 37KH KD EL Wrxhe ganve,§ KelsdodiaHgame embodied and turned into

VHFRQG QDWXUH"™ %RXUGLHX S

Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) observe that students from a privileged background enter

university with a variety of cultural characteristics and predispositions that are already

DWWXQHG WR WKH XQLYHUVLWLHVY SHGDJRJLHV 6XFK VWXGHQW
with the processes of higher education with which they engage and so are favoured by this

system, whilst students from a lower social status, without the embodied cultural capital, the

cultural tools to engage, are disadvantaged.

«LW FDQ EH VHHQ WKDW PRGHUQ VRFLHWLHV IXUQLVK WKH
increased opportunities to exercise its power of transmuting academic advantages,

themselves commutable into social advantages, because they allow it to present

academic, hence implicitly social, requirements as technical prerequisites for the

exercise of an occupation (ibid. pp.166-167)

In relation to architectural education Thomas Dutton (19 GLVFXVVHV WKLV DV pWKH K
FXUULFXOXPY E\ ZKLFK KH UHIHUV WR WKH XQVSRNHQ DWWLWXC
IURP WKH LQWHUDFWLRQV ZLWKLQ WKH DUFKLWHFWXUH VWXGLR
not readily expressed through any formal documentation (such as course descriptors or lists

RI OHDUQLQJ RXWFRPHYV +H H[SORUHV WKH 3LGHRORJ\ RI NQRZC
ZKLFK FRQVWLWXWH WKH H[SHULHQFHV RI VWXGHQWY DQG WHDF

Using the concept of the hidden curriculum as a theoretical tool, one can begin to
recognise that schools are not neutral sites, and thus they are an integral part of the
social, political, economic and cultural relations of society (ibid. p. 167).

The processes of learning in architecture within the studio system involve the testing and
retesting of design ideas and both the formal and informal discussions about those ideas
with peers and with experienced designers. This can be a difficult experience, being both a
creative practice and a process of acculturation. Stevens (1998) argues that the processes

of interaction and dialogue in the studio system in architecture favours a cultivated habitus:

52



One can succeed more easily if one is already halfway successful. The design

studio, by relying so much on the presentation of the self to those who will assess the

self, favors those whR « DOUHDG\ >NQRZ@« VRPH RI WKH VWUDWHJLE
FXOWXUH 7KH QDWXUDO JUDFH WKH IHHO RI WKH JDPH ZKL
possess, makes them far better prepared to cope with the peculiarities of the

ODQJXDJH RI GHVLJQ« ,W LV REYLRXV WKDW WDOHQW LQ GH
design. It is less obvious that talent in talking about design is also required. (Stevens,

1998. pp.200-201)

The processes of architectural design are not straightforwardly codified or objectified. The

acquisition (or evolution) of habitus requires the assimilation of ways of thinking, ways of

MGRLQJY DQG ZD\V RI pJEHLQJY WKDW DU ldrwri ivstiction, QM PLWWHG W
are embedded within the interactions and conversations within architectural education and

the architectural profession.

While tutor values ultimately determine student marks, these values will continue to
GHWHUPLQH pTXDOLW\Y DQG DSSURSULDWHQHVYVY LQ DUFKLW
arguably inevitable in any professional/ disciplinary sphere. The tacit, or hidden

agenda of the tutor-critic therefore defines the milestones to be achieved in the ritual

SDVVDJH WRZDUGV EHFR Ba@ ang BagheD, QA& IpVW2BF W |

From a Bourdieuan perspective, apart from those who are already, at least partially,

culturally attuned to the field, students starting a course in architecture can find some of the

design processes confusing and hard to understand. Tutors can also find it challenging to

H[SODLQ GHVLJQ WKLQNLQJ RU WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI GHVLJQ L

know how to assimilate those thinking processes.

Such concepts can be confusing and intimidating for the novice student as the onus
is firmly placed on the student to take risks, or play outside her/his comfort zone, to
make appropriate inference and design choices that nevertheless need to show
her/his understanding of discipline knowledge (Ardington and Drury, 2017. p. 164).

Even fairly basic issues might be difficult to explain through instruction and only begin to
become familiar through the process of learning-by-doing (Gibbs, 1988). Within the context
of the social milieu of the design studio an important relationship is that between the student
and the tutor. The points of contact may be both informal and formal and may be somewhat
sporadic, but nonetheless this relationship establishes the framework for learning,
particularly at the start where a student has limited experience or subject knowledge, and
begins to cultivate, not just knowledge and appreciation of the subject, but deeper

professional values and behaviours (McClean, 2009).

By saturating students with the objects of architectural culture; by presenting them

ZLWK UROH PRGHOV« E\ GLVSOD\LQJ LQ DOO WKH VOLJKW ZC
that one is becoming what one wishes to be, students absorb cultural capital in the

only possiblH zD\ E\ SUHVHQWLQJ WR WKH VWXGLR PDVWHUTfV JLC
EHLQJ« 7KH VWXGHQW FDQQRW SUHVHQW QRU WKH WHDFKHL
by the usual university means of lecture and written examination. Taste and
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cultivation cannot possibly be determined by multiple-choice questions. Only-face to-
IDFH FRQWDFW FDQ GR WKDW" 6WHYHQV S

The relationship between the student and the tutor underpins, and to a great extent
determines, the modes of behaviour, attitudes and language of the studio and of the formal
processes of review and assessment. Clearly this implies that there is a great deal of power
in the tutor-student relationship as the tutor, being the representative of the profession (and
already embodying the requisite cultural capital of the profession), is responsible for the
judgement of the knowledge acquired by students, within what might be the acceptable
parameters prescribed by the profession (Cuff, 1991). Student of architecture, over the
course of their studies, are challenged to develop their own frames of reference to be able to
fathom the relationship(s) between the various components, principles and ideologies
surrounding their learning, which are both explicit (and written into the course
documentation) and implicit (within the discourses relating to design development and

critique).

7KLQNLQJ DV D GHVLJQHU LV RIWHQ YHU\ QHZ WR VWXGHQWYV VW
RZQ GLVWLQFW pWKLQJV WR NQRZ ZD\V RI NQRZLQPIWKHP DQG Z
(Cross, 2007. p.17). If the processes that the student is confronted with in the studio are

learning-by-doing and reflection-in-action (Schén, 1985) then, at the beginning, the student

does not always have any prior experience to support such reflection. Consequently, the

WXWRU LV LQ D SRZHUIXO SRVLWLRQ DV WKH IRQW RI NQRZOHG.
engagement with the discipline, and their gradual embodiment of the appropriate cultural

capital. The DPR has a critical function in this regard because the participants, the

reviewers, including architecture tutors and others (such as practising architects as guest

reviewers) embody the authority of approval as the representatives of the profession.
3.11  Articulating problems

With reference to a number of researchers (inter alia: Anthony, 1987, 1991; Bassindale,
2020; Blair, 2006a, 2006b; Doidge et al, 2000; Dutton, 1991; Flynn, 2018; McClean, 2009;
McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Percy, 2004; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2007, 2013; Smith,
2011; Webster, 2005, 2006, 2007; Vowles, 2000, 2013; Wilkin 2000) there is evidence to
suggest that the deep learning that architectural education might be able to provide, in
theory, is curtailed somewhat in practice. In particular, the issues that are perhaps most

problematic are to do with high levels of anxiety.
This transition from receiver of knowledge to critic and constructor of knowledge is

complex and hence difficult for many students to achieve. Students appear to be
thrown in at the deep end and are expected to muddle their way through, learning
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along the way. For some this can be liberating; for others it is very unsettling.
(Parnell, 2001. para 3)

There are a number of ways in which reviews can be structured, including panel discussions,
peer critique, round table review, exhibition and debate, themed critique, student led
reviews, closed jury, competition review, client led review, and so on. (El-Latif et al., 2020;
Flynn, 2018; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Smith, 2020). However, the most common

15 H | Dfgrdavf§ir critique at a DPR involves a group of students formally displaying and
presenting their work, in turn, to an audience consisting of project reviewers (the design
tutors and other guests - such as practising architects) and their peers. Sara and Parnell
(2013) refer to the widespread tendency to structure reviews in this traditional way as a
SFRQYHUJHQFH RI FULW pPRGHOV (X B2R)QSnitiK (H02)RsBdgesiB @av IRUPD W
alternative approaches are infrequently - if ever xconsidered “(p. 71). Typically, in this
scenario, the student will start with a verbal presentation describing the work on display, the
key aspects of their designs and the thinking processes behind their design decisions. After
this introduction the reviewers and other students will make observations, ask questions and
offer feedback, before moving on to the next student whose turn it is to present. There are
often two or more reviewers who tend to lead the conversation and engage in debate and

discussions with each other and with the students present.

BODLU D KLIJKOLJKWV WKH ¥HW $nG theQunderiyirg Faoker$id (ddkR Q R |

of) confidence, tacit knowledge and trust, that they bring with them into the DPR forum with

its professional, real world scenario, critical analysis and feedback, as being an important

IDFWRU WKDW 3FDQ DQG GRHV LPSDFW XSRformatiked TXDOLW\ DQG \
DVVHVYVPHQWiThe $erception of self, even for students who are being given good
FRQVWUXFWLYH IHHGEDFN IURP SHHUV DQG WHDFKHUV FDQ VWL

to receive and absorb this information (p.94).

Attheend RI D KXJH FULW LQ WKH VXPIRHOIRUMNWHLGDVHBODS KDUG |
VKH VDLG ZDV 3ILQH"  DQG , ZDV JXWWHG § %ODLU E S

A number of problematic issues have already been touched upon above, if not drawn out

specifically. However, design studio as a model, and the DPR as a specific event, have

raised and continue to raise concerns. The DPR has been the subject of criticism for some

of its inherent problems, notably the difficulties of power relationships, the negativity,

insensitivity tosWXGHQWVY QHHGY DQG WKH KLJK OHYHOV RI VWUHVV L
(1991) looks at the paradigm of the design jury from the perspective of students, and seeks

WR H[SORUH ZD\V LQ ZKLFK WKH GHVLJQ VWXGLR PLJKW FKDQJH
experience of student participants: the individual novice, or initiate, and the relationship

EHWZHHQ VWXGHQW DQG WXWRU H[HPSOLILHG E\ WKH WUDGLWL
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experience of the DPR can be both benign and positive, in the experience of many students,
it is not without its problems. There are a range of characteristics of the design studio and
the DPR that have been found to inhibit learning and call into question the effectiveness of

the context and the event.
3.11.1 Competition

Certainly, compared to typical classroom scenarios, studios are very active sites

characterized by drawing, model making, conversation, and debate, activities which

demand analytic, synthetic, and evaluative modes of thinking. These attributes attest

WR WKH VSHFLDOQHVV RI WKH VWXGLR DV D YHKLFOH IRU V\
is often experienced in studio culture is the legitimation of hierarchical social

relations, the choking of dialogue, and the sanctioning of the individual consumption

RI DFFHSWDEOH NQRZOHGJH LQ D FRPSHWLWLYH PLOLHX" 'X

One of the starkest contrasts with architectural practice in schools of architecture is the

nature of the design project as an individual endeavour. In practice an architect has many

collaborators in the design process, such as engineers, project managers, quantity

surveyors, the client and so on. There are aspects of collaboration within schools of

architecture, but in the main, in learning how to design, the individual student is expected to

develop their own, individual ideas without the direct input or support, apart from dialogue, of

others. In this way the notion of the architect as a pioneer, a lone hero/heroine is implanted

and perpetuated. There are, of course, parallels in both architectural practice and education

ZKHUH IRU H[DPSOH DUFKLWHFWXUDO ILUPV FRPSHWH LQ FRPSH
for public approval via publication in the architectural press; and schools of architecture

compete for students, and also compete for recognition, reputation, standing (in league

tables, for example). In some schools of architecture competition is intensified through a

SHGDJRJLF VWUXFWXUH EDVHG XSRQ GHVLJQ pXQLWVY RU JURX.
particular design tutor, or tutors. In seeking legitimation of their own teaching practices tutors

ZDQW WKH ZRUN RI WKHLU XQLW WR EH UHFRJQLVHG YDORULVH(
Students within such schools, with aspirations to succeed (to be at the top of their game),

are drawn to the most successful units. Beyond the schools there are numerous student

design competitions and travel scholarship awards for students to engage with, and pit

themselves against each other for approval and recognition.

Competition creates a whole symbolic market whereby students can show their
dedication to the game (Stevens, 1998. p.201).

The intensity of competition means that students will spend many hours working on design

projects. Anthony (1991) has catalogued the problems associated with the harshness of this
MFRPSHWLWLYH PLOLHXY SUREOHPV RI V(imérdMdWMcOl€aG DQ[LHW\ RI
2009; Sara and Parnell 2013; Smith, 2011). Architecture studios can perpetuate poor time
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management skills, by providing open access for 24 hours a day (in many institutions), which
FDQ FRQWULEXWH WJRL DKMXHOUW X UHV R2gitifEDBED RiteWaHzDloidge et
al., 2000; Koch et al., 2002; McClean, 2009; Sara and Parnell 2013; Vowles et al., 2012)

Competition can also promote elitism and internal hierarchies (within the student body) that

can be overbearing for students that are not as attuned to the processes as others. The

notion of being in competition with classmates encourages a form of secrecy about design.

Those students who see themselves as more advanced than others see their ideas as being

unique and in need of protection from all but their closest colleagues, for fear of the ideas

EHLQJ VWROHQ RU SRRUO\ HPXODWHG 3, GHDVeBhatedDessHUVRQDO
VRPHRQH HOVH JDLQ D FRPSHWLWLYH HGJH™ 'XWWRQ S

It is clear that students would be better served by learning about the value of
collaboration and the negative effects of competition
(Koch et al., 2002. p.12).

3.11.2 Time constraints

The nature of design is one of refining and developing an idea. Students of architecture test

ideas, create prototypes, explore possibilities and so on. The dialogue that takes place within

design studios is a dialogue about processes and ideas. Designing is a continuous process

of development and the evolution of a solution to a given problem. Moreover, architecture

students, learning to design, are also testing and assimilating processes and techniques (of

both design and communication) that are new to them. Their design methods are still fresh;

RQH PLJKW VD\ UDZ $V GHVLIJQHUV WKH\ DUH VWLOO plLQGLQJ W

for their vocation.

Design projects in architectural education are unavoidably time constrained to fit within an
overall programme of study. Inevitably, and unsurprisingly then, students can find that their
designs continue to evolve and improve right up to the point of submission or presentation at
a DPR. As the deadline approaches students typically put in more and more hours and,
towards the end of the project, can often become sleep deprived as they work longer and
ORQJHU HDFK GD\ 7KH-RAXOMMHYIRLWERWIXQAVXDO LQ DUFKLWH
alia: Anthony, 1991; Cuff, 1991; Doidge et al., 2000; Sara and Parnell, 2013: Webster, 2010;
Wilkin, 2000). There are several problems that stem from this situation. Because design fills
up the available time, project development takes priority and the time required for
presentation of ideas, through drawings and models, in a format that is carefully considered
and useful for a DPR, becomes limited, and the presentations can be unfinished or rushed.

Coupled with tiredness due to lack of sleep, this can mean that the quality of the
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presentation suffers as the work is not adequately prepared. Consequently, what a student

presents can be confused and difficult to read (Sara and Parnell, 2004).

'XULQJ WKH SHULRG RI SUHSDUDW IVRQU HRSIR WW H GJ M/NKIDHAZ \W\« K/ R
ERWK SK\WLFDOO\ DQG PHQWDOO\ ZLWKGUDZQ IURP WKH pUEL
RUVR LQ D uKHUPHWLFDOO\ VHDOHGY ZRUOG RI DUFKLWHFW
snack food, coffee and loud music. (Webster, 2005. p. 270)

Similarly, where a student runs short of time to finish the presentation of drawings and
models etc., they also tend not to leave enough time to prepare what they are going to say
about their work. This can lead to an unsatisfactory explanation of the work, which, when
coupled with a disorganised display, can put the student very much on the back foot, so to
speak. In this situation the student is unlikely to be as receptive to commentary and

feedback about their work.

The lack of sleep, particularly where students have been awake for many hours immediately
prior to the DPR means that they will be less able to participate fully with the process. Their
ability to present their work and to engage in dialogue about their work is diminished. They
are also less able to participate in the review of the work of other students, becoming less
likely to make observations or engage with the dialogue about the work or about ideas and
themes that emerge (Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Webster, 2005).

Tiredness and lack of preparation can also lead to anxiety, which can in turn exacerbate the

above issues where students can become emotional and in a poor state of mind to present

themselves, engage in critique or receive feedback. (inter alia Anthony, 1991; Blair, 2006b;

McClean, 2009; Wilkin, 2000; Webster, 2004, 2005). By not being well prepared to engage

with the review process the students are not likely to respond well to critique, which in turn

can exasperate the reviewers and other students who are trying to be more fully engaged.

$V :HEVWHU H[SODLQV 3, W DSSHDUHG WKDW DOO EXW WKH
XQZLWWLQJO\ VHW WKHPVHOYHVY XS WR IDOO SUH\ WR QHJDWLYH

3.11.3 Power dynamics

The power dynamics within the design studio and within the DPR are inevitably unequal.

Students are subservient to tutors because they lack the experience and knowledge that

they bring to the discussion.
(YHU VLQFH "XWWRQTV ZRUN LQ WKH H[LVWHQFH DQG LP
asymmetULHVY ZLWKLQ WKH OHDUQLQJ SURFHVY KDV EHHQ ZLG

remain many behaviours and phenomena in architecture education that result from
the negative manifestations of power. (McClean and Hourigan, 2013. p.45)
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The power asymmetries are more pronounced in the earlier years as students are
acclimatising to the nature of design project work and the culture of the architecture studio
(inter alia McClean, 2009; Webster, 2005). The dialogue in tutorials and the dialogue within
DPRs differ in many ways, perhaps most significantly in that the tuition in the studio is a form
of guidance, by expert to novice and so does not necessarily imply that the power differential
is a hegative aspect of the tutor student relationship (McClean and Hourigan, 2013).
However, the asymmetry is more pronounced during the DPR as the tutors/reviewers have a
more formal authority. This is further exacerbated because the reviewers, or at least some of
the reviewers, hold the power of assessment, and the awarding of grades. In addition, DPRs
tend to be led by one of the reviewers, who has the responsibility to manage the event,
oversee the assessment of the work and provide feedback. This leadership role further
enhances the power of the reviewers in the DPR as they are seen to exercise control of the
process (McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Flynn , 2018; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Smith,
2020; Webster, 2005, 2007).

These power structures are cemented through the process of conducting the review. The

lead reviewer will gather the students together, draw a halt to the process of pinning up the

work, settle everybody down and formally begin the DPR. Typically, one of the first things to

do is to introduce any guest reviewers and explain something about their background and/or

expertise. Guest reviewers may very well be known to students by reputation. This serves to

both set the scene for the control of the event by the lead reviewer and to place the guest
UHYLHZHUV LQ DQ HOHYDWHG SRVLWLRQ IURP WKH VWXGHQWVT
be problematic in a number of ways. Students approach the review with an understanding

that there is a lot at stake; that their presentation and performance matters in establishing

grades, and hence progression and attainment (and potentially the subsequent direction of

WKHLU FDUHHUV HEVWHU QRWHV WKDW 3IRU ZHDNHU VW X
fear of publichXPLOLDWLRQ" S ,Q WXUQ 3HUF\ ILQGV WKDW
against the desire for an open, investigative and interrogative dialogue between students,

WKHLU SHHUV DQG VWDII® S

Students are also reticent about contributing due to the student-tutor power dynamic,
which they can perceive as adversarial, and may not wish to openly criticise a peer
in the presence of tutors (Smith, 2020. p. 73)

Asymmetries can also be manifest in spatial organisation. Where participants are positioned
within a DPR can serve to heighten the asymmetry of the power dynamic between reviewers
and students. The seating arrangement within the DPR often sees the reviewers sitting in
positions that mean that they are best placed to be fully focused on the work being

presented, to be able to see the drawings, models and other items, to be able to hear what
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the student presenter has to say and to be able to engage effectively in the dialogue. This

means that the physical arrangement of people in the space of the review is such that the

reviewers sit immediately in front of the work, with other participants arranged around and

EHKLQG WKHP 37KH IURQW URZ RI FKDLUV ZRXOG EH pXQGHUVWEF
andtherowsbHKLQG IRU WKH VWXGHQWITV SHHUV”’ "HEVWHU S

The degree of involvement of the student audience in traditional reviews varies, but
typically they passively observe from behind the tutors. In part this is due to the
physical layout of the review, as tutors sitting in front of the work create an effective
barrier making it difficult for peers to see the work being discussed let alone engage
in the critiqgue (Smith, 2020. p. 73).

The power relationships are thus reinforced spatially and can often mean that the student

whose work is being critiqued feels that they are somehow on trial; that they are being

scrutinised and judged. (Anthony, 1991; Doidge et al., 2000). In this scenario the student

presenting their work becomes the defendant in the trial. The implications are that, whilst it is

the design project that is under review, since they are there to present their project, they feel

that they themselves are being tried. It becomes more about them (being judged) and less

about their project (being critigued and/or assessed). This can mean that the DPR becomes

DQ DGYHUVDULDO IRUXP ZLWK UHYLHZHUV pRQ WKH DWWDFNY DC
This asymmetrical power relationship is not conducive to an open discussion about ideas

and possibilities and can discourage participation, leading to students contributing less to the

conversations DQG DV "XWWRQ SRLQWY RXW 3LI WKHUHYTVY QR GLIL
(p- 94).

Students stand in front of their work to present it to the reviewers and their peers. When one
SHUVRQYYV UHYLHZ HQGV WKHUH LV QRUP D GgdarmevtRpEopleK X 11OLQJ R
within the space (with reviewers taking the prime positions again) as the next person takes

the floor, and all eyes are upon them. This little ritual in itself can serve to reinforce the

symbolic notion of the reviewers as judgesandincUHDVH VWXGHQWVY DQ[LHW\ DQG |

embarrassment. (Webster, 2005)

This adversarial situation, if poorly managed, can become aggravated by students and

reviewers responding to each other in an increasingly confrontational way.

It is a framework that brings out the worst in both parties, where a defensive attitude

WHQGV WR OHDG WR IXUWKHU DWWDFN ZKLFK LQ WXUQ OHD
It is unsurprising that the established review model is not as successful at developing
communication skills in students as tutors would like to think. (Sara and Parnell,

2004. p. 2).

The crit places into a pressure cooker a combination of potentially explosive
ingredients: students catatonic with tiredness and fear, tutors (mainly male) charged
on power, and an adversarial arena in which actions are as much about showing off
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as they are about education. Some students survive this, some are deeply scarred by
WKH H[SHULHQFH" 7LOO S

[The DPR] requires careful and sensitive management in order to avoid the creation
of an excessively confrontational assessment, as such an environment was found to
stifle the effectiveness of the sessions (El-Latif, 2017. p. 43)

Within the context of the DPR, where there are typically a number of reviewers offering a

range of opinions, students can become confused by what they feel is conflicting advice. In

these circumstances the student is challenged to gauge the persuasiveness of the

argument, the value of the advice or its importance in relation to assessment. Reviewers can

DOVR EHFRPH HQJDJHG LQ GHEDWH ZLWK RQH DQRWKHU DERXW I
happens it can, at best, become an interesting exchange, highlighting different ways of

thinking about a problem, and potentially benefitting everyone present by opening up the

discussion. However, it can be tricky for the student being reviewed to take on board the

broader implications/lessons of the discussion, where they may be hoping for more direct

instruction (feedback) about what they need to do in order to improve their designs. In

GLVFXVVLQJ KHU RZQ UHVHDUFK DW RQH VFKRRO RI DUFKLWHFW.
reality, the students took in very little of there YLHZHUVY FRPPHQWYV SDUWO\ EHFDX
complexity of the language used and partly because they were too anxious to understand let

alone retain the comments (p. 273). The situation can become more confusing where

reviewers feel obliged not only to offer their opinions, but also to defend them when

TXHVWLRQHG E\ RWKHU UHYLHZHUV ZKDW 3HUF\ UHIHUV WR
SRZHU UHODWLRQVKLSVY EHWZHHQ WKH DFDGHPLF PHPEHUV RI V\

A further difficulty arises where reviewers are not able to convey what they mean adequately

RU SUHFLVHO\ RU DUH XQDEOH WR L&ng/¢hths Wadk\fabeMhVIrX GHQ W TV C
ways to support and engage the student, and relying on their own authority to transmit their

meaning. Stevens (1995) notes WK D W W X W Ralugive, Ard elusivé 1anguage ... which

requires students to struggle to wring meaning, to worry about whether they have

XQGHUVWRRG WR IUDQWLFDOO\ KIRiSis psivtiutarlyzhbtid€abe @ithDVH S
novice students in the first year of their architectural studies who may have ¥ague and

confused understandings or complete misunderstandings of ambiguous or implied tutor

feedback, coupled with the unfamiliarity with the expectations of the assessment task

(Ardington and Drury, 2017. p. 163).

The tutor student relationship can also be strained by the attitude of the reviewers who might

XVH KDUVK RU GLVPLVVLYH ODQJXDJH ZKHUH WKH\ IHHO D VWXGI
WR FRQFHQWUD W Hideris Widexhibid IRdh &¥els/dMmotivation and achievement

DQG DSSURSULDWHO\ DFFXOWXUDWHG KDELWXV UDWKHU WKDC
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S 37KLV DWWLWXGH SHUKDSV D UHVXOW RI WKH ODFN R
reviewers, has the result of de-motivating the majority of students and leaving them without
VXSSRUW IRU WKHLU OHDUQLQJ" LELG S

Attitudes of reviewers to the students presenting their work can vary. When they have prior

knowledge of the development of designs through regular engagement with students in the

studio and at tutorials, they can be more focused and engaged. Where there has been little

or no prior interaction, the conversation cannot access a shared history of dialogue between

studlenW DQG WXWRU 7KH FULWLTXH LV QRW IUDPHG ZLWKLQ D VKL
learning trajectory and is therefore more reliant upon direct judgement of the project

RXWFRPH DQG WKH DVVHUWLRQ RI WKH 3SHGDJRJL&EhEGr DXWKRUL
RSLQLRQV" 3HUF\ S

It is conceivable, perhaps even likely, that many of the problems identified in the DPR stem
from the basic assumption that the event has always been like this, and that it is some kind

of initiation that an architecture student has to go through (Wilkin, 2000; Sara and Parnell,

2013; 9RZOHYV %ODLU D DOVR SUHVHQWY HYLGHQFH WKDW
teach in the tradition and ways that they were themselves taught without questioning the
YDOLGLW\" S ,Q RWKHU ZRUGV LWYfV SRVVLEOH HYHQ SURE

associated with DPRs are primarily a matter of habit.
3.12 Alternative approaches

6LQFH WKH SXEOLFDWLRQ RI p'HVLJIQ -MhbichHiMewRaenfidhltdi@] $QWKR(
American architecture review, there have been a number of publications (including those

referenced above) that have explored the phenomenon of DPRs in architecture and in other

DUW DQG GHVLJQ VXEMHFWYV \WRRPMXOD OuREKDFDIW QR GUFKULFRO DQ
DQG p7KH &ULWYT 'RLGJH HW DO ZKLFK OHG WR D ODWHU S
(GXFDWLRQ LQ WKH %XLOW (QYLURQPHQWe r&vig®wp URBHNMIQJ *XLGF
(Sara and Parnell, 2004) and subsequently fithe assessment of design project V YWebster,

2007b).

The DPR is construed as a vehicle for learning (knowledge construction) and for assessment
and feedback and (often tacitly) for acculturation (of habitus). But it has been shown that it is
not always focused on the needs of the individual student and their development as an
independent and autonomous learner (Blair, 2006a; McClean, 2009). The aim of these
various investigations is to bring about changes which might improve architectural education.
The DPR, as explicated above, tends to follow a typical format: placing the student in front of
D uMXU\Y RI HISHUWV WR GHIHQG WKHLU ZRUN
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The learning benefits of a good crit should allow students to reflect upon their own
learning in relation to their peers; learn from their peers; clarify ideas; practice
presentation skills; develop their critical awareness; receive feedback from their
tutors and peers and test ideas in a supportive environment without the pressures of
WKH pUHDO ZRUO @#®% questioiailelasliblivh@ther the learning, which
does take place at the crit is always beneficial to the student (Blair 2006a. p. 95)

Doidge et al (2000) and Sara and Parnell (2004) suggest a number of different formats that

might be considered, for example:

x Student led review: Organised by the students as a form of mutual support, to take
place as and when the students feel the need, in parallel with formal reviews, and
which may include input from a tutor - but do not need to (Doidge, et al. 2000. p.92)

X Role play: In which students assume the role of different people with an interest in
the design and try to look at it from their perspective: client, developer, planner,
engineer, and so on (ibid. p. 94).

X Selective review: In which specific issues are discussed and compared by tutors after
examining the work that is displayed with reference to certain drawings and models
to illustrate the points (ibid. p. 98).

X Shorter, smaller reviews: With less people and taking less time, so that the whole
event is not as daunting (ibid. p. 104).

x Group reviews: Where several projects are presented without individual discussion,
which is saved until all projects have been presented. Specific issues are discussed
(ibid. p. 104).

The CEBE briefing Guide also includes a checklist for reviewers to help structure the review,
ZKLFK LQFOXGHYVY D UDQJH RI RUJDQLVDWLRQDO FRQVLGHUDWLRC
RI WKH UHYLHZ LV DQG ZKDWibMW.XGHQWYV JHW RXW RI LW’

These alternatives and points of advice are aimed at ensuring that students are able to

engage with the evaluation of their project and to learn from this evaluation in ways that are

effective. 37KH DJLQJ UHYLHZ LW VHHPV LV LQ QHHG RI PRUH WKDQ
develop a whole range of VNLOOV WR HQFRXUDJH DUidygdsvadl. Y2000 QWHUDFW LR (

Chadwick and Crotch (2006) discuss the problems encountered at reviews, and propose a

VWUDWHJI\ IRU RUJDQLVLQJ WKH HYHQWY WKDW DLPV WR LPSURY
InparWLFXODU WKH\ DLP WR PLWLJIQWH W KH TS LRRE D®/PORIDW WHWHKIHD (
immediately before the review, by asking for submission of the work a day or two before the

event, which they report as having resulted in increased engagement with the event,

including improved attendance (p.149). In addition, a range of other considerations are

developed that do not remove the student from the central position of presentation and
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scrutiny, but aim to improve the overall design of the event so that it is geared towards

creating a comfortable environment where the student experience is a central concern in

organising the event. These include locating reviews in more comfortable and conducive

environments, clear timetabling and time management, encouraging peer reviews in

advance of the formal DPR, tutors sitting amongst the students (rather than taking the front

row positions), written feedback prepared by tutors and by peers, and making sure that the

event is celebrated with a closing summation, aural feedback and (for end of session DPRS)

a party (p.149). These measures, they report, have led to students becoming much more

IDPLOLDU ZLWK HDFK RWKHUfV ZRUN DQG KHQFH LQFUHDVHG GLI
critical engagement. They propose that the students have a heightened sense of self

awareness in the process, which improves their learning and has led to sustained levels of
DWWHQGDQFH 7KH WHUP WKH\ XVH WR GHVFULEH ZKDW LV KDSS
VXJJIHVW KD Vorid fer he ddsibrvdiLstudio projects and the theoretical regard for the

GHVLJQ VWXGLR LQ VFKRROV RI DUFKLWHFWXUH" S

Since its inception in 2005, the National Student Survey has shown that the scores for
assessment and feedback in the architecture subject area have been lower than might be
anticipated (given its reliance on a dialogic pedagogy), and generally below the national
average. (Sara and Parnell, 2013; Smith, 2011, 2020; McClean and Hourigan, 2013). A
number of studies have taken this situation as a stimulus for further investigation and
experimentation with alternative formats. In particular, looking at ways in which the tutor-
student power imbalance might be explored suchthat VW XGHQW YV | [bd éhQarted® D\

and assessment and feedback processes can be made more positively co-constructive.

Flynn (2018) examines the traditional DPR format and 2 S L i@&wwh¥éthods of formative and
summative student- FHQWUHG DVVHVVPHQW3ZU7)WTK&stdy iBvolvEdfawy
stages of review: round table discussion, with students and tutors sharing in the design
process for each student, VXEPLVVLRQ RI ZRUN IROORZHG E\ pFORVHGY MXI
without the students present, for subsequent discussion with each student), review of the
work in groups (more akin in spatial configuration to the traditional DPR event), and a
selection (by students) of final work for discussion (although not including the requirement
for individual stud H Q WV | prdddntatins) Phe emphasis was on a celebration of the
completed project with a conversation involving all the students on what was learned" (ibid.
p. 1312). The findings indicate that student anxiety is significantly reduced in these carefully
managed DPR arrangements and student engagement with the process enhanced.
Reducing stress surrounding assessments can have a positive impact on the rate of

GHVLJQ SURJUHVV 3HHU OHDUQLQJ DQG HYDOXDWLRQ LPSD
to improve their critical judgement « In this alternative to the crit the student is
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empowered to have an ability to adapt to uncertain roles. Judgement and reflection
are key to this agility, the core of architectural education. (ibid. p. 1314)

McClean and Hourigan (2013) examine ulH H G EnbrE Nr§fadly through peer to peer
interaction, which they identify as one of the ¥arious kinds of dialogue that typify studio-
based learning and which constitute forms of guidance, direction, and reflection . Of
particular note they highlight the value of community and the shared learning that takes
place in the studio.

« peer groups can be united thematically through common interest, inviting the

exchange of certain ideas or concepts, and facilitating deeper learning through the
sharing of materials, references, and perspectives (ibid. p. 40).

Dialogue within the studio was found to be wide ranging and would relate a number of things
such as shared difficulties, benchmarking rates of progress, design processes, different
approaches and opinions, validity of architectural ideas. 3t also emerged that students
rehearse the articulation of rationale and reasoning as these are regarded as central to the
review process and one § ability to performwell”~ LEL G . I8 respect of power dynamics,
the study showed that these asymmetries are both expected and valued DQ G Wukb W 3
feedback was regarded as being more trustworthy and reliable, leading to an expectation
that authority will, or should, be conveyed in the tutor-student relationship at points in the
project” LELG . S

« peer dialogue has the potential to mitigate against the negative consequences of

power, [but] it is acknowledged that power relationships also contribute valuably,

particularly with respect to setting the degree of challenge required for
transformational learning (ibid. p.52).

However, the study also showed that guidance provided by tutors was often taken as

instruction, ¥ather than suggestion aimed at provoking the student into taking a personal

position, and making individual decisions about theirwork~ LELG S et thatk L Q W
in the studio and in a DPR situation, students (and sometimes tutors) are unaware of the
pedagogic principles underpinning their interactions.

Findings revealed a need to develop deeper student understanding of expectations

regarding the adoption of individual positions, and the role of feedback in provoking
or stimulating individual thinking (ibid. p. 48)

The role of the student voice in mutual support and feedback has also been examined by

Smith (2020) through an evaluation of peer reviews with 3" year undergraduate students. In

WKH VWXG\ WKH IRUPDW RI WKH SHHU UHYLHZV ZDV IYLPLODU WR
student participants (although a tutor was present #sitting &t the bac N « purely as a

facilitator, refraining from giving any feedback®~ L EL G ). ®ne of the key findings was that

students were much more relaxed and able to more comfortably articulate what they wanted
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to say. Although it was also noted that whilst the discussions were open, wide ranging and
supportive, the lack of tutor input meanttKDW VWXGHQWY IHOW D 2ODFN RI GLUHF
V HVVL[M®Q. Y. 76). One concern was whether students would feel able to be critical of
HDFK R W K HWIHilst iziRkrdtEd that students were reticent in this regard at first, LW ZDV QW
felt to be an issue as students relaxed into the sessions and appreciated that their
colleagues valued their input. The study found that peer review in this format was useful in
GHYHORSLQJ VWXGHQWVY V¥NK®OSDR WHWWi\EDdEM@amQ D O\VLYV
benefitted their critical thinking, where heightened awareness subsequently caused them to
appraise and question theirownwork~ LELG S
Peer review could be one strategy to diversify the design review experience,

foreground student engagement and influence in their learning, and create a much
more student-centred environment. (ibid. p. 85)

The research concludes peer review to be a valuable formative feedback process,
but not a replacement for traditional reviews; that they are an effective means of
DXJPHQWLQJ VWXGH Q W ¥denSyDnithivi ltheil I8ddnivid; Rr@ oifed G
significant value in developing critical analysis skills and self-reflection (ibid. p. 71)

Bassindale (2020) takes a different approach and examines instead the role of the feedback
issued to students during a DPR. The central thrust of the enquiry is one that questions the
nature (quality and consistency) of written feedback and its effectiveness in capturing the
breadth ofthe FRQWHQW RI WKH FRQYHUVDWLRQV HQBHADBRIUHG E\ HDF
The research is centred on the development of a sophisticated digital tool for providing
feedback, which includes the development of an assessment rubric along with other means
of capturing tutor comments through written notes, photographs and voice recordings as well
as providing additional functions such as options to choose pre-selected phrases, a traffic
light system for recording completeness of (elements of) the work and options for grading.
Additionally, each tutor § feedback is saved to a central database, which is available as a
digital archive to review VW XGHQ WV { S0 & 3ubstyuénDréidws and as part of any
moderation processes. The feedback from participants in the study was very positive, with
students appreciating the accessibility of this format for assessment and feedback and the
way in which it encouraged them to study the feedback in greater detail. For tutors it was
found that it brought some beneficial adjustments in the way that they approached the
review and the process of providing more coherent and comprehensive feedback for
students.

Most importantly there was agreement that the quality and consistency of feedback

offered improved in terms of detail and individual relevance as a result of the
behavioural changes that the tool engendered (ibid. p. 98)
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The different approaches to DPRs and how they are recorded in the form of feedback go

some way to alleviating some of the issues identified by Briggs and Tang (2011) as

SURPRWLQJ D uVXUIDFHY DSSURDFK WeIikelitD ad@res® issueQofSDUWLF X O
high anxiety associated with the competitive nature ofthe GHVLJQ VWXGLR DQG WKH pW\

DPR events that can inhibit effective engagement.

In all of the above examples that reflect upon how we might think about the DPR as an
effective learning vehicle, there is a keen sense of the importance of the student experience,
and of developing processes that mitigate against the most negative aspects of asymmetric

power dynamics.

If the subject of power is not central to analysis, what gets lost is the responsibility of
teachers to develop pedagogies that facilitate students getting in touch with their own
frames of reference. Failing this runs the risk of discounting students' experiences
and subijectivities, of displacing what students find of value and meaning in their lives
(Dutton, 1991. p.55).

%ODLU D IRFXVHVY RQ WKH uSHUFHSWLRQ RI VHOIY EXW WKL)
highlighted above, and in the literature more generally. It goes without saying that, if

knowledge is being constructed, then the person constructing the knowledge is crucial to its

construction. In addition, the intention is to consider the review process as a way of

GHYHORSLQJ 3FUHD (@ahidgelelLaD,\2080).DFWLR Q"

One of the most crucial aspects, it seems, is that the DPR needs to be carefully organised

and that the time taken to do this will have real benefits. Blair (2006a) indicates that there is

some evidence that tutors pedagogical practices are related to the way that they were

taught, rather than any thoughtful engagement with the learning processes. In other words,

WKH '35 FDQ RIWHQ EH RUJDQLVHG WKH ZD\ WKDWehtdénet.V EHFDXV

3.13 Summary

Architectural education is a social process that involves the construction of knowledge
through the experience of design exercises and conversations about design and about the
work produced as it develops iteratively. Students are part of a learning community and
share the experience of learning through interaction within the design studio and most
intensely at DPRs. The students embark on a programme of study and are gradually

acculturated into the wider community of practice that is the architectural profession.

The DPR itself is, on the face of it, a process of formative feedback. However, the literature
VKRZV WKDW LW LV PRUH WKDQ WKDW DQG UHTXLUHV VWXGHQW
uV X U | &pprath as they engage in conversations that support learning and personal

development as a form of co-construction of knowledge.
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TheextHQW WR ZKLFK SDUWLFLSDQWY DUH DZDUH RI WKH SURFHVYV
much evidence from the explication of problems in the DPR that would indicate that

awareness of both the pedagogic processes, and the deeper narratives of socialisation (into

becoming an architect), is reasonably shallow by both students and by those who are

engaged in reviewing the work, both architectural educators and practising architects

The literature is largely focused on an analysis of the DPR that highlights those aspects that
are problematic. (inter alia: Anthony, 1987, 1991, Blair, 2006b; Flynn, 2018; Healey, 2016;
Oak, 2000; Percy, 2004; McClean, 2009; McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Sara and Parnell,
2004; 2013; Smith, 2011, 2020; Webster, 2005, 2006; Vowels, 2000, 2012). The gap that
this study seeks to address is to understand the nature of the DPR through the experience of
its participants and in doing so to analyse the components, organisation and underlying
principles of the event in order to explicate its benefits.

W LV ZLWK WKLY VHQVH WKDW WKH '35 DV D NH\ HYHQW LQ WKH

architecture, is both problematic and powerful, that provokes this enquiry.
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Chapter 4 Research Method

The focus of this study is the Design Project Review (DPR) in architectural education. The
RYHUDUFKLQJ DLP LV WR XQGHUVWDQG LWV FRQWULEXWLRQ WR
research takes a naturalistic world view, informed by an interpretive epistemology that seeks

to uncover what is happening in the DPR through an enquiry into how the participants in the

situation (students under review, their peers in attendance, and their tutors) comprehend and

interpret the occasion. By studying or working alongside others, or through routine

interactions within a discipline or profession, some meanings; some mutual expectations and
XQGHUVWDQGLQJV FRPH WR HoflokdDkndwdge®nd WactitesE RU S
coalesces, what we call local culture HPHUJHY DV DQ LQWHUSUHWLYH UHVRXUF!
+ROVWHLQ S O\ HSLVWHPRORJLFDO SRVLWLRQ LV WKDW
to new situations are rooted in their previous experiences and interpretations of those

experiences. Behaviour is socially and contextually informed and construed. The research

therefore has a relational perspective and seeks to understand the functions of the DPR; the

structures, organisation and outcomes of the event and how these are perceived and

interpreted by its participants.

The DPR is a primary characteristic of architectural education and, whilst it is a distinct event
in itself, the dialogue within the DPR is also part of a wider dialogue before and after the
event, through lectures and tutorials, interaction with peers within the design studio, interim
design project reviews, and other conversations. The event may be a key marker in the
developmental process of projects and of individuals, but it is also part of a greater whole,
and so cannot be placed wholly in parentheses (Brindley et al., 2000; McClean, 2009;
McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Wilkin, 2000). It is a communal event, within a specific cultural
context. It is a real-life, natural, messy, semi-structured group discussion that cannot

straightforwardly be quantified.

Because the research is endeavouring to understand the nature of the experience of

participants in the event, an interpretive research perspective is fitting, in that it entails a rich

exploration of the interactions between people, objects and environment that allows for what

&OLIIRUG *HHUW] ERUURZLQJ IURP *LOEHUW 5\0OH UHIHUV WR D\
(Geertz, 1973. p6). The subjective nature of such experience is suited to a qualitative

evaluation. | have therefore chosen research methods that focus on the DPR as a specific

case study, and that allow me, as the researcher, to interact with both students of

architecture and their tutors at three different institutions, through non-participant

observations of DPRs, semi-structured student group interviews and through individual semi-

structured interviews with tutors.
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4.1 Positionality

«WKH WDVN IRU DOO UHVHDUFKHUV LV WR UHFRJQLVH DQG F
DQG VLWXDWHG PpVXEMHFWLYLW\Y UDW BIQEF HAK P REDNHS-MILHY WK
2QFH WKLV LV GRQH pVXEMHFWLYLW\T LV PXFK OHVV D SURE
deeper understanding. (Crang and Cook, 2007. p. 13).

It is acknowledged that within the qualitative research paradigm, the researcher is not

separate from the research, but part of it. The contextual nature of qualitative research,

which takes place in particular locations at specific times and encompasses a range of

human interactions (between the researcher and participants in the research), means that

the research cannot be wholly objective. Who the researcher is will inevitably make a

difference. It is therefore appropriate, in order for others to judge the relevance of this

UHVHDUFK WR WKHLU RZQ H[SHULHQFH D Q GtylirQatatibb) td Wivdty WR VH\
LV EHLQJ VWXGLHG" 'RGJVRQ S

Firstly, it is important to recognise that | am not approaching this field of study as an

outsider. | am not a disinterested observer. | have a personal connection to the topic under

scrutiny. | am an architect and | am an architectural educator. | qualified as an architect from

an English school of architecture in 1990. | have practiced as an architect in the UK. | have

worked for a variety of architectural practices of various sizes, with differing approaches to

their work. | have been a partner, running my own practices on two occasions in the late

1990s and the early 2000s. | have also worked as a design studio tutor in three different

universities, firstly as a part time tutor whilst working in practice in the 1990s and, since

2003, as a full-time senior lecturer (and later principal lecturer) in architecture. Schools of

architecture in the UK are not all alike. Indeed, the procedures for validation of courses by

the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) specifically asks schools to define their
SGLVWLQFWLYH DFDGHPLF DJHQGDV™ 5,%% S ,Q UHODWLR
architectural design, and to teaching and learning in architecture, | should acknowledge that

the institution in which | have worked for the last 20 years is also the institution at which |

originally studied and from which | qualified as an architect. My relationship with this

institution is intimately linked to my personal history in becoming an architect. | am inevitably
LQIRUPHG E\ LWV HWKRV LWV pGLVWLQFWLYH DFDGHPLF DJHQGL

My most recent role has been as subject leader for architecture, with a responsibility for
delivering the professionally validated architecture courses, developing and managing
teaching and learning strategies and overseeing the deployment of academic staff. | also

teach architectural design and technology at all levels.

In addition to my direct experience of working in different schools of architecture, | have also

been a member of the RIBA validation group for over ten years. The validation process gives
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(and renews) professional body recognition to courses in architecture in the UK and around
the world. As a participant of the group | have been both an ordinary member and a
chairperson of RIBA validation visiting boards to many different schools of architecture both
at home and overseas, which has given me access to, and experience of, a broad range of
institutions and their schools of architecture. As a member of the validation group | am also a
member of the New Courses Group, which is a sub-committee that has the responsibility of
scrutinising applications for new courses in architecture, or proposals to make changes to

existing courses.

As an academic | have acted as an external advisor to four other universities on their

MLQWHUQDOY YDOLGDWLRQ SURFHVVHVY LQ UHODWLRQ WR WKH G
technology programmes. | have also been an external examiner on an undergraduate

course in Interior Design and Architecture and on another professionally validated

undergraduate architecture course, both of which are in England (and neither of which form

part of this research).

It has been my experience, firstly as a student and later as an educator, that learning
architectural design can be a struggle. It is a process of learning by doing (Dewey, 1998;
Gibbs, 1988; Kolb, 1984), and learning through dialogue and reflection (Cuff, 1991; Schon,
1983, 1987; Shaffer, 2001). Something of the nature of the difficulties of learning to do
architecture is highlighted in the literature (inter alia: Anthony, 1987, 1991; Blair, 2006b;
Percy, 2004; McClean, 2009; McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Sara and Parnell, 2013; Smith,
2020; Webster, 2005, 2006). The DPR is a central feature of architectural education and a
moment where the dialogue can become most intense (Oak, 2000; Webster, 2005, 2006;
Vowels, 2000). As an architectural tutor | have experienced (attended; participated in;
organised) DPRs in several schools of architecture. As a studio tutor | interact with students
of architecture on a daily basis, both as a design tutor and more broadly in relation to the

whole gamut of issues relating to pastoral support.

My journey to becoming an academic in architecture is rooted in the DPR. As a student |
was regularly involved in reviews of my work, which | found daunting, even intimidating at
times, but which | later came to enjoy. | would often join DPR events with other year groups,
particularly as a senior student, reviewing the work of undergraduates. As a direct
consequence of this, after qualification | was invited back to join reviews as a guest reviewer.
Before too long an opportunity came my way to join in more regular teaching as a part time
studio tutor, which | was keen to do. During this time, | participated in DPRs and part time
studio tutoring in other institutions, eventually securing a fractional post (and later full-time

post). The DPR then, is a central feature of architectural education, and has also been a
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central feature of my experience both as a student and as an academic for the last thirty-five

years.

| have taught at all levels and, whilst the nature and complexity of design projects varies
across the academic programme, the pattern of engagement is broadly similar; each project
culminating in some form of review and assessment. The constancy of tutorials, interim and
final DPRs and celebratory exhibitions of student work have punctuated my experience of
teaching in architecture with a compelling regularity. My position, then, relative to the

research situation, is very much as an insider.
4.2 Reflexivity

Questions about reflexivity are part of a broader debate about ontological,

epistemological and axiological components of the self, intersubjectivity and the
FRORQL]DWLRQ RI NQRZOHGJH« 5HVHDUFKh4¢f¢ QHHG WR LQF
NQRZOHGJH DQG VHQVLWLYLW\« DQG PDLQWDLQ WKH EDODQ
universal (Berger, 2015, p.220)

As an architect and architectural educator, | am familiar with the cultural field in which |
operate. Whilst this has many advantages in relation to my engagement with the field, | am
keenly aware of the potential for my own tacit knowledge (of the situations that are
encountered in architectural education) to limit my capacity to articulate what | see. There
may be aspects of the research that others might find extraordinary that may seem ordinary
in my life. For this reason | have strived, throughout, to be reflexive; to be aware of my own
positionality and utilise what | learning about my own subjectivity as part of the research

process.

| was aware from the outset that my own tacit assumptions and expectations could manifest
as a tendency to see things in a particular way; to induce bias. In particular, it is possible that
my familiarity with the processes and patterns of architectural education and the DPR event
might engender an inclination towards preconceived ideas and potentially, what Buetow

ZDUQV DJDLQVW PYURKHRVUPQWVRRUWFXWV« >ZKLFK@ ZKHQ
VXIILFLHQW DWWHQWLRQ« FDQ DOV RaspleRb@ptantptifglpeddX @ JHPHQ W V
see and value highly what they expect or what fits their pre-H[LVWLQJ EHOLHIV™ S

Unconscious bias may be manifest in attitudes towards others, or may be embedded
through familiar practices. The difficulty in qualitative research is that such biases are
unconscious. We are not aware of them, except perhaps through deep introspection. Even
then, we are each likely still to have blind spots. My approach therefore has been to try to
be as open and clear as possible with participants about my positionality and as open-

minded and balanced as possible in relation to the collection and analysis of the data.
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| am aware that | may carry certain attitudes to, and beliefs about, architectural education
that remain unknown to me, or at least not consciously articulated. | am also aware that my
perceptions (and the perceptions of other architectural tutors) about a given situation in
architectural education may be very different to those of the students with which we interact,
as this extract, written in the form of an email, from students of architecture to their tutor,
exemplifies:
Experienced tutors and professors (in either academia or practice) are rightly
HVWHHPHG E\ WKH VFKRRO EXW WKHLU YHU\ H[SHULHQFH O]l
between themselves and their students. Many have not been students themselves
IRU D YHU\ ORQJ WLPH DQG FDQ SRWHQWLDOO\ URPDQWLFLYV
ZRUN DV HIIHFWLYH WHDFKLQJ WRROV LQ WRGD\YV VWXGLR
p.82).
Throughout the research | have tried to maintain a degree of openness about what
DUFKLWHFWXUDO HGXFDWRUV GR DQG KRZ WKH\ GR LW LQ RUGI
VLWXDWLRQ DQG WR 3PDLQWDLQ WKH EDODQFH E®WWUBHO WKH St
3 ,Q PDQ\ zD\V WKH UHVHDUFK DSSURDFK LV RQH WKDW
WDFLW H[SOLFLW"~ 'RGJVRQ S

In relation to the structure of DPR events, | have tried to arrange these in different ways and
have always been interested in exploring alternatives. | acknowledge however, that | have
not always managed to draw other architectural educators (or architects) around me into
doing this. There can be some reluctance, or at least some habituated inertia, on behalf of
some tutors and guest reviewers that means that following a standard format (Anthony,
1991, Sara and Parnell, 2013; Vowels, 2000; Webster, 2005) is the default.

| would argue that, for me, an interpretive approach is a natural extension of my own

professional practice as both an architect and as an architectural educator. As an architect it

is necessary to understand the needs of a client and the likely behaviours and

reactions/interactions ofabuLOGLQJTV XVHUV 7KLV UHTXLUHYV D IDFLOLW\ W
a range of both qualitative and quantitative information. As an educator | am trying to

understand how a student is thinking in order to be able to help them explore ways of

thinking. Reflexivity is an essential (if often unconscious) aspect of this situation. Indeed, as

an architectural educator my approach to teaching and learning is one that embraces open-

mindedness. The talk in architecture tutorials in my experience is not generally talk that

FORVHV GRZQ ZD\V RI WKLQNLQJ DERXW DQG ZD\V RI puGRLQJY LC

exploratory and co-constructive (Askew and Lodge, 2000).

My approach to teaching and learning in architecture has been one that maintains a

guestioning stance and an openness to other ways of thinking. It is with this attitude that |
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have tried to approach this research, recognising my own positionality situated within the

discipline.

The patrticipants in the research are architecture tutors and architecture students. |
acknowledge that there are fundamental differences between the two and in my relationship
with each group. Architecture tutors may well have had broadly similar experiences to my
own (albeit in different circumstances) and so we will share a common (tacit) understanding
of some of the issues/processes encountered in architectural education. These will relate to
aspects of teaching and learning, research, institutional procedures, professional validation,
architectural practice and so on, as well as to processes and patterns of interaction with

colleagues and with students.

My relationship with the tutors who participated in the research was not close. In other
words, in each case we were not friends, nor had we worked together before. However,
during the process of designing and planning the research it was inevitable that | had to
liaise with each and therefore formed something of a working relationship, if only in relation
to this exercise. | was always clear that the research was something that should not be
imposed upon them or their students and ought not compromise their normal working
practices in any way. To this end, each of the participating tutors contributed to the planning

of the data gathering activities at their own institutions.

The student participants were unknown to me before the commencement of the research

tasks. However, the participating tutor at each school of architecture had consulted with the

students beforehand about my attendance at their DPR and had sought volunteers for the

JURXS LQWHUYLHZY 7KH VWXGHQW SDUWLFLSDQWY GLGQYW NOR
architect and architectural tutor at another institution. | was aware in advance that they were

likely to have formed an impression of me before meeting me and would potentially see me

DV EHLQJ pOLNHY WKHLU RZQ WXWRUV ,Q RWKHU ZRUGV EHVLGH
therefore seniority), they may well have had their own tacit understandings of my position as

an architectural educator and therefore my knowledge of the subject and (generically at

least) of their experience. My relationship with the student participants was, inevitably then,

not going to be equal.
4.3 Research design

Students in architectural education are part of a learning community, which is associated
with (but somewhat peripheral to) the architectural profession. Members of the profession
contribute to, and participate in, architectural education in a variety of ways. Each school of
architecture has a network of connections with professional practice, some of which are

formal, such as in relation to students undertaking periods of practical training, some of
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which are informal, such as at social gatherings, exhibitions and other events held at the
school and elsewhere. In the UK architects in practice contribute to design tuition through
part-time teaching contracts, as visiting lecturers or as guests at DPRs. Within each school,
intersect. (Brandt et al, 2013; Schaffer, 2003). The DPR is a specific type of event within
design education, which frequently brings these two communities together in a focused,
ritualistic way and contributes both to learning (to do architecture) on the one hand and
professional acculturation on the other (Stevens, 1995, 1998; Vowels, 2000; Webster, 2005).

The research began with a much broader enquiry into architectural education and the
various learning situations encountered within the design studio. It became apparent, from
reflecting on studio practice at my own institution and elsewhere, and from the attention
given to the situation in the literature surrounding architectural education, that the DPR was
the nexus of the design studio experience and the event most likely to encapsulate and
illuminate the whole (Anthony, 1987, 1991; Brindley et al, 2000; Sara and Parnell, 2013;
Smith, 2011; Vowels, 2000; Webster 2005; Wilkin, 2000; Willenbrock, 1991). The research is
therefore designed to allow me to engage with architecture students and their tutors, in order
to determine the significance of their experience of the DPR, and what can be interpreted
from their perceptions about the structures, organisational patterns, values and principles of

the activity.

A naturalistic ethnographic approach was chosen as an appropriate methodology. Because

the nature of the DPR is a real-life social, interactive, discursive event, | wanted the research

methodology to be relatively adaptable, to be able to respond to the complexity of the

situation and to allow for new or additional elements to be taken on board as the research

progressed. The context of the architecture studio is something that | am very familiar with

DQG WKHUHIRUH ZRXO G i kh&h@wgyB,W iymh&titd] eDvipddment. In order to

minimise any presuppositions (Gubrium and Holstein, 1997) it was important to explore the

situation in other locationsandthe UHIRUH LPSRUWDQW WR REVHUYH '35V LQ DI
The intention of this approach is to be as detailed and as natural as possible in data

collection. Observations with detailed field notes made on the day, followed by semi-

structured group interviews with students (also on the day) and subsequent individual

interviews with tutors, were chosen as the most appropriate approach to data collection, as

these methods allowed for me to be present in the DPR events, to be seen and engaged

with by the participants and would allow the views and ideas of the participants to be heard;

WR JLYH WKHP D VWURQJHU YRLFH DQG WR IDFLOLWDWH D pWKLI
1973; Lincoln and Guba, 1985).
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In order to minimise any concerns in relation to asymmetry of power dynamics between
researcher and participants, it was important that the observations were conducted in
Schools of Architecture with which | had no immediate connection. My own workplace might
have been useful within the research process in relation to my own reflexivity, but would be
inappropriate as a source of data for the research exercises, because of my position in
relation both to the institution (and its staff and students) and in relation to the research itself.
| therefore contacted architectural tutors from several other schools of architecture in
England during the process of research design. Through these negotiations | explored the
situation in each school in order to determine what might be an appropriate process, to be
able to provide a detailed and nuanced description of the real-life experience of the

participants of a DPR.

With this in mind, there were several aspects to the situation that merited some careful
consideration. These related to reflection on the differences between DPRs at different
levels (and the appropriateness or otherwise of focusing on one or more type of DPR); the
different characteristics of the educational ethos of different institutions (and the
appropriateness, or otherwise, of choosing one or another institution for their similarities or
differences); the number of institutions to include in the study for the data to be sufficiently
rich, and other, more logistical aspects, such as timing, access to participants and

awareness of, and sensitivity to, their needs.

In considering the educational level on which to focus | decided that, in order to minimise the
variance in the samples, and to allow for a degree of consistency, it would be more
appropriate to focus on DPRs in different institutions that involved students at the same level
of study. The attitudes and experience of DPRs varies between individuals and between
groups depending upon their level of experience of the events (inter alia: McClean, 2009;
Sara and Parnell, 2013; Webster, 2006). The DPRs chosen, therefore, comprised student
participants from the final year of their undergraduate study. In each case the DPRs were all
the final reviews of the academic year. The reasons for this were twofold. Firstly, | wanted to
capture the views of participants who were not novitiates (and so not completely fresh to the
subject); who had become acculturated to a certain extent and were able to reflect upon their
own experiences, but who had not yet spent a period of time in architectural practice and
were not nearing the end of their period of formal education. Secondly, the decision was
made to focus on the final DPRs of the academic year because that would be of greater
significance to the students and so might embody, and indeed amplify, many of the

characteristics of the event.
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All of the tutors with whom | had been liaising in the development of the research were

willing to try to facilitate and participate in the research tasks, and therefore access was not

especially problematic. However, in planning to conduct the research, there was a relatively

limited window of opportunity to do so. At the time of planning the observations it was clear

that the organisation of the visits had to take place within a particular time period (as these

ZHUH ILQDO '35V RI WKH DFDGHPLF \HDU DQG DQ\ GHOD\ ZRXOG
research plan were to be followed through. Choice and number of schools to visit were

therefore heavily influenced by the practicalities of getting things done.

3SDWWRQ S VXJIHVWYV WKDW pWKHUH DUH QR UXOHV
LQTXLU\Y ZLWK WKH VL]H RI WKH VDPSOH GHSHQGLQJ RQ ZKI
purpose of the research, what will be useful and credible and what can be done

ZLWKLQ WKH UHVRXUFHVY DYDLODEOH IRU H[DPSOH WLPH P
(Cohen et al, 2018)

It was determined that it would be appropriate to undertake the research at three schools of
architecture, as this would provide a degree of spatial and sampling triangulation across the
three data collection exercises. For the purposes of this research, where it may be pertinent
to refer to one or other of the participating schools separately, they will be called Architecture
School A (ASA), Architecture School B (ASB) and Architecture School C (ASC).

Not all schools of architecture are alike, having developed in different locations at different

times. Whilst there might be a degree of similarity brought about by processes of validation

by RIBA and prescription by the Architects Registration Board (ARB), as well as

developments and trends within architecture and architectural education, there will also be

differences that stem from the ethos of each school. With this in mind, and with the purpose

of providing some sampling variation, the three schools of architecture were chosen because

WKH\ ZHUH QRW VLPLODU EXW KDG GHYHORSHG 3GLVWLQFWLYH

All three schools have professional recognition (validated by RIBA and prescribed by ARB).
In each school the size of course, the complexity of the projects set, the level of expectation,
and the general criteria are similar (RIBA, 2015). All three schools are in England, two in the
north and one in the south. All three are based in universities, one of which is a Russell
Group institution, the others are part of the 1992 group of former polytechnics. All of the

schools are well established and were founded in the 20" Century.

The more distinctive differences between the schools are in the relationship of each school
to its institution (each resides in a different type of faculty) and in the general ethos of each
course. In no particular order, the following brief descriptions of the host faculties and other
courses surrounding the architecture courses under observation should serve to provide a

flavour of these differences:
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A faculty of social sciences, with an overall ethos on social responsibility, tackling complex

contemporary social challenges and bringing about changes in society. The architecture

courses exhibit a strong social agenda, encourage thoughtful reflection, inclusivity and

sustainability. There is an emphasis RQ HPOLYH SURMHFWVY ZKLFK SURPRWH HQ
communities. The architecture courses are adjacent to other social science disciplines of

economics, geography, education and sociology, as well as urban studies and planning.

A faculty of engineering, with courses particularly focused on critical aspects of place
making, encompassing planning, urban design and environmental design. There are
adjacent courses that carry professional recognition in planning and environmental
engineering, taught alongside the degree in architecture. These courses also sit alongside

courses in mathematics and engineering, computer science and creative technologies.

A faculty of the arts, with an emphasis on inspiring individuality and creativity. The
architecture courses encourage an exploration of VW X G pe@dvial fterests in relation to a
range of complex contemporary design issues and through interaction with associated
subjects. The undergraduate course is organised to allow students to choose different
thematic design studios in second and final year. The architecture courses sit alongside

courses such as fashion, film, art and design.

The case studies are each a specific instance of small DPR events in 3 different schools of

architecture in England at a point in time. The data collected cannot therefore be thought to

be generalisable by extrapolation to all schools or indeed to all DPRs. However, by focusing

on the particular event (the final review of an undergraduate degree) in three different

schools the data collection methods should yield enough information to allow for a

VXIILFLHQWO\ phWKLFN GHVFULSWLRQY *HH Uudwparisonwithl WKH VLW X
similar events encountered by others for an informed judgement to be made as to the

applicability of these findings in similar contexts and the wider generalisability of the findings.
4.4 Data Collection and Analysis

Data was collected from the three schools of architecture through observation of final DPRs
for students on the final year of their undergraduate degree; through semi structured group
interviews with student participants in each of the reviews; and through semi structured
interviews with the lead tutor in each school, who had been responsible for setting and

organising the student project.

It was important as a researcher to observe the DPRs, so that a comprehensive picture of
the situation could be formed from first-hand experience. My own experience of DPRs over

many years was useful in preparing to carry out the research, but was no substitute for

78



experiencing the real-life situations on the ground, so to speak. To be able to fully
understand how the participants experienced the event, through subsequent interviews, it
was important that | was familiar with the specific event that they had experienced so that
discussions would be grounded in that situation. In this way, even if conversations were to
develop more broadly, more generically, the specific DPR that had been observed would
always be a shared point of reference. Additionally, observations of the DPRs would allow
me to be able to refine my own understanding of the specific situations and allow for further

development of the interview themes (Crang & Cook, 2007).

The student group interviews were conducted on the same day as, and immediately after,

each DPR session being observed. The tutors who taught the group and organised the

DPRs were interviewed individually on separate occasions shortly afterwards, between

August and September 2015. In order to ensure that the requirements of the research itself

GLG QRW LPSDFW XSRQ WKH HYHQWYV RU L G mrBséatib@sladd) FH SDUW L
LOWHUYLHZY ZHUH NHSW IOH[LEOH WR VXLW SDUWLFLSDQWYVTY QF

The data collected was subject to a thematic analysis following the principles described by
Braun et al (2017). Initially a flexible, loose fit approach was taken to coding the data based
upon reading of the observation notes and verbatim interview/focus-group transcripts to
identify the elements, techniques and principles that broadly relate to the cases examined.
7KHVH DVSHFWV GLGQTW FRQVWLWXWH D SULRUL FRGHV DV VXF
search of an understanding of the structural components of the different cases under
observation; the way(s) in which they were organised/conducted, and what they were trying
to achieve. A wide range of meaningful statements were initially coded and collected into ten
analytical categories. Statements in the initial coding were not always readily related to one
category alone and could be placed in multiple categories. The transcripts were compared
and systematically reviewed to develop a set of categories that were pertinent across the
data set. Subsequently, the categories were subject to further review and carefully refined to

develop just three key themes (see Chapter 6).
4.5 Ethical issues

The British Educational Research Association (BERA) (2011) ethical guidelines for

educational research were adopted and used to inform the research design.

It should be acknowledged then that it is inevitable that there will be a certain amount of
subjectivity and that, whilst this may be the case, | would argue that my broad experience of
architectural education has been an important factor both in designing the study and in

planning and conducting the research. An open mind has been maintained and the research
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conducted with a broad outlook, to give voice to the research participants as much as

possible and to minimise the effect of any personal familiarity with the situation.

,Q RUGHU PLQLPLVH DQ\ HWKLFDO FRQFHUQVY LQ UHODWLRQ WR |
and participants it was important that the observations were conducted in Schools of

Architecture with which | had no immediate connection. Through correspondence with the

head of department at each of the schools, consent was given for me to work with one the

lead design project tutors to plan the processes for gathering data. At each location students

and guest reviewers were informed of the observation and group interviews by the lead tutor

prior to each DPR event taking place. Students were invited, by their tutor on my behalf, to

participate in the group interviews and were informed that participation was free and

voluntary and would have no relationship to their performance at the DPR or the subsequent

assessment of their work.

On the day of each observation | was able to meet with all participants before the DPR
commenced, and to provide a verbal and written description of the research. | was able to
introduce myself and provide an overview of my professional background, my role in
conducting the research and an explanation that the study is being carried out by me as a
doctoral student at the School of Education and Professional Development at the University
of Huddersfield.

The participants were informed that purpose of the study is to find out about the experiences
and views of students and academics involved in a final DPR for students in the final year of
study on a RIBA recognised Part 1 undergraduate degree course in England. In order to do
this, it was explained that | wanted to be able to observe their DPR in progress and
undertake a group interview with participating students and, subsequently, individual
interviews with design tutors/reviewers, in order to know about their experience and their
understanding of the specific DPR observed, as well as other reviews more generally; their

purposes, benefits and drawbacks.

It was explained that the student group interviews would take place on the day of the DPR,
would last for about an hour and would be audio recorded. It was also explained that each
interview is one component of the research to gather data about this type of event, and that
the full study also comprises observations of similar events and interviews with equivalent

participants at two other universities in England.

It was made clear that taking part in the study is entirely voluntary and that participants can
decide to withdraw from the study at any time, including during the interview and up to 48

hours after the event, in which case the audio recording would be destroyed, and nothing said
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during that interview would be included in the research and would no longer form part of the

study.

Participants were made aware that any audio recording to which they contributed would be
listened to by the me and may also be transcribed by another person, who would not be given
any information that could identify the source of the recordings or individuals involved. It was
also made clear that audio recordings would be securely stored in a password protected

computer and deleted after 3 years.

In relation to the outputs associated with the study it was explained that the findings from the
study would form part of my doctoral thesis, which may also be discussed in other publications

to which | may subsequently contribute.

It was explained that information about the school of architecture and about the participants
would remain confidential. Moreover, in writing up the research, or in any other published
outputs, no information will be included that might identify participants. If what is said in the
interviews is used in the study or other publications verbatim, contributions will be anonymised
and pseudonyms used so that nobody can identify the participants or anybody that they may

talk about during the interviews.

All participants involved in the observations, the student group interviews and, subsequently,
the one to one academic tutor interviews were willing participants and gave their written

agreement for the observation to take place.
4.6 Observation of design project reviews

Architectural education, as a studio based activity, involves various forms of continual
developmental dialogue through interaction with others, informally (with peers and other
students), semi-formally (in peer group discussions, and at other events, such as lectures
and field study visits) and formally through design tutorial, seminars, interim and final DPRs,
at which students present their design ideas to a group made up of their tutors, their peers
and other guests. Architecture students are generally accustomed to other people observing
their DPRs, either outside agents (e.g. a member of a local community or local authority with
an interest in the output of the student body), their tutors, other members of academic staff
who may not be directly involved, senior and junior students etc. Architecture students are
familiar with external persons joining a DPR, such as a visiting critic/architect that they may
not have met previously (which was in fact also the case in each of the DPRs observed
within this study). From the perspective of students and tutors the presence of an observer
would not be particularly unusual and would be unlikely to be uncomfortable for the

participants, or for the observer. However, it was important that observations were made
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without any other interaction, as this might have affected the relational dynamic between

researcher and the participants both during the DPR and in subsequent interviews.

In each school of architecture the final DPRs of the final year of each undergraduate course
were observed. Observing the DPR session was a very direct way of understanding the
nature of the event in each institution and served to allow a degree of familiarity between
participants and observer, which would allow for a level of relaxed informality both at the

event and subsequently (Crang and Cook 2007)

The observations were made immediately before each group interview with students and

before the interviews with tutors, as this was important to:

X Familiarise the students with me.

x Familiarise the tutors and other guests with me.

X Become familiar with the location.

x Become familiar with the processes at that institution.

x Allow for some fine tuning of the student and tutor interviews based upon the
observations.

X Provide an immediate point of reference for the topic for students in the group
interviews.

x Allow for students and tutors to reflect on that point of reference and earlier

experiences.

Having explained my presence to the group, and explained that | would not be directly
involved in the DPR process, | took up an unobtrusive position at the rear of the group so as
not to be perceived as part of the academic team. In each of the DPRs observed there was
no indication, once everyone had settled down and begun to engage with the process that
anyone paid me much attention, indeed the tutors, guests and student participants appeared

mostly to forget that | was present.

The DPR observations were an important component of the research. Information garnered
from these events informed and framed the subsequent interviews. The observations also
served to set a framework for me to understand the nature of the events and provide some
insight into the specific processes at each School of Architecture. Each of the DPRs
observed included around eight to ten students, a project tutor, who took the role of lead
reviewer (LR) and who managed the event, and one or two additional guest reviewers
(GRs), with whom the students were not familiar. Each review session lasted for a day and

was split into two sessions of around 3 hours each.
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Hand written notes were made of the DPRs being observed as a means of capturing as
much as possible of the experience and behaviour of the participants. Within each DPR, the
aim was to observe the ways in which the participants interacted, the ways in which they
managed their conversations, the ways in which they constructed their environment and

placed themselves within it, depending upon their perceived or actual roles.

Consideration was given to making a video recording of each event, which would have been
useful in that it would have allowed for the event to be reviewed later. However, through
discussion with the design tutor at each institution, it was decided that the presence of a
video camera would probably feel too intrusive for the participants, both students and
reviewers, and would therefore be problematic, both from the point of view of running the

event itself and from the point of view of collecting reliable data.

7KH ILHOG QRWHV ZHUH RUJDQLVHG VSHFLILFDOO\ WR FDSWXUH

X Environment +context, descriptions and drawings of the position of artefacts and
participants within the designated space, relationship to adjacent spaces, external
noise sources, adequacy of space etc.

x People xthe personnel and their roles and apparent responsibilities, who did what
and who said what; proximity, positions, movements, management of interactions,
change of position etc.

x Other xlanguage used, power relations, thoughts about process, how people

behave, social interactions, attitudes, timing.

The observations of DPRs were important events in themselves in relation to the research
and the gathering of data. However, they were also important in relation to the subsequent

group interviews and interviews with staff in a number of ways:

X Students were familiar with me and the work | was doing because | had spoken to
them about the research prior to the DPR and had sat in and observed the
proceedings. The group interviews took place immediately after the reviews and the
familiarity of being at a shared event meant that the participants were comfortable
ZLWK P\ SUHVHQFH DQG UHDG\ DQG ZLOOLQJ WR WDON 7KHL
so to speak. All the participants joined the discussion voluntarily.
X The event was extremely fresh in the minds of the participants, as they joined the
discussion group no more than 15 minutes after the DPR had concluded. Their
observations and answers then were also fresh and very immediate.
X :KLOVW WKH GLVFXVVLRQ SRLQWYV KDG EHHQ FRQVLGHUHG L
EUXVKY WKH REVHUY Dal alBvi@dRor aMégree' 8f3ink Wihg and
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provided a shared contextual framework within which the discussions were
grounded.

x The DPR events were also a touchstone in preparation for, and subsequent
execution of, the interviews with design tutors. The meetings with tutors were
designed to consider DPRs in architectural education in general. Nonetheless the

observed events were always there as a specific shared reference to be explored.
4.7 Student group interviews

| decided to use group interviews with students for a number of reasons. Firstly, in order to

be able to establish the link with the DPRs observed, and to be able to elicit observations

and interpretations from the participants that were fresh, immediate, raw, it was expedient to

undertake this part of the research on the same day as the observations. Individual

interviews were considered, but would have not been practical to arrange in the same day

and therefore would not have the same characteristic of immediacy. It was important to

ensure that my intervention in the event was undertaken with as little disruption as possible.

The group interview was expedient and also appropriate, in that the participants share a

common purpose and so were able to engage with the discussions as a member of a group.

The interview itself was not looking to elicit personal or sensitive information about the

participants. In addition, the group interview would be likely to entail a more relaxed

conversation in which participantV ZRX0OG IHHO 3 FRPIRUWDEOH UHVSHFWHG L
RSLQLRQV ZLWKRXW EHLQJ MXGJHG" .UHXJHU DQG &DVH\ S
interview was the common experience of the specific DPR observed and of DPRs more

generally.

Frey and Fontana (1991) recognise that group interviews can have any number of

participants from *WZR RU PRUH PHPEHUV RI WKH SRSXODWLRQ XQGHU V
WHFKQLTXHV RI JURXS LQWHUYLHZ VXFK DV WKH pIRFXV JURXST
participants. However, in the situation of the DPRs under review the membership of each

group would need to draw on the participants in each DPR and so would be limited to those

students who volunteered to take part in each school. The group interviews were semi-

structured and semi-formal, in that they were arranged to take place on the day of the DPR

in a convenient separate space near to the review space, and familiar to the participants.

The participants needed no preparation for engaging in the interviews, apart from having

atWHQGHG WKH '35 XQ G HhuhiRdetird th¥ @2Mdrdhe€) is freer to ask probing

guestions, to allow interpersonal dynamics to play out to their fullest extent, and to become

DQ HPSDWKHWLF REVHUYHU" )JUH\ DQG RQWDQD S
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The student group interviews at each school of architecture were conducted immediately
after the DPR being observed, between March and June 2015. The student participants
were members of the group being reviewed and observed and joined the group interview
voluntarily. The design tutor in each location had informed students in advance about the
group interviews and had sought volunteers. In each location | was expecting five or six
students to join in. In the event, the number of students in each location varied: fourin ASA,
two in ASB, five in ASC.

An audio recording was made of the group interview at each institution.

With reference to guidance by Frey and Fontana (1991) and Krueger and Casey (2015) the
group interviews took the form of semi-structured interviews exploring a number of relatively
loose, open ended and connected questions. The areas for discussion had not been
disseminated to the student participants before the DPR or the group interview meetings.

The decision to do this was taken for the following reasons:

x So that they were not influenced in any way prior to the event and were therefore far
less likely to modify their behaviour.

x It would not be helpful to the student to distract them in any way through preparation
for the DPR or during the DPR by exploring the discussion points in advance.

X It was expected that it would allow for more immediacy in eliciting their thoughts
about DPRs as they would not have had time to develop any answers in relation to

the discussion points ahead of the group interview meetings.

The topics under discussion were deliberately broad to allow for the dialogue to be open and
reflective. The technique employed for managing the discussion was to allow space for the
students to articulate their own thoughts. As far as possible my intervention as the
interviewer was kept to a minimum. However, the direction of the conversation was guided

by the topics, which were refined by the observations of DPRs conducted.
The following topics were explored

X The purpose of the DPR
What is a DPR for, why is this method used?
7KLV ILUVW DUHD ZDV LQWHQGHG DV DQ pPRSHQHUY WR JHW '
HWKH EDOO UROOLQJY LQ FRQYHUVDWLRQ 7KH LQWHQWLRQ
hand on pragmatic aspects such as feedback and assessment, but also to
encourage them to think about what other values or purposes a DPR might embody.

X The nature of the DPR
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What is special about the event? What are the organisational structures of the event?
What relationship does the DPR have with other events within the project. The idea
here was to explore the DPR within the landscape of the project itself, such that the
analysis explores more than the event itself in isolation from the project but also what
happens leading up to and around the event and then afterwards. | was also
interested in other ways in which a DPR might be structured, how students learn how
WR FRQGXFW WKHPVHOYHV LQ D '35 DQG WR ZKDW H[WHQW
during their course.

X Student expectations
What do they anticipate about the event? What do they expect from reviewers?
What do they expect from other students? How do they prepare themselves for a
DPR? How do they record it? The methods of receiving feedback from staff and other
students, both verbal and written. How do they make best use of the DPR?

X Environment
What are their observations on the space in which the DPR takes place?
What are their thoughts on the arrangements of objects, technical kit, furniture and
people within the space; how the environment and the various arrangements of
people and things in the environment might have an effect. The appropriateness of
the space for the event. To what extent the arrangement of spaces and pinning up is
managed/choreographed. How they might use the drawings, models and the
environment in their presentations? Their observations on the activities and
movements of others in the area.

X Use of Language
To what extent they are aware of the (architectural) language being used by
themselves, their peers and their tutors. Is it jargon? Is it part of becoming an
architect? Are they expected to use language in a particular way or to talk about
projects in a particular way? If so why? What is the purpose or value in this? How
might this relate to what they may do when working as architects? When will they

exercise the communication skills that they are learning in a review?
4.8 Interviews with Design Tutors

At each of the three Schools of Architecture the principal design tutor (i.e. the tutor leading
the project and co-ordinating the DPRSs) agreed to be interviewed as part of the research.
Following guidance on conducting interviews set out by Rubin and Rubin (2015), the
purpose of the interview, its relation to the observations and student group interviews and its
role in the research was explained. Participants were also made aware that the full study

also comprised observations of similar events and interviews with equivalent participants at
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two other universities in England. The interviews were semi-structured. The same areas for
discussion were used in each interview to allow for comparisons to be made. The semi-
structured interview also allows participants the freedom to explore and explain their own

views, expectations, observations and interpretations of the DPR.

It was impractical to try to arrange the interviews with design tutors on the same day as the
DPRs (as their timetable for the day demanded their attentions elsewhere). It was also felt to
be useful for the author to be able to reflect upon the DPR observations and subsequent
group interview discussions, to inform the areas that the interviews would cover._The
interviews were therefore arranged to take place between August and September 2015 at
the host School and at times convenient to the participants. An audio recording of each
interview was made. Unlike the students, design tutors had already been in discussion with
the author for some time in order to organise the event, the observation and the student
group interviews. This had inevitably involved discussion about the research and had, in
itself, been important preparation for considering the methodology. The areas for discussion
had therefore been outlined to the design tutors before the interviews took place.

As with the student group interviews, the themes were deliberately broad to allow for the
dialogue to be open and reflective. At the start of each interview it was explained that the
conversation would be guided by the themes but with relatively little input from the
interviewer, as it was specifically the thoughts and opinions of the interviewee that were

being explored.
The following topics were incorporated:

X The purpose of the DPR
Why do schools of architecture run DPRs? In a similar way to the group interviews
with students, this first question was intended to ease the interviewee into talking
about the topic. The intention was to allow them to elucidate their own thoughts, to
explore the extent to which they had previously considered DPRs within their
teaching practice and what they felt were the key purposes of the event.

x Student engagement
How do students engage with the DPR?
This second area of questioning was designed to encourage the interviewee to
reflect upon the ways in which students engage with the event and to discuss how
this informs the ways in which DPRs are structured and managed. The question also
DOORZHG IRU VRPH GLVFXVVLRQ DURXQG WKH WXWRUYfV REV
equipped to participate in DPRs.

X Relationship of DPR to other teaching and learning events
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How does DPRs relate to the scheme of events (tutorials, site visits, conversations
and dialogues etc.) that take place within architectural education?
This TXHVWLRQ ZDV LQWHQGHG WR H[SORUH WKH GHVLJQ WXW
event and its value in relation to the other teaching and learning events that take
place over the life of a design project. Issues of organisation and timing were also
discussed.

X The environment
Where do DPRs take place? How do we utilise/arrange the space? What artefacts
are included? How do we talk about these? How do we use them?
The aim here was to ask the design tutor to reflect upon the relationship between
people, objects and the space in which the DPR takes place; the number of projects
pinned up, the number of students involved, how much space each person requires,
where they sit etc. To consider how the arrangements relate to the conversations and
discuss the extent to which these are choreographed beforehand or handled on the
day.

x Use of language, human interaction
Discussions revolved around how people present themselves and address
themselves to each other and to the work. The intention was to explore the extent to
which students and tutors are aware of how they present themselves, or are aware of
how others behave during the review. If they have views on how the different

participants in the DPR behave, or might be expected to behave.
Each Interview lasted around 40 minutes.

This form of research can be very time consuming, both in relation to organising and
conducting the research tasks and in the analysis of the collected data. The sample size was
selected in order to ensure that the in-depth qualitative nature of the study could be

appropriately addressed.
In summary the data collected was through the following processes:

x Observation of three final Design Project Reviews in the final year of the
undergraduate architecture degree programmes at three Schools of Architecture in
England, ASA, ASB and ASC. Each review included five or six student participants,

one project leader and two guest reviewers.

Coded in the research as OA, OB and OC
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X Three student group interviews. One held at each of the three Schools of

Architecture.

Coded in the research as GIA (4 participants), GIB (with 2 participants) and GIC (with
5 participants)

X Three Semi Structured Interviews with design tutors.
Coded in the research as IA, IB and IC
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Chapter 5 Observations of the design project reviews

'HVLJQ SBURMHFW 5HYLHZVY KDSSHQ DW YDULRXV VWDJHV WKURXJ
education. Each one is something of an occasion, as students are asked to explain their

work in front of their peers, their tutors and others. The final DPR of a project is more

intense, as work is expected to be complete. The final DPR of an academic year brings

additional pressures, with overtones of passing or failing, of progression, attainment and

gualification. The final DPR of a degree course is typically seen (by students and academics)

DV VRPHWKLQJ RI D ODQGPDUN PRPHQW LQ D VWXGHQWITV HGXFLD

Each of the observations made (OA, OB and OC) was at an event that was the final DPR of
the academic year and, for each of these students; the final one of their undergraduate
degree. Arrangements were made to visit each school of architecture in liaison with the
subject director and the final year leader. The events were organised and managed by each
institution in whatever format they chose to adopt. There were no additional requirements
placed on each school apart from allowing me to observe, informing participants of the
process and seeking volunteers to join a group interview to be held during a convenient
break on the day. The format of each DPR, in the event, was relatively similar (although
there were some significant differences, as described below). Each DPR lasted for a day
(split between morning and afternoon sessions, each of around three hours in length) and
included 8-10 student participants, one lead reviewer (LR), who was the academic
responsible for leading the project, and additional guest reviewers (GRs). Whilst there may
be a variety of ways of organising and managing DPRs, for these particular sessions (final
DPR at end of final year of the undergraduate degree) the basic format did not vary greatly
from one school to another. It should be noted that, whilst the DPRs observed were final
DPRs, they did not represent the final point of assessment. In each case there was
additional allowance of time following the DPR for work to be completed and submitted for

assessment in portfolio format.

In preparation for the observations | had been in close contact with the LR for each event, |
had visited the schools to see the arrangement of studio spaces and review spaces. | had
discussed the overall structure of their academic programme and the patterns of

engagement with the specific projects under review.
5.1 DPR Observation at ASA (OA)

Within the review at ASA there were nine students, who presented their work in turn to each
other and to three reviewers. The LR was also the lead tutor on the project, and was
therefore very familiar with each of the students and with their work. It was the role of the LR

to manage the process of the DPR on the day. The other two GRs had not been directly
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involved in tutoring the group. One of them was a design tutor at the school, who was
primarily involved with a different cohort (GR1), the other was a local architect in practice
who had been invited specifically to join this session (GR2). There were three other
simultaneous DPRs taking place within the school involving other students from the same
year group. These were held in different rooms and had no direct impact upon the DPR
under observation. Each of the other DPRs had a LR who had been involved in tutoring the
project, another GR from the school, who had not been directly involved, and an external GR
who was a practising architect. Each small review team operated independently of the
others. In each case the LR took the responsibility of briefing the GRs in the morning whilst

the work was being pinned up

The projects presented were all different and had been developed following the study of a
particular location. Students began the project at the beginning of the academic year (in
week 1), with an interim review at the end of the first term (week 11). From the beginning of
the second term they then had nine weeks to develop their individual design projects before
the final DPR. During this time, they worked primarily within a studio environment (although |
was informed that some students chose primarily to work away from the studio, at home).
Not everyone worked within the same studio spaces, so the projects being presented were
not necessarily especially familiar to each participant. During the design development period
leading up to the DPR, students had had the opportunity to engage with their tutors in
individual and group tutorials regularly each week. This DPR was being conducted two

weeks before the portfolio submission for final assessment.

The review space was a semi-public area, designed for the purpose with pin board on which
to fix prints and drawings. The nature of the space was quite open and anyone from any of
the courses within the building (which includes architecture and other design disciplines)
could freely enter the space and observe or pass through, relatively unobtrusively. At one
end there was a large window providing ample natural light. At the other end the space
opened out into an informal meeting area, which was occasionally a little noisy, but not to the
point of distraction. The actual area utilised for the DPR was towards one end of the review
space, which had entrances to other teaching spaces along it. It was not really a route to

anywhere and, in the event, very few people actually passed by.

| was informed by the LR that these DPRs were taking place during a reading week and so,
(apparently) unusually, there were no observers from other year groups. Those in lower
years are normally actively encouraged to attend final year DPRs S\WR VHH ZKDW WKH\ ZHU

DLPLQQR)aid therefore there would normally be many more observers present.
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A few days beforehand the group had been briefed about where to place their work and
primed to be pinned up and ready on time. The work was pinned up on the day. Each person
occupied pin-board space around 2.5m long and 2.5m high with a variety of plinths and
tables on which to display models and other items. All students had pinned up their work and

arranged their displays prior to starting the session (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Layout of review space at OA including position of students and reviewers.

Whilst the students were arranging their work | was introduced to them by the LR, to explain
the consent forms in detail and answer any questions. At the start of the DPR students were
thanked by the LR for their attendance and for having their work ready on time. The
reviewers were introduced and each said a few words about themselves by way of
explanation of their architectural experience and background. | was formally introduced and
it was explained that | would be present, but not involved in the DPR. There was a general

outline given by the LR about how the DPR would proceed, as follows:

x Each student would be allowed to present their project for a short period of time (not
specified) after which reviewers and others would ask questions and make
observations.

X Everyone was asked to nhominate a colleague to make notes during their review.

X The LR would also make notes, which would be given as individual feedback on the
day. It was also explained that everyone would have the opportunity during the
following week to meet with the LR to discuss their projects again and clarify any
areas that they felt that they were unclear about at the review.

X It was expected that the conversation about each project would last for half an hour

to forty minutes.
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As each student positioned themselves to start talking about their work the reviewers and
the other participants settled down to observe and engage. The three reviewers took up
seats immediately in front of the work being presented, with the LR positioned slightly to one
side and partially facing the other reviewers. The rest of the group positioned themselves in
a rough semi-circle behind, and to either side, of the reviewers (in some instances with the
nominated note taker sitting towards the front of the group). | took up a position to the rear
(Figure 3).

The displayed work was neatly arranged on the wall showing 3D images and drawings, large
plans, smaller plans, one large cross section (typically), a set of other diagrams to help
explain the scheme and some detailed technical drawings. At the front of the display there
were a range of models showing developmental 3D thinking at a number of different stages
and scales. Other artefacts on the desk included booklets of research and project
development. It was clear that the students had been given good briefing information prior to
the DPR about what to produce and how best to discuss it. In the main, they were well
prepared and articulate, and were able to talk about their projects logically and
knowledgably. Research and precedent underpinned their presentations and there was,
typically, a good description of the context (the site and its location/surroundings) for which

the designs were proposed.

The presentation process largely followed the proposed format, although with some

variation:

x The first couple of students to present were given some time (5 to 10 minutes) to
explain their projects, while reviewers sat quietly and listened to the explanations,
after which they began to ask questions, initially led by the LR. However, in later
presentations the time allowed, before questions were asked by the GRs, became
much less (just a couple of minutes), such that the presentation of each design and
its interrogation by the group became somewhat blurred.

X Most of the discussion was conducted by the reviewers with very little intervention
from the others present.

x Only a couple of people took notes on behalf of their colleagues. None of the
VWXGHQWY DSSHDUHG WR PDNH DQ\ QRWHV IRU WKHPVHOYH
presentations or after their own presentation.

X The LR made notes for each student and handed these notes to them at the end of
their individual review. This seemed to work reasonably smoothly, although it was

noticeable that at times the process of note making meant that the reviewer switched
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off from engaging with the ongoing conversation and, conversely, full engagement
with the DPR meant that the process of note making was more limited.

x Each project was discussed for around 20 - 25 minutes.

There are a number of more nuanced observations to be made about modes of presentation

and interaction between participants:

7KH PERG\ ODQJXDJHY RI UHYLHZHUV ZDV YHU\ UHOD[HG WKH\ ZlI
were very conversational. Even when questioning the validity of a certain approach or
decision taken by a student the attitude was one of enjoying the intellectual engagement

with the topic.

Projects were presented following a similar pattern; first discussing the context and the
concept (or theoretical agenda), then explaining the spatial and formal arrangements of their
designs, often with reference to precedent, and finally talking about more detailed aspects of

specific activities/spaces or particular technologies.

Students were confident in using architectural language in relation to their ideas. They

seemed comfortable using phrases that would not make a great deal of sense to the lay

SHUVRQ VXFK DV unIUDJPHQWDWLRQ RI WKLV WASRORJ\Y uDQ DU
DUFKLWHFWXUH RI LQFOXVLRQY ORVW VreddRihgGer RQKLGHQW LQ V\
VRPHWLPHY ORRNLQJ DW GUDZLQJV DV D ZzD\ RI GLUHFWLQJ WKH
relevant drawings (not with their finger each time necessarily, but usually more vaguely with

a wave of the hand), occasionally turning to the reviewers or the audience to emphasise a

point. However, it was noticeable that quite a few of the students seemed very tired and,

although they presented themselves well, they occasionally appeared UDWWOHG E\ UHYLHZH

comments, questions or observations and at times became very defensive.

Those who were not actively presenting their work sat quietly observing. They were, on the
whole, very attentive and one or another would make the occasional comment (typically in
support of their colleagues). However, rather than the session being one of interaction
between all participants, it seemed more like a series of viva voce examinations in the

presence of a relatively placid audience.

The topic of the conversation was focused mostly on the work being presented, rather than
broadening out the conversation to wider issues for the benefit of all, although this happened
occasionally as a natural consequence of the enthusiasm of the reviewers. The conversation
was not overtly critical. Most of the enquiry by the reviewers were around questions of
design processes and the programme of the architecture (i.e. how it works, how people

experience it). There were aspects of critique implicit in the questions asked and
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occasionally explored further, but for the most part the discussions focused on what the
VWXGHQW KDG WR GR QH[W WR plILQLVKY WKH SURMHFW IRU WKF
driven by the LR, who was making feedback notes and therefore often bringing the

conversation back to the essence of the feedback: i.e. instructions for completing the work.

Much of the discussion revolved around the graphics of the presentations, and how people

MHUHDGY GUDZLQJVY KRZ WKH DXWKRU FDQ pHpS/iddas/ Ve FHUWDLQ D
graphics were explored through conversations about how to draw or how to represent

SDUWLFXODU HOHPHQWYV RI WKH ZRUN 7KH GLVFXVVLRQ ZDV RIW
in order to make certain considerations more explicit. The authorV] WKHRUHWLFDO SRVLWL
not explored in any great depth but were largely accepted, and only discussed in relation to

KRZ LQWHQWLRQV FDQ EH JUDSKLFDOO\ HISUHVVHG KRZ WKH VW
and demonstrated. Sometimes comments from reviewers were aimed at steering the student

to use some specific drawing on the wall. Rarely, but occasionally reviewers would stand up

and go to point specifically at certain drawings or models as a way of drawing them into the

conversation.

It was a common theme that technical resolution of environmental aspects of projects had
not been adequately explored or expressed. The LR made a point of talking to the whole
group and explaining that they must be clear in their submissions about detail design and

environmental design, and that this must be shown in their presentations.

There were two project presentations that stood out, for different reasons. One project in

particular (which was design that brought together two unrelated and conflicting functions as

a provocative fictional gesture) left the GRs somewhat perplexed. The premise of the project

ZDV TXHVWLRQDEOH DQG WKH FRQYHUVDWLRQ LQHYLWDEO\ UHYF
theoretical aspects of the design/concept. The programme of the building was questioned

DQG WKH DXWKRU ZzDbV WROG WKDW WKH\ QHHGHG WR EH PRUH pl
worked; that, in order to make the project more than merely conceptual, the student should

focus in detail on certain parts. This was an interesting project to observe, as the idea being
SUHVHQWHG ZDV FOHDUO\ XQXVXDO DQG UHTXLUHG D FHUWDLQ I
from the reviewers and the other participants in order for it to be discussed as a work of

architecture. This appeared to be quite challenging for invited practitioner GR2.

The second notable presentation was for a building design that was unfamiliar to the LR. It

ZDV QRWHG E\ WKH /5 WKDW WKH VWXGHQW KDG pWXUQHG XS¢
The student presented their work rather nervously as if expecting to be criticised, which was

the case. The LR commented that the project did Q fWplore the issues architecturally “and

the student was mildly berated for not engaging with tuition previously and was told that this
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S3VKRZV LQ WKH EXL Qwhichid fhdt as\Willabd\cobhdprehensive as it should be
(LR). The studentwaV VRPHZKDW SXW RIl DQG GLGQYW UHDOO\ H[SODLQ
themselves particularly clearly. At the end of the discussion the student was appeared

dissatisfied and was somewhat withdrawn.

More broadly, the language used by the reviewers throughout the DPR was very supportive

and positive, using phrases such as:
3, WYV D ORYHO\ LGHD” *5
3$Q HOHJDQW VHW RI SODQV”’ *5
3<RXfUH OHWWLQJ HOHPHQWY H[SUHVV WKHPVHOYHV’ *5
3« UHDOO\ JRRG MRE" /5
3, FRQJUDWXODWH \RX" /5
SORYHHOXLVLWH PRGHOV™ *5

The discussion about projects generally focused on design and presentation skills, rather

than more conceptual or theoretical ways of thinking. Indeed, in relation to the

abattoir/restaurant project the GRs became noticeably curt as they tried to discuss the

practicalities with the student who was quite defensive and resistant to their interventions.

The LR took a lead in maintaining the general tone and content of the discussions and would

often pick up on comments made by the others and reframe them so that they were made

clear and so that the implications of the comments (in relation to what the student must now

GR ZHUH DOVR PDGH FOHDU VRPHWLPHV EHLQJ VSHFLILF RQ ZK
WR pVSHQG DHOWWRHO R QPIR

The DPR ended with a brief summary of the broad issues for the preparation of portfolios
and an explanation of what happens next (timetable for feedback discussions and
submission of portfolios etc.). The GRs and the participating students were thanked for their

input.
5.2 DPR Observation at ASB (OB)

The DPR took place over a single day in two sessions, each around 2.5/ 3 hours long.
There were eight students assigned to the group, all of whom had been working within the
same studio unit overseen by the LR. The course structure is such that in second year and
final year students join one of three studio units, which run in parallel and explore different
themes. Each studio unit has around 15-20 members from each year group. This DPR was

one of two taking place in the same studio space simultaneously. The final DPRs for the
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other 2 units were timetabled to take place on different days. Students could move freely
between the two DPRs and observe/participate as they wished. Second year students from
the same unit, and any students from the other two units, were also able to attend. Although,
in the event it seemed that few did attend, because they were working towards their own
separate deadlines for project submission. For each DPR there were four reviewers: the LR,
two other tutors (GR1 and GR2), who had taught (part time) on the course in adjacent studio
units, and one architect (GR3) from a local practice. The DPR was autonomous of the others
and the LR was responsible for briefing the GRs in advance of the event. The LR and the
other students were familiar with all of the work being presented. The GRs were being

introduced to this work for the first time.

The studio unit had been based on a field study to an historical district of a large British city,

which had established the cultural and theoretical contexts for the projects. Some aspects of

the field study analysis were carried out in groups, but subsequent design projects had been

developed individually followingeacK SHUVRQTV RZQ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ DQG L
explored the theme over two semesters, a total period of around 28 weeks. The particular

projects being presented had been begun in earnest around 8 weeks prior to the DPR.

Students had been working alongside each other (and alongside the second-year cohort)

within the large studio spaces, which included model making areas and computers, as well

as drawing boards and large work desks. Not everyone worked in the studio all of the time,

but there were regular meetings with tutors and peers to produce and complete work and

discuss progress. The projects were expected to be (all but) finished.

The final portfolio submission of work for assessment was to take place 2 days later, to allow
time for minor adjustments to be made following feedback. | was informed that this was
unusual, as there is normally a longer period of about 2 weeks before a final portfolio
submission, but scheduling of other events and projects during the year had had an impact

upon the organisation and timings of this project.

The DPRs were situated within the large open studios, on a series of free-standing screens.
The space was double or treble height and the screens were around 2.5m tall. The DPR
under observation had a pin up area with an 8m horizontal run of screens. The surrounding
studio space was large and quite noisy. Sound carried from the far end of the space, which
had mostly hard surfaces and, as there were other DPRs happening at the same time the
sound of people moving around, pinning up work, moving furniture and talking was quite

loud.

The display screens, which usually occupy the studio space for more informal use, had been

reoriented and prepared for the event by clearing away furniture and other items, such as
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PRGHOV DQG RWKHU ZRUN LQ SURJUHVYV WR PDNH D VXLWDEOH \
done particularly efficiently, which meant that, quite close to the review space, there was a
fairly random collection of furniture, and models piled on models, as well as coats and bags,

casually left on chairs and tables (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Layout of review space at OB including position of students and reviewers.

There was a brief introduction to the whole group, which included a discussion about
preparation for the subsequent end of year show (which is set up as a series of displays by
each studio unit, with each taking responsibility for curating and assembling their own work
as a group). | was introduced to the cohort and was able to talk to individuals to explain the
process in more detail, answer any questions they had and allow them to sign consent forms
for the observation and the subsequent student group interviews. There were no specific
additional instructions for the group, as they had received a briefing about the DPR format

prior to the event taking place.

The students had been given a running order and were not expected to all be pinned up at
the start of the session. It was explained to me that the format of the DPR followed a similar

pattern to DPR events that students had previously experienced.

For each presentation the student stood in front of the work, to one side slightly, and the four
reviewers sat side by side immediately in front of the display, with the LR sitting to one end. |
took up a position to the rear of the reviewers and to the right-hand side. Immediately behind
the reviewers was a large table, with lots of unrelated models and other items such as bags
and coats. This was not part of the review area. No one else sat down to join in the
conversation, but three or four people stood around to the rear of the table, or just to one

side, observing. (Figure 4).

The amount of work pinned up by most of the students was quite extensive. A lot of

information had been produced. Much of the work presented was graphic and diagrammatic

98



and in the form of research findings in support of design intentions, rather than design
drawings. Some of the participants had more research to show then design work.
Presentations mainly consisted of drawn material, although some students also had models.

Some had several models, including developmental, contextual and final models.

The first person to present had filled the longest wall of the display area with drawings.
There were very few models. Because of pin-up space restrictions (and the large amount of
information being displayed) only a couple of people could display their work at any one
time, which meant that during the session others were pinning up and unpinning work as the
DPR progressed. Once the first two projects were pinned up and the session had started
other students in the cohort drifted away, sometimes talking within earshot of the review,

occasionally returning to observe for a short while.

7KH IRUPDW RI HDFK LQGLYLGXDO VWXGHQWYIV UHYLHZ IROORZH

X Each person presenting their work spoke for ten to fifteen minutes during which time
the four reviewers sat quietly listening and taking notes.

x The content of the spoken presentation for each person included an explanation of
the conceptual framework that underpinned the design development. This was
common to all, and clearly reflected the enthusiasm and level of engagement of
everyone within the studio unit. A number of interesting themes were explored,
including for example projects based upon shipping and trade, the history of the
PHDVXUHPHQW RI nODWLWXGHY DQG WKH GHWEORSPHQW RI
marketplaces twholesale and retail.

x The discussions that followed lasted for around thirty minutes and were quite wide
ranging and engaged with enthusiastically by the three GRs.

X The LR, who was familiar with all of the work, managed the process and joined in the
conversation, but often allowed the GRs to take the lead.

X The LR prepared feedback notes, which were given out after each individual review.

There are a number of additional observations that might help to illuminate the nature of this

particular DPR:

The DPR was conducted very much as a panel of reviewers interrogating each project in
turn. There were other students present; some of whom were observers not involved in any
of the DPRs; some were from the adjacent DPR being reviewed that day; some were
awaiting their turn to pin up or watching others after they had been reviewed. These other
MSDUWLFLSDQWVY ZH Uadd @Riésitie® @lked td/a&dH Qten,. of Miandered in
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and out of the space, occasionally going to watch the other DPR happening nearby. There

was no actual interaction with the DPR itself.

The whole process was a little stilted as each person about to present began pinning up
work before the previous presentation had quite finished. When the focus shifted to the next
project, the author of the previous project began removing their work, so that the next one
could pin up, immediately adjacent to the student presenting. Whilst this was somewhat
distracting it seemed that participants and reviewers were largely unaffected and stayed

focused on the conversation

Much of the discussion about the projects took place between the reviewers. This was often

centred around the theoretical agenda of each project, rather than specifically about the

GHVLIQ RXWSXW H[SORULQJ DQG RIIHULQJ DGYLFH DERXW WKH
architectural designs, the reviewers did so by exploring the link between research and the

strategic decisions, the spatial organisation and techniques of representation that would

VLWXDWH WKH SURJUDPPH IXQFWLRQ HWF ZLWKLQvedahKH SURMHF
reviewers and students was not confrontational but mainly discursive. The advice given was

more about how to present the idea and how to convey meanings, rather than questioning

the thesis, or the resolution. Advice given by the reviewers tended to be about what was

missing from the information provided.

Most students had quite a rich set of drawings, both analytical and architectural. Some made
very good use of models and used drawings and models together to great effect. In a few
instances the students did not bring any models to the DPR. Some were sent (somewhat
reluctantly) to fetch models from elsewhere in the studio and to put them on display before
they began presenting their work. The reviewers made a point of talking about models, often
asking questions by referring to the models, or asking how the models were to be used to

explain the project, or how best to read the models in relation to the drawings.

Most students were good at explaining their ideas and designs, but seemed less able to

concentrate on the subsequent broader discussions about their projects, which focused

PDLQO\ RQ KRZ DUFKLWHFWXUDO LGHDYVY DQG GHVLJQ SURFHVVHYV
Comments made by the GRs were sometimes managed by the LR, but would move from

one aspect to another as the conversation meandered and skipped between discussion

about (for example) function, meaning, programme, landscape, history, precedent, artefacts,

views, materials, lighting, processes of making, multi-layered thinking, context, content,

place making, the user, commodification, public and private space, fundamental ideas,

design strategies and so on. Only one of the students made any notes (afterwards).
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The GRs were quite animated and would often stand up to look more closely at drawings or

models. Sometimes 2 or 3 reviewers (GRs and/or LR) stood up at the same time and

discussed different aspects of the project. These were sometimes with the student, together

with the other reviewers, and sometimes as a one-to-one aside with WKH VWXGHQW W ZDV(
always possible for the person being reviewed, or any others observing, to follow all of the

conversations, as they would happen simultaneously. This was particularly noticeable as

RQH SHUVRQTV UHYLHZ ILQLVKH Go beQic TheQWRMe Khith¢y fedarddbe D ER X W
series of smaller aside conversations, before everyone settled down again to listen to the

next presentation. Occasionally the next person would begin talking before all the reviewers

had re-engaged.

Overall, the reviewers were very enthusiastic and animated and maintained their energy for
the DPR throughout the day. Mostly they were positive about ideas and how these might be
explored, expanded and communicated. However, their language was not always positive

and would sometimes be directed at the student as a criticism, with phrases such as:
3<RX KDYH QRW PDGH FRQQHFWLRQV EHWZHHQ« = *5
3<RXU GUDZLQJY DUH QRW DV H[FLWLQJ DV \RXU PRGHOV"™ *!
37TKHUH DUH IXQGDPHQWDOO\ WKLQJV PLVVLQJ" /5
37KH DUFKLWHFWXUWHYV SDSHU WKLQ
3: KDWYV PLVVLQJ"" *5
3<RXYUH QRW VKRZLQJ XV DQ\«"~ *5
3, FDQYW VHH«" *5

The discussion about each project was very much about architectural ideas and techniques
of representing these. Amongst the GRs the conversation was friendly and upbeat. There
was a sense that they wanted to convey the enjoyment of thinking and talking architecturally.
However, the conversation was very much amongst themselves and not typically inclusive of
the students. It was notable that, although the reviewers were very engaged in the
discussion, the students often seemed tired and distracted and were not as focused,
sometimes withdrawing a little from the conversation. For example, where a project exhibited
a strong theoretical agenda it provoked a great deal of discussion between the reviewers,
which included ways in which the project might be developed much further. They were not
critical of the work presented, but were increasingly enthusiastic about it. In more than one

instance it could be seen that the student presenting the work (perhaps interpreting the
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reviewers enthusiasm for the possibilities engendered by the theme as indicating how much

more work might still be left to do) became more and more subdued and reflective.

The DPR ended without any overall summing up, as many participants had already
departed. After the final presentation had finished the reviewers continued having
conversations between themselves and with any students who came back for additional
discussions or seeking clarifications about earlier comments and conversations. The whole

event more or less petered out over a period of about 30 minutes.
5.3 DPR Observation at ASC (OC)

Ten students were presenting their work. Initially there were two reviewers. The LR was one
of the tutors involved in running the project. The guest reviewer (GR1) was a practising
architect who had been invited to join this DPR. In the afternoon another tutor from the
school (GR2) joined the session. The LR knew all of the students well and had a fairly
detailed knowledge of most projects having been closely involved in tuition with many of the
students over the preceding weeks. GR1 had no knowledge of the projects before the event.
GR2 was familiar with the work of a couple of the students presenting. There were five other
simultaneous DPRs taking place, involving other students from the same year group, in
other nearby spaces within the studios and within adjacent rooms. Each of the other DPRs
had around ten student participants and was led by one of the project tutors alongside an

invited practising architect.

Prior to the start of the DPRs, whilst students were pinning up their work, there was a
briefing session for all of the reviewers present. The main project leader (the year leader)
held a meeting with the project tutors (the LRs) and the GRs, which outlined the nature of
the projects set, what might be expected from the presentations (i.e. level of completeness),
how the DPRs would run during the day and what would happen subsequently. There was
some discussion with LRs in relation to a few individuals who had special circumstances to
consider. GRs had an opportunity to ask questions in order to understand what was

expected of them and to be clear about the process.

Individual design projects had been developed over a period of ten weeks in response to an
analysis of one of two particular urban districts, which contained a mixture of housing, shops

and commercial premises as well as nearby open parkland. The analysis of the place had

been undertaken by small groups with subsequent individual preparation of a design brief

and identification and analysis of a specific location/site. The building types explored and
developed were all related in some way to the community, whether they were educational,

health related, sports and leisure facilities or for other community or specialist groups,
GHSHQGLQJ XSRQ WKH LQGLYLGXDOYV DQDO\VLV RI QHHGYV
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Most students worked within the studios, which were quite large, open plan and split
between 2 main levels. Different year groups shared the studio spaces and so the students
benefited from some vertical integration, although this was not formally structured into any
specific teaching units. Mostly, students were reasonably familiar with the work of others
within their project group. Regular tutorials took place in small tutor groups twice a week

during the design development stage.

Around ten days before the DPR | was informed that there had been a cohort meeting
specifically to discuss the format of the DPR and what would be expected of participants. All
of the work was formally submitted two days before the DPR to a central administration
office near the studios. On the day of the DPR students collected their work and pinned up
as directed within one of the review spaces. The final submission of the project in portfolio
format was to be ten days after the DPR.

Projects were presented over two three-hour sessions. Within the space available only three
or four people were able to pin up at any one time. | was introduced to the students and was
allowed a few minutes to discuss what | was doing to the whole group. GR1 was formally
introduced to the group and spent a few minutes outlining their architectural credentials and
explaining their long-standing relationship with the school and their pleasure at being invited
to contribute. The format for the day was explained, which included specific mid-session

breaks for work to be removed and for other work to be pinned up.

The review space was at one end/corner of the larger design studio (Figure 5). It was an
area that was sectioned off from the body of the studio by pin-up/display screens, which
formed an L shape with sides around 6m in length. To one side of the review area was the
end wall of the studio and adjacent to that was a large window. Most of the normal studio
furniture had been cleared away and just a row of desks was left in front of the window, on
which there were a number of architectural models and other items of work, and on which
people placed bags and coats etc. There was some noise that carried into the review space
from the rest of the studio, including a radio playing from time to time, but this was not

particularly disruptive.

7KH ZRUN EHLQJ SUHVHQWHG LQFOXGHG SUHVHQWDWLRQ GUDZL«
design models (at various scales), sketchbooks and development work. Most of the work

ZDV pPILQLVKHGYT SHUKDSV ZLWK RQH RU WZR NkdfileGM0d2IZLQJV VWL
were placed on small plinths immediately in front of the presentation board. In most

instances the work pinned up was carefully co-ordinated and included contextual

information, plans and sections at various scales, 3d drawings, including perspective views

in context and technical information concerning materials, environmental and structural
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design. Some of the work presented was computer generated (CAD), but not exclusively,

with a notable range of hand drawn images and diagrams, both developmental and resolved.

Figure 5. Layout of review space at OC including position of students and reviewers.

(DFK SHUVRQ SUHVHQWLQJ WKHLU ZRUN VWRRG LQ IURQW RI WKt
were present for all of the presentations and sat as a group facing the work. The reviewers

sat within this group (initially, not at the front). | sat to the rear (see Figure 5). As the

presentations got underway the LR explained that the DPR was an open forum and that all

participants were invited to engage in the conversations about the work.
The DPR ran as follows:

X To begin with, three students pinned up their work for presentation to the whole
group.

X Those presenting their work were asked to do so in no more than seven minutes.
One of the other participants was designated as a time keeper.

X When the seven minutes were up the student presenting was allowed to briefly finish
off their spoken presentation and the discussion was opened up to the floor.

X The LR chaired the discussion and always had a number of observations to make for
each person, but allowed the other student participants and GR1 to speak first. After
each presentation the discussion that followed lasted around half an hour or so

X Student participants readily engaged in the conversation

X J)RU HDFK SHUVRQ SUHVHQWLQJ WKHUH ZDV RQH RWKHU ZKR
behalf during the review.

X The LR also made notes for feedback, which were to be made available to collect
and discuss the following day.

x After all of the projects pinned up had been discussed there was a 15-minute recess

to allow the work to come down and the next set of work to be pinned up. This
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allowed a little time for informal relaxed chatter between students and with the
reviewers.

x Upon re-commencement of the DPR everyone was asked to take their place and
focus on the work being presented.

X After lunch the DPR continued in a similar format.

X The additional guest reviewer GR2 joined the group shortly after the afternoon
sessions had begun.

X At the end of the session there was a summing up discussion with all participants.
There are several characteristics to this DPR that warrant further commentary:

The whole session was well managed. All participants were alert and engaged. Those

presenting their work joined in the conversation in an open and objective way. The DPR

seemed to be a familiar process, as there was little hesitation in engaging in conversation by

any of the students, who were thoughtful and critical in their observations and asked

pertinent questions. Discussions covered a number of topics including exploration of the

architectural ideas (the theoretical agenda(s) that underpinned (or generated) each project),

context (including cultural/social context). Participants did not seem overly defensive about

their projects. The session was entered into in a positive and inquisitive way by both

students and reviewers. Students did not need to be prompted to ask questions. There was

a sense that they were fairly well practiced at DPRs and treated the event as a broader

learning opportunity. There was a high level of criticality within the student comments,

whereby the discussion often went beyond the merely objective analysis of the architecture

EXW DOVR H[SORUHG LGHDV DERXW DUFKLWHFWXUH DERXW WKH
MODUUDWLYHYT RI WKH SURMHFW FRXOG EH HI[SORUHG DQG H[SOD

The LR or the GR1 would occasionally stand up to make a point to all of the participants and
would occasionally approach the work to engage in conversation about some specific
aspect. This tended to take the form of a one-to-one conversation with the student who was
presenting their work, but conducted in such a way that the conversation was observable by
the others. There was a degree of performance involved. By taking the floor, the reviewer
was able, temporarily, to dominate the conversation. The audience watched. The student
who had been presenting his/her work, was now part of an observed conversation and had
WR OLVWHQ DQG UHVSRQG WR WKH UHYLHZHU pLQ ITURQW RIY WK
The performative nature of these interventions seemed quite deliberate. The conversation, it
seemed, was for the benefit of all. Indeed, it was noticeable that the conversational forum
shifted between different modes: from formal presentation to question and answer with the

audience; to group discussion; to question and answer as one-to-one in front of an
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audience; to anecdote and advice; to reflective summary; and back (and forth). The LR
managed the conversation and often paraphrased contributions from others as a way of
clarifying the issues under discussion, particularly where the observations and comments

might inform what additional work might need to be done to complete the project.

GR2 (another tutor from the school) joined the DPR in the afternoon, part way through the
discussion about the first project being presented. GR2 did not have a formal GR role in the
DPR, but had come along to see the presentation that involved one or two of the students
with whom they had had previously had direct contact. The introduction of a third person
changed the dynamic of the DPR somewhat. GR2 had not been present at briefing at the
start of the day, nor at the DPR introduction, wherein the student participants were
encouraged to take a lead in the discussion, and tended not to hold back to allow others to
comment first. The shift in the dialogue was such that the discussion between the reviewers
came more to the fore, and discussion with and between student participants diminished.
Additionally, as people shifted to face adiffe UHQW SHUVRQYV ZRUN WKH UHYLHZHU
themselves at the front of the audience and so became the focus of attention for the author

of work being presented (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Second configuration of review space at OC

TKURXJKRXW WKH '35 WKH IRFXV RI FRQYHUVDWLRQ ZDV RQ WKH
SUHVHQWHG DQG KRZ WKH pVWRU\Y RI WKH DUFKLWHFWXUH PLJI
There was a strong drive to understand why the work is like it is. This line of enquiry also led

to an exploration of how people might experience the architecture and how the narrative

becomes manifest both at a strategic level and in (technical) detail. For example, one

VWXGHQW ZDV WROG 3 RQYW FKDQJH ZKDMW HARXODBHWGRLE)JI MXV\

7KH GLDORJXH RIWHQ H[SORUHG KRZ LGHDV PLJKW EH H[SUHVVH

descriptions of their projects were primarily experiential, outlining both spatial organisation,
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activities, function and programme, as well as technological resolution, and the manipulation
of materials, views, light and shade and so on, as a way of explaining how the architecture is

made.
The language used (by LR and GRs) was, in the main, objective and positive:
37KLV SURMHFW KDV (BGRORW JRLQJ IRU LW~
S7TKH DUFKLWHFWXUDO ODQJXDJH LV XVHG WR FHOHEUDWH W
87KHUH LV D FODULW\ RI RUJDQLVDWLRQ 7KHUH LV D VWUDYV
When comments were directed at the person they were mostly complementary:
S\RXTfUH GRLQJ DOO WKH ULJKW WKLQJV"~ *5
SBHDODORYHO\" *5
S5HDOO\ VHQVLWLYH VFKHPH" /5
37KLV LV ORYHO\" 3*LYHV D UHDOO\ ORYHO\ IHHO " *5

Where student participants raised questions or explored certain aspects the LR was always
positive in praising the views of others:

837KHVH FRPPHQW\WEebNMWWRIQJ SRLQWV"™ /5

Where there was criticism of the work, it tended to be delivered to the room, rather than at

and individual, and tended to be forward looking:
3<RX UHDOO\ QHHG WR pGUDZY DQG UNQRZY WKH FRQWH[W P
37KHUH LV DEGHRXEFKVRRUH H[SOLFLW" *5

It was notable that, although the conduct of the DPR had been fairly relaxed and generally
very positive and supportive, the reviewers and the student participants were engaged in a

serious critique of the projects presented.

Whilst the students seemed mostly to be at ease and engaged there was still a sense that
emotions were running quite high. One or two seemed upset after their presentations and
were quietly consoled by their colleagues. The LR and GRs did not become involved in

these situations, which were discreet but noticeable.

'XULQJ WKH ILQDO VXPPLQJ XS WKH /5 IRUPDOO\ SUDLVHG HYHU\
reflected upon, some of the main issues that had come up during the day and clarified the

process for finishing off the projects, engaging with pre-submission, portfolio tutorials and
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feedback, and finally the process for submitting portfolios for assessment. The GRs were

invited to contribute with closing comments, which were positive and encouraging.

Following the end of the DPR there was a final meeting held with all students and reviewers

IURP DOO RI WKH '35V WKDW KDG EHHQ UXQQLQJ WKDW GD\ LQ SI
PHHWLQJYT DW ZKLFK HYHU\RQH ZDV WKDQNHG &R Gomhiehtt U KDUG Z
were invited from LRs and GRs, all of which were full of praise and were supportive. There

was a general buzz of excitement (amongst reviewers and students) about reaching the end

of the year (the end of the undergraduate degree) and having had the final design project

review.

After this meeting had finished there was a de-briefing meeting with the main project leader
and all the participating LRs and GRs, in order to capture any specific observations or

address any queries. Everyone was thanked again for their contributions.
54 Comparisons

In each of the schools | was informed that there are occasions when different formats for

DPRs are used, including on-screen digital presentations and exhibitions of work without

formal verbal presentation, for example. However, the format of the DPR event used in all

three schools being observed, was one that is fairly standard across schools of architecture,

LQ ZKLFK VHYHUDO SURMHFWYV Zihbdd sprednQdp pinhodrs-§lai @allS,X US RV H
such that more than one project can be viewed at the same time and students presented

their work one by one to a panel of tutors, guests and other students. In this respect, the

DPRs at ASA, ASB and ASC were fairly similar.

The similarities are quite straightforward and are these:

X The events took place in a prepared review space.

X The review space was semi-public and open to other students and tutors in each
school.

x Each student was expected to display a finalised design project.

x The events were all final DPRs, of the final year of the undergraduate course in
architecture.

X In each case the DPRs were not a point of assessment but served to offer a final

overview of the project and provide advice ahead of final submission a short time

later.

Each event lasted for a day, over 2 sessions either side of a lunch break.

Each event had a small number of student participants (8-10).

Students presented their own work, in turn.

Each person being reviewed had a similar length of time (40 minutes) to present and

discuss their project.

x Each DPR was managed by the LR who was a tutor involved in the design project
and who chaired the event and provided written feedback

X X X X
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x Each DPR included an external GR, who was a practising architect who had no prior
knowledge of the design project.

However, between the three events, there were a number of significant structural and

operational differences that might provide deeper insights through comparison:

The review spaces

The work on display
Timings

The patrticipants

The conversations
Patterns of engagement

5.4.1 The review sp aces

Fundamental to the operation of a DPR is an environment conducive to the presentations
and conversations that the event entails. The space can vary in size, depending upon how
many projects are being reviewed and how many participants there are in the gathering. The
number of projects that can be discussed in a day can vary, but the DPRs under observation
allowed around 40 minutes per person, meaning that over a 6-hour session 8 - 10 projects

might be able to be discussed.

Several projects are pinned up at the same time. They are presented in turn by each
student, and form a visual field of design work around the space and amongst which the
conversation takes place. From time to time the talk at the DPR might refer back to a project
elsewhere in the space that has already been discussed, to draw comparisons, or make a
particular point. It was only ASA that had arranged to have all of the work pinned up at the
same time. At ASB there were normally only 2 projects pinned up at any given moment. At

ASC there were 3 or 4 projects at a time.

7KH pZDOOY RQ ZKLFKOQOWHKB ZRUNXIUHY SURPLQHQWO\ DQG LV FOH
of the event. It is the physical device that allows the arrangement of design work in the

space in such a way that it can be scrutinised by others, both formally (during the DPR) and

informally (at the beginning and at the end and at moments in-between). Getting the work

MXS RQ WKH ZDOOY LV DQ DFW RI FRPSOHWLRQ 2QFH WKH ZRUN
their readiness to engage in the review. Because of the nature of the discipline there are

many drawings and models, at different scales, and showing different aspects of the design

project, which need to be displayed together in order to be able to appreciate the work

holistically. The person presenting the project indicates different aspects of the work in order

to explain it fully. The other participants; students and reviewers, are able to look at the work

DQG pUHDGYT EHWZHHQ WKH GUDZLQJY DQG PRGHOV LQ RUGHU W
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of the design project whilst it is being presented. For this reason, a reasonably large amount
Rl1 zDOO VSDFH LV UHTXLUHG IRU HDFK SHUVRQYfV SURMHFW WR [

observed, each design project normally occupied a wall area of around 6m?.

The work displayed included a variety of 2d and 3d work. Models and other items were
placed in front of the work that was pinned up, sometimes on desks or plinths, sometimes at
ground level, depending upon the space/furniture available. The configuration of the space
needs to allow the author of a piece of work to be able to stand in front of the work in order
to be able to talk about it. The relationship between the wall and the student presenting the
work means that the work was primarily pinned up at around eye level, and stretched

upwards to about 2m or so and down to plinth/desk or ground (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Typical spatial configuration of DPR

The student presenting the work was able to take a couple of paces from one side to the
other during their presentation. The others involved in the DPRs were able to sit on loose,
movable furniture, a short distance away, so that they could view the whole project, and any
others that were pinned up in the same space. This then is the space of the review: A wall
on which the work is pinned; space in front of the wall for display of other items; a zone for
the student to stand in front of the work and talk about it; a seated audience arranged to be

able to see the work being presented.

Within each school the DPR space itself was an area set aside, or rearranged for the event,

within the design studio or nearby. At ASA the space was an area specially designated for

reviews in a wide open area (figure 3). It was an uncluttered space, separate from the design

studios, which were relatively nearby in the same building. The DPR at ASB (figure 4) and

ASC (figure5 ZHUH ERWK VLWXDWHG ZLWKLQ HDFK VFKRROYV VWXGL
rearranged to create review spaces specifically for the event. ASB was rather more cluttered

and noisy, being in a larger studio space, whilst ASC was tucked away at one end of the
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studio and was able to operate in a way that was relatively undisturbed. In each school the
DPRs observed were only one of several that were happening contiguously on that day (as
larger cohorts had been split into smaller groups for the events) and so the spaces occupied
by the parallel DPRs were varied, and utilised other spaces that were available in each
school. One thing that all the DPRs had in common (those observed and their parallel
sessions), was that they were open forums. Other students from the same cohort, or from
other year groups could attend, observe and participate. This was seen by both students and
tutors to be a normal aspect of the arrangements (even though some students expressed a

degree of anxiety about this).
5.4.2 The work on displa y

In each of the DPRs the students had worked together in the first instance to analyse a

particular place, set by the project tutor, and to devise ideas for architectural design projects

based upon that analysis. At ASA and ASB the districts studied were common to all students

in the cohort, but the project type was something that was negotiated with the tutors

following the analysis of the place. At ASC there were two places studied by members of the

group. In both cases the precise location had been determined by the group at the analysis

VWDJH EXW WKH SURMHFW W\SHV ZHUH GHYHORSHG LQGHSHQGH
presented at each of the DPRs was different and, whilst the projects chosen and developed

by students were not dictated by the school or project tutor (and were, in fact, very wide

ranging), the general nature of projects reflected the ethos of each school.

At ASA the focus of investigation, prior to project development, was very much on
understanding the broader issues of urban morphology, environment and landscape, and
consequent patterns of human settlement and infrastructure in a particular district. At ASB
the design drivers for each project came from a study of place that emphasised the historical
associations of the location and related to thematic investigations of human endeavour in the
arts and the sciences. The nature of the work at ASC was focused on community and the
relationships between groups and individuals, grounded in an understanding of the social
character of particular urban locations. The design projects, whilst being quite diverse (both
between schools and also within each school), displayed comparable methods of design
development driven by exploration of a specific location, and individual response to those

investigations by each student.

The primary purpose of the work that is pinned up at a DPR is to be able to explain a design
project in its entirety. In each school aspects of the work had been discussed at tutorials and
interim reviews over a period of time prior to the events, but at the DPRs the whole project

was displayed and explained. Architectural design work covers quite a range of formats and
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scales. Drawings and models (both digitally and manually produced) included conceptual

ideas, design development, contextual studies (often at a large scale), site analysis, studies

of precedent, plans, sections, elevations, 3d renders, exploration of environmental issues,

structural resolution, detail design and a variety of other images, objects and writings,

depending upon the proeFW DQG XSRQ WKH VWXGHQWYTV DSSURDFK 6RPH
PRGHOV ZHUH TXLWH FRQYHQWLRQDO RWKHUV GLGQYIYW IROORZ

idiosyncratic.

The arrangement of drawings and other items in the space is understood, by both tutors and
students, to be an important part of the presentation, both as a first impression and in
relation to the project narrative and method of verbal presentation. Preparation for the review
will have included contemplation of, and planning for, the act of pinning up. The wall and the
space of the DPR, perhaps in an abstract sense, are, in this way, imagined or envisaged
prior to the event. The process of pinning the work up is, in itself, part of the process of
preparing to discuss the work. During the pinning up process and once the work is in place it
becomes publicly displayed and serves the additional purpose of being an installation in a
small exhibition. Students were aware of others observing their work, prior to and during the
review and they, in turn, spent time observing the work of others in the same space. Being
able to stand back and look at the work as a whole allows space to reflect upon it and make
ILQDO DUUDQJHPHQWYV RI IRUPDW RUGHULQJ 7KH pZDOOY KDV SF
review, but is without character until the work is displayed. The work, then, once in place,

allows the event to take shape.

In the three DPRs observed there were distinct differences in the process of pinning up and

format of the work.

At ASA each student had a set display size (2.5m x 2.5m) and a set plinth size for display.

The space for the event was set up prior to students pinning up and the students knew how

much space they were allowed, and prepared their work accordingly. All nine of the students
DWWHQGLQJ IRU WKH ZKROH GD\TV HYHQW ZHUH JLYHQ D WLPH

displayed. All of the work was pinned up at the same time, so students and tutors could see

it all on display before the event started.

At ASB the format was radically different. Students had not been given a set display size,
with the consequence that some students pinned up enormous amounts of work (often more
research/analysis, rather than design/synthesis), filling the space available, while others had
just two or three sheets and very few models. Furthermore, the students had been given a
timetable for their review and were expected to be ready by the time their turn came along.

The diplay space was fairly limited (it would not have been possible to pin up all eight
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projects simultaneously), and students utilised differing amounts of space to each other.

Therefore, there tended to be a rolling activity of pinning up, with the next student getting

ready, just before the previous one had finished and then, once the reviewers had shifted

their attention to the next student, the previous person unpinned their work, making room for
VRPHRQH HOVH W ZDVQYW SRVVLEOH LQ WKLV IRUPDW WR VHH

the same time.

$W $6& WKH VSDFH DOVR GLGQYW DOORZ IRU DOO VWXGHQWYV WR
split into three sessions, with 3 students in each of the first 2 sessions before lunch, and 4

students afterwards. For each session all of the students presenting in that session

displayed their work together. Once the session finished the work could come down, the

students in the next session pinned up together and and the next session began. Only the

work of three of four students could be viewed together each time.

The extent to which projects were presented as finished/final displays varied in the DPRs
observed, with the work of students at ASA being the most determinedly finalised and
carefully arranged for the review. The work of students at ASB being the least complete, in

terms of a curated display.
5.4.3 Timings

There are several temporal issues surrounding the DPR. Firstly, the DPRs observed were all
final DPRs at the end of the final year of the undergraduate degree in architecture (part 1).
The design projects had all been developed during the academic year, initally with a field
study and minor design exercises and then latterly, over a period of between nine to twelve
weeks as a final design exercise. In all cases the projects had had several stages of
development and students had engaged in a series of tutorials and interim DPRs. The final
DPR did not constitute the final assessment of the project. In all cases the work was to be
submitted in a portfolio some time after the DPR. The length of time following the DPR

before portfolio submission varied from two days at ASB to two weeks at ASA and ASC.

At ASC the work was submittedtothesFKRRO DGPLQY RIILFH WKH GD\ EHIRUH W
collected on the day for the event. At ASA and ASB the work arrived on the day of the event.

At ASA and ASC the work displayed was generally complete and presentable. The group at

ASA all had a standard display size to work to and so the work appeared to be better

curated. This may also have been due to the fact that the work was all assembled in the

review space at the same time. At ASB the presentations were less finalised.

The process of preparing work to pin up; formatting, printing and so on, takes time and this

was accounted for at ASA and ASC. Although in the case of ASA the students were doing
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their final preparations early in the morning, before the DPR started. Nonetheless at ASA

and ASC the pinning up of the work happened collectively. At ASA all work was pinned up at

once, at ASC the work was prepared the day before and was ready to pin up at the

appropriate time slot. At ASA and ASC there was an expectation that all students were

present at the start of the review and that work was in place, ready to go. In the case of ASA

this was all of the work, whilst for ASC the space only allowed for some of the projects to be

MRQ WKH ZzDOOY 1RQHWKHOHVYV WKH HYHQWYV LQFQaXt@ddg;iG D SHULI
where students busied themselves, as a group preparing and assembling their displays.

ASB, on the other hand was much more ad hoc, as students came and went during the

UHYLHZV SLQQLQJ XS DQG XQSLQQLQJ RQH DW bBtilWwM=aBH 6RPH VW
their turn. Some turned up late because they had had delays in printing. A few stayed to

watch other projects being reviewed, but there was generally less engagement in the DPR

itself by the group. There was no expectation that students would be there, except for when

they were being reviewed.
The three DPRs observed had very different ways of organising submission for the DPR.

At ASA the work of all the students being reviewed was to be in place by 10am on the day of

the DPR. This allowed some time for sorting out printing and final preparations first thing in

the morning. Some students had largely prepared their work the day before, but others had

EHHQ DZDNH IRU PRVW RI WKH QLJKW plLQLVKLQJ ®ddrfhin% HFD XV H
time, it meant that there was a period of slightly chaotic activity immediatley prior to the

event. A period of time which, in itself, was a slightly informal, social occasion and allowed

for some final moments of contemplation and discussion; to see the work as a whole, in

place, before the review began, and to be able to look at the work of all the other students.

At ASB each student arrived and set up at different times throughout the day. The whole

process appeared fairly chaotic. Therewas QW D VKDUHG SURFHVV RI SLQQLQJ X!
for the event, as at ASA. Consequently there was little time for students to stand back and

look at their full display before their review began. The way that the work was pinned up

seemed in many cases to be rushed and fairly random. Sometimes drawings or models were

PLVVLQJ DQG ZHUH UHWULHYHG RQ GHPDQG IURP WKH VWXGLR
coherent as at ASA or ASC, although this may have also been because of the review

process itself (described below). Some students appeared tired and distracted and seemed

to struggle to engage fully in the DPR.

At ASC students submitted their work the day before the DPR, which meant that they had
EHHQ DEOH WR JHW D Q Ldts godialis&/ tbe-tieBingdbEftréiarial Hi€cuss the

project and the upcoming review with friends, and were able to give some thought to their
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verbal presentation. This practice meant that students remained far more alert and focused
during the event. On the day of the review, rather than finding themselves pushed for time,
making last minute adjustments, they simply had to pick up their work and pin it up in the
review space. This was not an unfamiliar exercise as it was reported that it had happened on

previous occassions during their course.

In all the DPRs, the time taken for each project to be reviewed was similar, at around thirty to
forty minutes. In each case the student would spend a few minutes talking about their
project, before the LR, GRs and other students began to ask questions and make
observations. The student presenting the work would engage in the conversation, and
occasionally return to presenting the work until the conversation came to a relatively natural
end. The LR, typically, acting as the timekeeper and winding up/summing up the discussion,
before moving on, as the whole group shuffled their chairs into a new position and the next
student was invited to begin.

In each DPR the LR prepared written feedback, a copy of which was given to the student. At
ASC the feedback was not given to students until the following day, allowing the LR time to
reflect upon it and finalise it. At ASA the LR would summarise the written feedback verbally,
before moving on to the next person. At ASB the LR handed the feedback to students, and
sometimes had a conversation as an aside with the student as the next student began to
present. The portfolio submission, where work was to be assessed, happened subsequently.
For ASB the portfolio submission being only two days later, meant that any students who
wanted to discuss their feedback needed to do it straight away. At the end of the session the
LR made time for this. The short timescale to finalise projects after the DPR at ASB gave the
event something of a sense of urgency and clearly, in some cases, students seemed quite
anxious. For ASA and ASC the portfolio submission, being two weeks later, allowed time for
students to arrange to meet their tutor on another day for a discussion about the feedback,

prior to finalising the work.
5.4.4 The participants

The DPR is an event that brings together students, academics and practising architects. This
was the case in all three of the schools observed. The gatherings consisted of a lead
reviewer (LR), guest reviewers (GRs) and students. In ASA there was a LR, two GRs and
eight students. In ASB there was a LR, three GRs and nine students. In ASC there was a LR

a GR and ten students (joined by a second GR in the afternoon).

In all three cases the students had had access to several other design tutors during the
course of the projects, both at tutorials and at interim reviews. The students in each DPR
were familiar with each other and largely familiar with eachothe UV ZRUN 2QO\ LQ $6& ZH!|

115



some of the students less familiar with the work of others and were, in some cases, seeing it

for the first time.

Of some significance in the process of the event is the role of the LR. The task is complex
and important to the smooth running of the event. In each of the DPRs observed the LR was
familiar with the project brief and closely involved with the cohort. In each case it was the
LRs task to plan and co-ordinate the event, to decide on timings and running order and so
on, to organise the GRs, to arrange the review space and the process of pin up. On the day,
the LRs directed activity, explained what was required, kept things running on time, dealt
with unforeseen circumstances etc. The LR also managed the conversations, both in
SUHSDUDWLRQ DQG EULHILQJ RI *5V DQG SDUWLRMe&DQWYV
presented and discussed. At all three DPRs the LR had some authority, both as the co-
ordinator of the event and as the person providing feedback and ultimately assessing the
work. The GRs did not carry out any assessment, so the students were often more attentive
to what the LR had to say.

Each DPR had a GR who was external to the school and who was a practising architect. The
students were all familiar with their LR, but were not familiar with the GRs (except perhaps

by reputation).

At ASA the LR was a very experienced tutor and was the main design project tutor, who had
been running the project and had had close personal contact with all of the students over the
course of the year. One of the GRs was another tutor from the school, also with a number of
years teaching experience, but who had had less contact with the students. The second GR
was a architect in practice in the same city as the school, who had joined DPRs and other
events in the past, but who had had no contact with the students prior to the DPR. The two
GRs seemd to be very comfortable with each other and relaxed in their attitude to the work
and to the students. Their focus was on the work in front of them and how they might advise
the students on what to do next. The GRs carried less authority than the LR. The students
clearly appreciated their contribution and were repectful of their expertise, but were also
aware that they would not be marking the work. The two GRs were able to discuss ideas

whilst the LR wrote feedback notes. Their focus was generally upon the architecture, rather

DQG p

WKDQ RQ WKH VWXGHQWVY OHDUQLQJ ZKLFK zZDV ZKHUH WKH /5
HOHVYRQRP WKHLU REVHUYDWLRQV 6WXGHQWY DW $6% ZHUH QR

conversation but were, nonetheless, present and attentive and occasionally talkative.

In ASB the LR was an experienced tutor who was responsible for running the design project
and who knew the students. Two of the GRs were junior, part time tutors, one of whom had

had some contact with the students, the other had not. The third GR was a young architect
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in practice who was a recent graduate of the school. Very few students stayed to watch each
RWKHUYYVY SUHVHQWDWLRQV ZKLFK PHDQW WKDW WKH *5V KDG Sk
four reviewers to present their work to and to converse with, which seemed quite daunting,

and which may have been the reason that students typically said very little. The three GRs

discussed the projects and discussed possibilities and ideas more widely. They were quite
HIHUFLVHG E\ WKH QDUUDWLYH RI HDFK VWXGHQW \Ws®URMHFW D
representation that expressed those narratives. The GRs dominated the conversation. The

students who were not being reviewed were generally not engaged in any of the

discussions. The GRs were enthusiastic and positive, but for some students this meant that

they were confronted with many new ideas and options, which did not always seem to be

enthusiastically received.

At ASC the LR was an experienced tutor who had been involved with tutoring on the project,

but was not the tutor who setthe prRMHFW DQG GLG QRW NQRZ DOO RI WKH VW
intimately. The GR was a senior architect from a large architectural practice who had

attended DPRs in the school on a number of previous occasions. The LR allowed the GR

and the students to take the lead in any conversations, which were focused and measured.

The second (internal) GR who joined the group later in the day was a tutor from elsewhere in

the school who the students knew. The external GR came across as having some authority

as a representative of the profession, focusing on the students projects as works of

architecture and bringing a professional critique to each project. Students at ASC were more

alert generally and were encouraged to engage.

In ASA and ASC the external GRs were very focused on the production of work (models,

drawings, prototypes, film/animation) and the way in which the work was presented (as a

visual and spoken narrative). Their contributions were often to try to coach the student in

how to present themselves. There was a sense that their contributions helped to ground the

ZRUN DQG WKH HYHQW LQ WKH pUHDO ZRUOGY DQG VR SURYLGH
practice. This was less clear at ASB where the external GR tended to be more drawn into

the academic/theoretical discussions with the two other (internal) GRs and the LR.
5.4.5 The conversations

In the DPRs observed there was a distinct sense of the event being an important moment; a

sense that this is what becoming an architect entails. This was reinforced by the fact that this

ZDV WKH plLQDOY UHYLHZ RI WKHLU FRXUVH WKH GHSWK DQG EU
debate about architecture to which the discussions relate), and the engagement with the

profession through the invited practitioner as a GR. There were a few students who
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presented rather nervously in each observed DPR, but in the main, in discussion, students

were engaged and assured in their use of architectural language.

For each presentation at the DPRs observed the discourse can more or less be broken into

seven conversational components:

presentation

questions and observations
design critique
presentation critique
emergent themes
architectural ideas
advice/feedback

X X X X X X X

These are not mutually exclusive and tend to be quite fluid. Although, in the main, they all
EHIJDQ ZLWK pSUHVHQWDWLRQY DQG HQGHG ZLWKkKbgiieénYLFHY PRV
could be quite deeply intertwined.

To elaborate:

The presentation of the work is the most formal aspect of the discussion, whereby the
student stands in front of the work to explain it to the assembled audience, consisting of
other students the LR and GRs. This typically took five to ten minutes. The student has a
range of things to put across, including their analysis of the design problem (the location, the
building type, relevant precedent), their approach to developing a solution, an explanation of
how the architecture works, an exposition of the significant spaces and the primary user
experiences, and a description of environmental and material choices and how these are
LQWHJUDWHG LQWR WKH RYHUDOO VFKHPH ,Q SUDFWLFH WKH Y
relevant issues in a logical order, and where there was a mismatch between the spoken
word and the graphical communication in some way then the LR and GRs, or the other
students present, would raise questions before the presentation stage was finished. In
actuality, in the DPRs at ASA and ASB, the students who presented earlier in the day and,
immediately after lunch, were given more time to present their work. As the day wore on the
LR and GR would interject more often before the presentation was complete. In some
instances, at ASB, the presentations more or less petered out after a couple of minutes and
quickly became question and answer sessions. At ASC each student had seven minutes to
talk about their work, and in each session there was a timekeeper (another student) to

ensure that the presentation time was consistant and equitable throughout the day.

Questions and observations were the usual way to begin the subsequent discussion and
tended to be reasonably simple points of clarification at first, to make sure that the designs

presented were understood by everyone. Questions and observations usually quickly
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segued into broader discussions about the work. The design itself was critiqued, in which a

range of things were generally addressed: design concepts and narratives were examined;

design decisions were guestioned and alternative ideas probed; urban, spatial, formal,

structural, material and evironmental strategies were interrogated; resolution in detail was

explored; and integrated design thinking was tested. Interspersed with discussions about

design critique were discussions about techniques of graphic and modelled representations.

7KH DSSURSULDWHQHVYV RI WKH ZRUN RQ GLVSOD\ rfRU FRQYH\LC

means to convey, was also explored.

Over and above specific scrutiny of the design under review, the DPRs also served to

highlight themes that emerged in relation to the projects set, or in relation more generally to

broader architectural theoriesand pr DFWLFHV ,Q WKLV ZD\ WKH VWXGHQWVY Gt
within greater bodies of work; as part of the overall output of the particular design studio,

within the context of the work of each school and, through association with existing

architecture, as part of the external, professional environment.

The final part of discussions with each indvidual student tended to be about giving some
advice for completing the work for subsequent portfolio submission. This might typically be
advice about the designs, but in each of the three observations, it was normally about what
drawings, images, models or other information should be worked on, improved or produced.
In each case the LR wrote feedback both during the review and in the last few minutes,

when final verbal advice was being given.

All of the above provides a rich and complex layering of ideas, concepts and opinions. There
is no simple order in which things can be discussed, because the conversations are
dependent upon the projects being reviewed and the way in which they are presented and
engaged with. The range of topics that might be discussed can be bewlidering and some

students in each school seemed to find the process to be quite demanding.

At ASA and ASB the students appeared less accomplished at presenting themselves and
SUHVHQWLQJ WKHLU SURMHFWY 7KDWITV QRW W;Rkhey @déreVKDW WKH
but they were noticeably less open to discussion during their own presentations, being

generally either more defensive or more submissive. This might be to do with tiredness in

both cases or, at ASB, because the time available to finalise projects afterwards was very

WLJKW +DYLQJ WR VWDQG XS LQ IURQW RI RQHYV 8HHUV DQG W)
UHTXLUHY SUHSDUDWLRQ ,W FDQ DOVR EH GLIILFXOW WR UHPDL
SUHVHQWDWLRQV LPPHGLDWHO\ EHIRUH DQG LPPHGLDWHO\ DIWH
students mostly sat quietly immediately afterwards, sometimes engaging in quiet

conversation with a friend before refocusing on the next person being reviewed after a while.
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At ASB students tended to simply leave the room when they had finished their review and

taken their work down.

At ASA and ASB the LR was very familiar with all of the projects and was able to discuss

issues relating to each with reference to earlier conversations and developments (or in

relation to an absence of earlier conversations where a student might not have been in

attendance as much as they could have been). At ASC the LR was more closely associated

ZLWK VRPH RI WKH VWXGHQWYV GHVLJQ GHYHORSPHQW WKDQ RW
of a difference as the LR had been closely associated with the group and was familiar to all

students, if not directly witheachpURMHFW 7KH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK WKH VWXG|
projects varied. In all cases students were familiar with some and not with others. The

VWXGHQWY DW $6& VHHPHG WR NQRZ HDFK RWKHUYYVY SURMHFWYV

A key aspect of the DPRs observed was the very practical requirement by students to
receive instructions on what they must do to finalise their projects. There was a tendency in
all of the DPRs observed for students to want to summarise comments on their work as self-
contained instructions. The LRs at all three schools were quite adept at doing this. At ASB
the LR spoke with several students, immediately following the event, who wanted some

additional commentary to satisfy their need for more explicit direction.
5.4.6 Patterns of engagement - Variations on a theme
ASA

At ASA the spatial configuration of the event had the student presenter standing in front of
their work, with the rest of the participants sitting in a rough arc of chairs, with the LR and the
two GRs occupying the front seats and the other students arranged loosely around them.
The GRs sat facing the work. The LR was partially turned to the whole gathering. From this
position the LR managed the event, inviting students to present their work, keeping the

reviews on time, chairing the conversation and writing feedback notes (Figure 8).

The LR had the responsibility of managing the event, but also carried the authority during the
event to guide the conversation, pick up on specific points, direct attention at certain aspects
and so on. The GRs would respond to this authority accordingly. The LR made a specific
point of summing up for each student, particularly in relation to instructions to complete the
work. Where there were themes that were common, or pertinent to others, the LR would
highlight these. At the end of the session the LR provided general praise and advice. The LR
was the design project leader and, as such, was responsible for managing the subsequent
assessment of the projects at the portfolio submission. The GRs were not subsequently to

be involved in assessment and, not having the responsibility of managing the event, were
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more able to focus on the work of the students and discuss the issues between themselves,

and with the LR as they arose.

The GRs tended not to address their comments to the whole group very often and it fell to
the LR to try and draw other students into the conversation. The students seemed engaged
(notwithstanding the fact that some of them were clearly tired and reported having not had
much sleep), but were, largely, quite quiet. Few students actually participated in
conversation, even though the LR actively tried to engage them. The GRs did not know the
projects and did not know each other. There was a tendency for them to dominate the
conversation. The LR was quite adept at bringing the conversations back to the specifics of

the projects and trying to summarise key points for feedback.

The LR would address the whole group occassionally and some conversation would
develop, but the focus was mostly on the person presenting the work. Where students did
join in the conversation it was often in defense of the person presenting, rather than by way
of developing a critique. Feedback notes were written by the LR and used to summarise
each review before being handed to the student. Students were aware that they could take
their time to read and reflect upon the feedback and arrange to meet the LR to discuss it

further during the following few days.

The diagram below (Figure 8) is a representation of the format of ASA. The arrows indicate

the pattern of conversational interactions, as described above.

Figure 8. Representation of DPR at ASA
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ASB

At ASB the event started with one student ready to present and two or three others waiting
their turn to present. The LR and the three GRs sat at the front, immediately in front of the
student presenter and their work. LR and GRs were intently focused on the student and the
work being presented. Other students in the review space sat behind the reviewers, slightly
remotely, and were not engaged in the conversation at all. Although, those that were there
did pay attention. In addition, there were other students who would wander in for a while and
stand watching, but without any real focus on proceedings (Figure 9). Occasionally, these
students would quietly talk to each other in seemingly unconnected conversations. There
was something of a hubbub of chatter the whole time, making the event feel very much like it
was set in a public place. Very few of the student participants seemed inclined to stay for

very much longer than their own review.

The LR had the responsibility of managing the event, which included developing the critique
and providing feedback. The LR wrote fairly lengthy notes for each student whilst the critique
developed, primarily as a conversation between the GRs. These conversations tended to be
very wide ranging and jumped around quite a lot; from discussions about concepts and
narratives, to urban strategies, spatial arrangements, materials and details, presentation
technigues and so on. The GRs were very enthusiastic about the work presented, where
they could be. These conversations did not appear to be managed by the LR and seemed
quite difficult at times for students to follow. The conversations took longer for each student
presenting at the beginning, as they were less controlled, initially, than in later presentations.
,WIV OLNHO\ WKDW WKLV ZDV EHFDXVH WKHUH ZHUH WKUHH *5V
necessary to have their say at any given moment, and hence prolonging the conversations.

As the day progressed there was a sense that things needed to speed up.

Student participation at ASB was practically zero. Students came and went at will, and

tended to sit or stand much further back than the reviewers, conducting separate

conversations among themselves. The three GRs were quite animated and enthusiastic

about the projects and ideas being presented and tended to discuss projects at length. The

LR allowed these conversations to unfold (which became problematic in terms of time

management) because they were quite phLORVRSKLFDO XVXDOO\ LQ UHODWLRQ
theoretical position, and provided much food for thought. Where the discussions related

more specifically to advice for finalising the project, they tended to be about how one might

represent or express ideas through drawings and digital or physical models. They were less

focused RQ WKH VWXGHQWVY LPPHGLDWH QHHGV IRU DGYLFH RQ ZK

ideas about architecture. The fact that there were three GRs meant that the topics of
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conversation rambled, or jumped from one thing to another, as each would identify additional
aspects that could be discussed. The difficulty for students seemed to be keeping up with
the flow of the conversation, which covered many topics and went off at (not uninteresting)
tangents, in relation to each project. The LR was often not engaged in the conversation but

spent time making feedback notes.

The LR spent a short amount of time at the end of each presentation briefly discussing the
feedback with the student, whilst the next student was getting ready. The LR was the design
project leader with responsibility for assessment of the work and took the opportunity to
summarise the feedback verbally. There was little scope for the LR to try to interpret the
discussions for the benefit of the whole group, or to open out questions/issues to the
students, because the students were not as engaged, or even present. Similarly, at the end
of the event, there was no summing up as such, because there were very few other
participants, besides the GRs, to whom summing up could be addressed. The LR and GRs
had a final discussion about the work amongst themsleves and the LR then spent some time
with a few of the students who had stayed behind to discuss their individual feedback. At
ASB the portfolio submission was only a couple of days after the review and there was
therefore something of an urgency, for some students, who felt the immediate need to talk

about their feedback.

The diagram below (Figure 9) is a representation of the format of ASB. The arrows indicate

the conversational interactions, as described above.

Figure 9. Representation of DPR at ASB
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ASC

At ASC there were only two reviewers, the LR and one GR. Both had been at a meeting with
other LRs and GRs, who were involved in adjacent DPRs on the same day, for a briefing
about the format and an overview of the expectations for the project, from the main design

project leader.

The LR chaired the DPR event and managed the conversation. The members of the group
were arranged in a configuration that was noticeably different to the DPRs at ASA and ASB,
in that the students were encouraged to sit at the front and were expected to contribute to, if
not lead, the conversation (Figure 10). The students had not been working through the
previous night and were therefore fresh and focused. They had been briefed about the
format and knew that they should be fully involved in the conversation. The LR was able to
articulate themes and issues that were useful to discuss and would recruit the student
participants to help provide advice to individuals, where needed. The LR had the
responsibility to manage the event, which they were able to do without dominating the
conversation. The GR was invested with some authority, by virtue of the introduction made
at the start of the event, and because of their professional reputation. It was an authority that
seemed to be respected for the experience and expertise that they were able to bring in
support of the conversations. The LR allowed the GR to speak and encouraged interaction

with the group.

The LR wrote feedback notes and provided verbal summaries for each student and for the
whole group. Each student had nominated another student to make notes during their
review, which they were able to discuss afterwards. Whilst the LR was one of the design
project tutors, they did not have the responsibility for leading the assessment of the work
subsequently, but would share this task with others. The students were aware of this. The
GR had no further input into assessment following the DPR. The conversations that took
place between the students and the reviewers were rich and complex. The students were
generally very supportive of each other, although the critique was quite in depth and, at
times, quite intense. Engagement in conversation and level of critical reflection by the
student participants was very high. Throughout the day students were focused on each
other { ptroject and were generally willing to offer their thoughts and were very articulate in
expressing them. One or two students were more vocal than others, but this was no bad
thing as the discussion provoked thoughtful interaction. The LR managed the discussion well
and was able to highlight connotations and draw conclusions in anticipation of the written
feedback.
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From time to time the GR would stand to address the work of a particular student, an act that

had the air of performance about it. The other students would tend to switch from being

participants in a conversation to being a member of a quiet, receptive audience. On some

occasions, if the GR became too focused on a specific issue, when standing with the student
SUHVHQWLQJ WKHLU ZRUN WKH RWKHUV SDUWLFLSDQWY WHQGH

happen often and was managed by the LR.

The dynamic changed in the afternoon when an additional tutor from the school joined the
JURXS 7KLV GLGQ T Wlavhet #hdweRddd kb skéwHhe conversation slightly, as
the voices of the original GR and the new GR apperared to compete, a little, for the attention
of the others. The configuration of seating also shifted, seemingly inadvertently, as LR, GRs
and students shuffled round to another presentation and the LR and GRs ended up in the
front row. This also changed the flow of the conversation.

All students were present for the whole session. At the end there was a summing up by the
LR before all students gathered in a larger studio space nearby with students from parallel
DPRs and there was a final conversation with the whole group, which was very much a
celebration of reaching this point and encouragement for the final push to finish projects for

the portfolio submission

The diagram below (Figure 10) is a representation of the format of ASC. The arrows indicate

the conversational interactions, as described above.

Figure 10. Representation of DPR at ASC
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The table below outlines the key similarities and differences between the DPRs observed:

ASA

ASB

ASC

Timing of DPR in relation to
portfolio submission

10 days beforehand

2 days beforehand

14 days beforehand

Space provided for review

Public
Away from studio in
separate space

Public
Within larger open studio
space

Public
Within studio space,
arranged at one end

Timing of submission

Pin up by by 10am on the
day of DPR

Pin up at different times
throughout the day of DPR

Submit the day before DPR.
Retrieve for pin up on the
day

Work displayed Full project including Full project including Full project including
drawings, models and drawings, models and drawings, models and
reports reports reports

Number of participants 8 9 10

Time allowed for each
review

30 +40 minutes

30 +40 minutes

30 +40 minutes

Lead Reviewer

Lead design project tutor
and organiser of DPR

Lead design project tutor
and organiser of DPR

Design project tutor and
organiser of DPR

Guest reviewers

One visiting practitioner
One tutor from elsewhere in
the school

One visiting practitioner
Two tutors from the school,
one of whom works with the
cohort

One visiting practitioner
One tutor from elsewhere in
the school for the afternoon
session only

Written Feedback provided

Yes, on the day by LR

Yes, on the day by LR

Yes, the following day by LR
and on the day by
nominated other student

Opportunity to discuss
feedback

Yes, within a few days

Yes, briefly on the day

Yes, within a few days

Interaction

GRs discuss project.

Offer advice

LR manages conversation
Students occasionally join in

GRs and LR discuss
projects and discuss ideas
more broadly

Offer advice

Students do not join in

Students, GR and LR
engage in wide ranging
conversation

Offer advice

End of session

Everyone thanked by LR,
praise and encouragement
offered

Event peters out in series of
conversations with individual
students seeking feedback

Everyone thanked by LR,
praise and encouragement
offered

Debriefing for LR and GR
after event with others from
adjacent DPR s

Figure 11. Table showing similarities and differences between the three DPR event.
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Chapter 6 The interviews

The format of the DPR, on face value, is relatively straightforward, involving several
students, who will display, explain and discuss each of their design projects with an
audience consisting of their design tutor, or group of tutors, and their peers. The
observations in chapter five, outlined the similarities and differences of the DPRs at ASA,
ASB and ASC. Analysis of the student group interviews and design tutor interviews reveal

further complexities and nuances in these situations.

The following investigation of the DPR then, is drawn from a thematic analysis of the three
semi-structured student group interviews GIA, GIB and GIC and the three semi-structured
interviews with design tutors IA, IB and IC (held at each of the three Schools of Architecture
ASA, ASB and ASC respectively), based upon the topics described previously at sections
4.7 and 4.8. The data collected was transcribed verbatim, and the six sets of transcription
notes (three student group interviews and three interviews with design tutors) provided a rich
resource for evaluation of the situation, which was coded in accordance with the guidance of
Braun et al (2017). The identified themes are also cross referenced in the text with the

analysis of observations previously outlined, where appropriate.

A reading of the texts identified a wide range of meaningful statements that were initially

coded and subsequently collected into the following ten analytical categories.

The nature and purpose of the review

Student behaviour and interaction

Reviewer behaviour and interaction

The work presented

The portfolio

Assessment and feedback

The environment within which the DPR is situated

Relationship of the DPR to other events and processes
Preparation, training for DPR/Experience of other DPRs or similar
Student expectations

Statements in the initial coding were not treated exclusively and could be placed in several
categories. Each of the transcripts were handled in parallel and were systematically
reviewed and cross referenced to ensure that the data sets of statements in each analytical
category were comprehensive. Subsequently, the categories were reviewed and refined, and

cross referenced with the observational data to develop the following three key themes:
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Architectural expression
Individual expression
Acculturation

6.1 Architectural Expression

The (superficial) remit of the DPR is to review the design project. The DPR is, therefore,
inevitably focused on the work produced. The work produced is an expression of the design
process and the design resolution. It is an expression of architecture. In the final DPR
scenario (e.g. as observed at each of the schools) the work is (all but) complete. Subsequent
portfolio submission of the finished work (following discussion and feedback from the DPR)
is assessed by the design tutors. The DPR then, forms part of the assessment process
through which the work is judged. Beyond the specific discussions about each project, the
DPR also serves as a forum in which architectural ideas are discussed, and against which
the student work (and any feedback or advice) is framed. Crucially, the DPR is the
culmination of design activity and the final point at which the whole project; the final output of

the student, is (publicly) expressed.

6.1.1 Techniques of representation -3, QHHG WR KDYH VRPHWKLQJ« WR SLQ F
DQG VKRZ WR HYHU\RQH"

The work produced for a DPR is the vehicle by which the projects are graphically and

physically articulated. A range of drawings and models are presented in order to explain

certain key aspects of the projects, normally including: design strategies, concept

development, meaning and narrative, relationship to context, spatial organisation and

WHFKQLFDO UHVROXWLRQ 7KH OLVW LVQYW H[KDXVWLYH RU QRL
drawings/images and objects are often suggested as minimal requirements; plans, sections,
HOHYDWLRQV D[RQRPHWULF PRGHO LQ FRQ\tH¢iWdea6 MX GHQWYV KI
developing these artefacts with the final DPR in mind during the preceding weeks and

months.

The aim is for the student to mediate graphically and verbally the project process: its
origins and its development, to discuss the quality and appropriateness of the design
ZLWKLQ WKH ZLGHU FRQWH[W DV ZHOO DV WKH VWXGHQW(TV

In practice, the work presented typically provides more than the basics. The essential
mechanics of an architectural proposition can be articulated through standard drawing
techniques, but often the development of deeper architectural narratives or theoretical
enquiries that underpin design proposals require more expressive representations. There is

an understanding by tutors and students that the representational techniques do not only
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explain an idea but express something beyond the technicalities of a project and serve to

provoke broader conversations about architecture.

I think for the more exciting students, the more exciting projects, there are other ways
of doing it, there are the larger scale installations, there are people working with film,
people doing printmaking, people making large-scale interventions, photographing
them in an environment, bringing in the record of the thing that's happened. (I1B)

$QG WKHQ \RXJUH KDYLQJ TXLWH LQWHUHVWLQJ GLVFXVVLR
being this, this record in black and white, stuck on a wall, so there's a, an
investigation, of space and ambition that comes through different media. (IB)

Students and tutors were keenly aware that the relationship between the work displayed and

the spoken presentation is important. The major difference between a DPR and an ordinary
WXWRULDO LV WKDW WKH ZRUN LV pSLQQHG XS 7KH DFW RI SXV
to look at it, standing up to present it, discussing it, defending it, sitting down to reflect upon

it, and so on, are all physical acts in material space that relate to the body of work being

displayed. There are many different ways that the work is engaged with at a DPR, but the

physical reality of the work in the space, as a representation (an expression) of architecture

is an important factor in the process.

| need to have something that communicates my project to pin on that wall and show
to everyone (GIB)

7KH ZDOO RQ ZKLFK WKLQJV DUH pSLQQHGY WKHQ nEHHFRPHYV VLJ
the form of models and drawings (digital or manual) become the focus of attention, and have

an existence in the space of the review for a period of time. They are discussed in depth,

they are seen and contemplated/anticipated prior to the discussions, they are thought about

after discussion and possibly returned to during later conversations as a comparison, or to

highlight an approach or a technique. This aspect of the work being physically present in the

space of the review (of EHL QJ pR Q) WdkK lafde @ & minds of students and tutors.

7KH '35 LV HQYLVDJHG EHIRUHKDQG DQG WKH ZRUN EHLQJ SURG
FRQVWUXFWHG DQG FXUDWHG ZLWK WKH UHYLHZ VSDFH DQG WK

When | pin it up on the wall, and | talk through LW«  *, %

« LQVWHDG RI MXVW WKURZLQJ LW XS RQ WKH ZDOO * 8

« ORRNLQJ DW WKH ZRUN RQ WKH ZDOO« *,$

« MXGJH LW E\ ZKDWYV RQ WKH ZDOO« *,$

« half-baked things put up on the wall. (IB)

, ZRXOGQITW SXW VRPHWKLQJ RQ WKH ZDOO WKDW ZDV« *,$
« DQG ZKDWHHHRQ WKH ZDOO LV ZKDW ZHYfUH JRQQD PDUN« ,
«WR KDYH DOO WKH ZRUN RQ WKH ZDOO WR UHIOHFW RQ WK
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«"WKHQ WR VHH DOO WKH ZRUN RQ WKH ZDOO DW RQH WLPH«
$QG \RX FDQ VHH WKDW ULJKW DZD\ ZKHQ LWV RQ WKH ZDO
«ZKHQ LW FRPHYV WRn$haal(GIB) L W
« FRQILGHQW DERXW ZKDW \RX SXW RQ WKH ZDOO *,$

$QG VR RQ«

In all of the schools visited, the sessions under observation were each conducted in parallel

with sessions that were happening on the same day in other parts of the school. In each

case the review spaces chosen were open for anyone to attend. At ASB and ASC they were

within a larger studio space, at ASA the review was in a dedicated review area in a review

VSDFH LQ-BXB/MHPPY FRUULGRU QHDU WKH VWXGLRV 7KLV DVSHFW
SUHVHQWLQJ RQHYV ZRUN DQG GLWRAx3am‘huQlit faviknHseeR&OIbR | RW KH U
very important, both as an event to experience from within and as an event to observe or

engage with as a non-participant (i.e. as a student from a different year group, or even a

different course)

, P D EHOLHN WK RWKDANVEIH« DV SXEOLF DV« FDQ EH EHFDXVH
VHH ZKDW HYHU\ERG\YV GRLQJ VR WKDW LW puXSVYT HYHU\ERC
work, maybe bad work as well, but certainly the good work should be on show. | think

LWV YHU\ LPSRUWDQW , $

, W HIIHFWV WKH ZzD\ WKH VWXGHQWY WKLQN DERXW LW DV Z
DQ\RQH FDQ ZzDON sbvW 7KHUHTfV PRUH SULGH WR ZKDW WK
(1A)

The process then becomes somewhat ritualistic, with students and tutors and guest

reviewers arranging themselves (and the work), taking their positions, enacting their roles.

(See chapter 5). The way that this activity is handled by the students; the way in which they

SUHVHQW WKHPVHOYHV LV QRW IRUP D QOdesighiX &3dd<ed byliH VW XGHQ

critique of the design, but the successful representation of the design through work

presented and verbally articulated (and the conversations about that work) in the formal

semi-public setting of the DPR, demands a degree of confidence and conviction in what is

being presented.

To believe in their work, and to talk about it - to articulate a sense of ownership - is
really important. They develop strong skills, at the end, to present themselves and
present their work. (IC)

Critically, the presentation at the DPR requires the work to be on display. The spoken
presentation and the discussion all revolve around the work that is on show. The students
take various positions in relation to the work, as author, as craftsperson, as thinker, as
curator, as provocateur, as salesperson. Ultimately, there is a powerful relationship between

the student and their work that is made manifest in the event itself.

130



If I was to just put it in a portfolio and stuff and not get up there and defend it, |
ZRXOGQMW KDYH WR EHOLHYH LQ LW« , WKLQN \RX KDYH WR
your project. (GIA)

The work produced consists of drawings, models etc. in a variety of media, arranged to
facilitate a discussion and to communicate both practical aspects of the design (spatial
arrangement, physical relationship to context, form, structure, technology etc.) and to
express the more theoretical ideas that are embodied within the work. The physical
manifestation of the work is engaged with in many ways: in thinking about the work required
SULRU WR WKH HYHQW WKURXJKRXW WKH SURFHVV RI uSLQQLQJ
up and in looking at the work of other students; in having other students look at the work; in
discussing the work and the work of others informally; in the formal presentation of the work
(in a semi public forum); in discussing the work with the assembled group; in thinking about
the work presented after the (individual) presentation; in talking about the other work being
presented with reviewers and other students; in drawing comparisons between all the work
on display; in discussing the work presented after the event with others; in thinking about the
presentation after it has been taken down, and in contemplating subsequent refinements.
The techniques of representation within the DPR are expressive, multifaceted and multi-

functional.
6.1.2 The final presentation - 37KLV LV ZKDW P\ SURMHFWT{V DERXW’

The design tutors emphasised that the DPR presents an opportunity to assess the design
projects on a number of levels. Firstly, the exercise allows each individual project to be seen
as a whole, to be able to ascertain if there are any aspects that need further exploration or
resolution. Tutorials in the preceding weeks may or may not, at certain stages, have looked
at the broader design strategies, but were more often focused on smaller aspects or details
of design thinking. The DPR is the presentation of the whole project and represents the
totality of the work of each student. Secondly, it allows for an evaluation of work (grading and
relative ordering). It becomes the touchstone against which projects are subsequently

assessed, upon completion and submission in a portfolio.
| get a chance then to see all the work on the wall at one time. So, | get a chance to

UDQN WKH SURMHFWV« ,$

When it comes to a final crit, the way that we tend to do it here is that, the project
should be finished. You DUH JHWWLQJ DFURVYV \RXU NH\ GHVLJQ LQWH
be finished. (IB)

In each of the observations the nature of the work produced was slightly different. At ASA
students were expected to have (almost) complete design projects, but not necessarily

completed presentations. At ASB there was an emphasis on the narrative of the project and
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how this might then influence representation. At ASC the work was generally finished and

well presented, but the emphasis of the DPR was on the shared discourse, and the learning

journey of the cohort, as much as it was about individual advice to advance the design

projects. Nonetheless, in each school, the final DPR presentation was the final chance to

see each project prior to assessment in the portfolio, and allowed the tutors to have an

RYHUYLHZ RI WKH ZRUN WR XQGHUVWDQG WKH GHVLJQ DV D ZKR
and to make recommendations for completion and portfolio presentation. Without the DPR it

was felt that it would be much more difficult for a project to be adequately assessed simply

through a portfolio submission.

$QG \RX FDQ VHH WKDW ULJKW DzZD\ ZKHQ LWYfV RQ WKH zZDO
ZKDW P\ SURMHFWYV DERXW" 7KHQ \RX VD\ 3RN ZHOO ZK\ G|
GUDZLQOW DK\ GREPWHRXKDW GUDZLQJ VXUHO\ WKDW{TV ZK
HYHQ LI LWV QRW D ELJ ZREEO\ LWV OLNH D ODVW FKDQFH
VFKHPH LQ LWV HQWLUHW\ LV P\ IRFXV LQ WKH ULJKW SODFF

The event is seen by students as a point at which to stop designing and pull all of their ideas
together and arrange them as a single presentation. It allows the student to stand back; to

see their design projects in their entirety and to take stock.

With tutorials, you can kind of spinarRXQG« RYHU D FRXSOH RI VKHHWYV DQ
things, whereas when it comes to pinning it up on that wall it gives you that finite
GDWH GRHVQYW LW RI SLQQLQJ LW XS WR FRPPXQLFDWH L\

Because the whole design process, as a student, is very internal. Your project, your
LGHDY HYHU\WKLQJ \RXTYH ORRNHG DW , WKLQN \RX FDQ JI
makes it more real, and it brings you out of your head. (GIB)

The tutors reflected upon the nature of the final DPR, as being the final opportunity for
feedback, rather than the final assessment of the student V{irojects. The DPR is seen as an
important target to aim for, without which it would be more difficult to achieve the same
output from the students. Although the tutors expressed a belief that the DPR had less

potency than it might, if it really was the final point of assessment.

It's not like a jury at all. (IB)

The portfolio is the final currency. This de-powers the final review, because they all
NQRZ WKDW LWV QRW WKH ILQDO UHYLHZ ,WfV DQ LQWHUL

Looking back twenty years, the crituVHG WR EH p7KH &ULWY 7KDW ZDV LW
finished. (IB)

7TKHUH zDV DOVR VRPH FRQFHUQ H[SUHVVHG WKDW EHFDXVH WK

some projects were not really being appropriately finalised and presented for the review.

We did get to a point where students were treating it a little bit like an interim review.
(1C)
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YougethaF-EDNHG WKLQJV SXW XS RQ WKH ZDOO , GRQ W NQRZ
far with the feedback and a discussion. (IB)

The way in which students and tutors interacted was also felt, by the tutors, to be less

intense than it might be if projects were to be assessed on the day.

The review itself probably became a little bit limp. (IC)

However, this was welcomed as being less onerous by the students. There was an

appreciation that it changed things.

, WG EH VR PXFK PRUH VWUHVVIXO LI LW ZDV DOO RQ WRGD
really matter, we can just sort it out withthe SRUWIROLR 1RW WKDW LW GRHVQ
ZH ZRUNHG KDUG RQ LW %XW LWAADVQIW WKH VDPH VWUHV)

7KLV LV WKH ODVW FKDQFH \RX JHW WR WDON DERXW WKH S
DERXW ,WfV DERXW WUDQVODWLQJ BGW)IURP WKH ZDOO LQW

Nonetheless, students acknowledged that the DPR plays a major role in motivating them to

ensure that their design project work is complete and presentable. Because the event is an

open forum for all students, design tutors and others, there is a heightened sense of

RFFDVLRQ 7KH IDFW WKDW HDFK VWXGHQWIfV ZRUN LV RQ GLVSC
student has to talk about their work, in front of (and to) everyone else involved, means that it

becomes important for each student to try to have something that is resolved and finished.

,W JLYHV \RX DQ DFWXDO ILQLWH GDWH RIf\mREIMQRZ upZKDW
have something that communicates my project to pin on that wall and show to
everyone, you know, by that point. (GIB)

,2 WYV D PDVVLYH VWHSSLQJ VWRQH , PHDQ WKH IDFW WKDW
XQOLNH DQ\ RWKHU FRXUVH« OLNH ZHJUH SXWWLQJ LQ VR F
else, and if we just suddenly got told we were going to do a final portfolio and that

wasit, LWJG EH VHULRXVO\ KDUG WR PRWLYDWH \RXUVHOI WR ¢
of this kind of intensity (GIA)

Students also recognised that, although their projects were not being formally assessed at
the DPR, it was necessary for the tutors to see this presentation and hear their explanation
and to be able to make observations to which the students could respond. The final
assessment of the project would undoubtedly be influenced by the work presented and the
VWXGHQWY V DELOLW\ WaRthelfevieWD LQ WKHLU SURMHF
%DVHG RQ WKLV FULW >WKH WXWRU@ KDV JRW DQ LGHD LQ |
portfolio KHTV QRW JRLQJ WR MXVW PDUN LW EDVHG RQ ZKDW K&t

UHPHPEHU WKLY DQG , UHPHPEHU , GLGQTW OLNH WKDW EX\
DZHVRPHY« \RX NQRZ VR WKDWY{YV QRW MXVW EDVHG RQ WKF

The DPR gives an opportunity for tutors and students to metaphorically draw breath; to see
the whole thing and to reflect upon what has been achieved. It serves as a forum for

discussion about the major issues that the whole group might be dealing with, from the
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theoretical to the practical; from concepts to technical resolution and representation. In this
respect, it provides an opportunity for students to see and understand their own output in the
context of the whole cohort. It also allows the design tutors to reflect upon and evaluate the
effectiveness of the project through the work produced, to see what has worked well, and
what has not worked so well, and to address this collectively.

| believe it's incredibly helpful for both the student and members of staff, to
periodically actually have all the work on the wall; to reflect on the whole. (IC)

The final presentation at the DPR is the final point at which the student is able to fully explain

WKHLU GHVLJQV DQG H[SUHVV WKHLU DUFKLWHEWOX&B & LGHDV |
work is subsequently developed and finalised for portfolio submission, but it is the landmark

moment of the design project; the final culmination of S\ WKH ZHHNV WKH PRQWKYV RI WK

intensity ~  *,$
« LW IRUFHY WKHP WROWDR\ SAKRMHPWARK DERXW’ 3

6.1.3 Ongoing conversations +3LW{V KDUG WR NQRZ ZKDW WR GR EHFDXV
PDQ\ GLITHUHQW RSLQLRQV”’

The DPR is seen by both tutors and students as a forum in which students are able to

openly present and reflect upon their work, and thereby develop their design and

communication skills. Central to this process are the dialogues that take place with each

student and between the whole review group about the project and about broader issues

pertinent to the projects presented. The dialogue itself can be very wide ranging and can

fluctuate between direct advice, exploration of possible alternatives, philosophical

meanderings (about the subject and tangential topics), anecdotal offerings, technical know-

how, reference to precedent (theoretical or practical), questioning of ideas, praising

DFKLHYHPHQW FRPSDULQJ SURJUHVV VHWWLQJ JRDOV« DQG VR

The tutors consider this forum to be illuminating for the students in a number of ways.
Students present their own work and have specific commentary and feedback in relation to
it. They also are able to listen to, and engage in conversation with, others about all of the
work and about all of the topics that are drawn out from talking about the work. In this way it
is seen as an important learning exercise in relation to students developing their wider

awareness of architectural ideas.

We expect students to turn up and participate and to engage not only in presentation
of their own work but join the conversation. We encourage all the students to
participate and comment, as a way of becoming conversant with talking about
architecture. (IC)
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However, within the DPR the conversations can in fact cover a very wide range of topics
VRPH RI ZKLFK DUH VSHFLILF VRPH RI ZKLFK DUH JHQHULF DQG
IORDWLQJ L GTHiDaAh be giiite bewildering to the student being reviewed, whilst

trying to keep track of the conversation in order to take away something useful.

7KDWYTV JRLQJ WR JLYH DQ\RQH D KHDUW DWWDFN LVQYW LW
<RX HGLW DQG \RX KHDU WKH WKLQJV \RX ZDQW WR KHDU G

6R LWYOO H Lsanhkething Eeklly térbble, that kind of really gets your back up
RU LWJOO EH VRPHWKLQJ NLQG RI UHDOO\ SUDFWLFDO WKDYV
coming from. (GIB)

Conversations can swing between very focused, specific scrutiny to very broad discourses
about themes and ideas. Students emphasised that this was an important aspect of the

DPR but also reported that this situation can be very demanding.

6RPHWLPHY WKH\ VSHFXODWH D ORW RQ ORWV RI GLITHUHQ
todo,becDXVH WKHUHYV VR PDQ\ GLITHUHQW RSLQLRQV DQG LV
have in your own head. (GIA)

BRPHWLPHV LW GRHV VWRS \RX IURP SURJUHVVLQJ« EHFDXV
\RX RQH WKLQJ DQG« DOO WKH SRVVLELOWWNGIRZDO,G \RXTUL

, WV KDUG ,1YH VDW WKURXJK D IXOO GD\ RI WKHP ,W LV U
FULW WV GLIILFXOW W PXVW EH WRXJK IRU WKH WXWRUYV

In addition to the dialogue within the DPR written feedback is also prepared. This serves
several functions. It acts as guidance for further refinement before final submission and
assessment; it becomes a focus for students to contemplate and discuss with their

colleagues; and it forms the basis for subsequent design discussions with tutors.

In the DPRs observed, the students at ASA and ASC were asked to prepare feedback notes

for each other. At ASB some students did this too. The note takers tried to capture as much

of the conversation as possible on behalf of the person being reviewed. The students in GIC
WKRXJKW WKDW WKLY ZRUNHG ZHOO EHFDXVH LW PHDQW WKDW \
was being discussed and could interact more naturally with the group. It also meant that the

conversations were recorded and mediated by another student, which was felt to be very

useful, as aspects of the discussion are not always taken in, or understood, by others in the

same way.

They [the note takers] sort of focus on the now, if you know what | mean. So instead
of starting to worry about juggling all these things at once, you just forget about that -
until you get your feedback sheet. (GIB)

, DOVR ILQG WKDW VRPHWLPHV \RXYfYH XQGHUVWRRG VRPHW
WXWRU VDLG ,TYH XQGHUWWRRQ VBRRWWHKRLQHGEDFN VKHHW
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GLITHUHQW zZD\ ,W{V TXLWH XVHIXO JHWWLQJ LW LQWHUSUI
different way. (GIB)

In all the DPRs observed the LR prepared feedback notes for each student. This can be a

particularly difficult task as the conversations meander and switch focus and the LR is trying

to simultaneously manage the conversation and provide a written record or summary.

However, students were keen to point out that, whilst having key points written down is

ZHOFRPH HYHQ UHTXLUHG LWV DOVR XVHIXO WR KDYH WLPH W

them up with additional discussions before the final portfolio submission.

7TKDWIV ZK\ LWV ZULWWHQ GRZQ [|RU sohetHingbodF W WKDW \RX |
GLVFXVVLRQ DIWHUZDUGY IRU ZKHQ LWYVY DOO VHWWOHG GI

7KH IHHGEDFN IURP WXWRUV RU IURP IHOORZ VWXGHQWY LVQTV
something that is discussed between students after their review prior to further

conversations with tutors. The written feedback from tutors is taken as the official feedback

and the notes from other students is used more as a memory jogger for the points covered in

the review. Having both sets of notes is appreciated by students and tutors as a useful way

to compare different interpretations of the commentary.

>H@ ZLOO WDNH IRUPDO QRWHV« ,I WKH\fUH VDYY\ WKHLU
quite interesting, when you see them discussing it amongst themselves afterwards;

ZKDW Z Hiffehtlandwe think is very, very clear, and what their friends have

ZULWWHQ« DQG WKH FRQYHUVDWLRQV EHWZHHQ WKH WZR D!

Design tutors appreciated that students valued the written feedback, but also noted that they

(the tutors) considerall IRUPYV RI FRQYHUVDWLRQ DERXW VWXGHQWVY SURI
feedback and that they see the whole DPR event as a formalised version of studio

conversations and tutorials. In other words, the dialogue at a DPR is an intensification and

enlargement of dialogues that have taken place (albeit in a more fragmented way)

WKURXJKRXW WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI WKH VWXGHQWVY SURMHFW
and informal conversations to follow, attached, to some extent, to the words written down as

feedback. In this respect, the written feedback is treated by the tutors as less relevant than

the whole review, because it can only ever be a condensed version of the much broader

DPR discussion and earlier dialogues.

Students, on the other hand put a great deal of stock in the written notes as a useful
summary of the conversations (to jog the memory), as a record of what was said (which may

have been missed) and as instructions on how to proceed.

When your tutors are talking to you, you, kind of, lose half of it anyway. You always
FRPH DzD\ IURP LW IHHOLQJ WKDW pRK , QHHG WR OLNH U]l
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Conversations about design and about architecture more generally will have begun within
the studio during design development and at key tutorials and interim reviews. The DPR is a
key moment for individual students to draw together all that they have been doing to be able
to express their architectural ideas. It is also a forum for more extensive discussions about
architecture. The specific commentary and written feedback are thus contextualised within

ongoing reflective dialogues with which the students have engaged.
6.2 Individual expression

The work in the DPR is not simply exhibited, but is presented, by the author, to the gathered

audience. It is, therefore, not only an expression of architectural design, but also, an

HISUHVVLRQ RI WKH DXWKRUfY DELOLW\ WR GHVLJQ RI WKHLU D
ability to express this. The graphic representation and a verbal articulation of a design

project is also a presentation of the author of that design project. At the point of presentation,

the person presenting the work is presenting themselves. It becomes an expression of the

whole person.

6.2.1 Thinking expressively %3 just try to make sure lknowm \ SURMHFW LQVLGH RXW

The DPRs observed followed a similar format, and included a short time for each student to
verbally describe their project. The student group interviews explored the relationship
between the images and models displayed, the spoken presentation and subsequent
dialogue. There were a number of ways in which students prepared for the presentation
ranging from almost no preparation (and relying on simply knowing the project well enough
to discuss it) through to preparation of scripted notes, to be used on the day. In all cases
there was an acknowledgment that there is a close relationship between the drawings,
diagrams and models that are generated for the event and the use of these as vehicles for
explanation. In other words, the images prepared for the DPR were generally not prepared
without having the event in mind and without a sense of the presentation narrative, both

graphical and verbal.

The minute | stand up there the pressure instantly gets to me and then everything
falsoXW RI P\ KHDG 6R ZLWKRXW QRWHV ,fP HVVHQWLDOO\ V
forgetting things. (GIA)

$O00 P\ SUHSDUDWLRQ ZDV GRQH EHIRUH WKH DFWXDO ZRUN
DW DOO ZKDW , ZzDV JRLQJ WR VD\ , ZON L@QUNBHEW K W/WIKDONV M X |
ZRUNLQJ RQ VR« *,$

It was acknowledged that there is no singular method to prepare for a review and that people
do it in a wide range of ways. In all of the group interviews the students were aware that,

although they were preparing to present their work, they were also preparing to take on
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board any commentary or feedback about their work and to learn from the experience. The
VWXGHQWY GLGQIW VHH WKH HYHQW DV DQ DVVHVVPHQW H[HUFL
exercise and an important opportunity for personal development. It was observed that,

however well prepared one might be there will always be things that seem obvious, but

which are perceived differently by reviewers and lead to questions and comments that make

it possible to think about the project differently.

| try not to over-script it. | just try to make sure that | know my project inside out, so |
NQRZ HYHU\WKLQJ WKDW ,P WDONLQJ DERXW EHFDXVH , NC
up with a question, or they would want me to go into more detail. (GIB)

One student discussed how they recorded themselves talking about their project and then
listened to the recording whilst preparing their work, so that they are then fully prepared to
talk about their work at the DPR and respond to questions, rather than following a script.
Another student talked about how they would prepare their work almost as a kind of story
board, so that they know what to say about each piece and so that their spoken presentation

would follow the layout of their drawings.

I kind of lay it out in terms of what | want to talk about, you know, boboboom,
boboboom, instead of just throwing it up on the wall. So, | can just look at the work,
and | know it inside out | find it easier to just talk about it, because | know it so well.
(GIA)

The key aspect seemed to be that students felt that they needed to be well prepared and

that the best way to do this (not knowing what might be asked or discussed) would be to

have a thorough knowledge of their own projects and their own design development.

One of the most difficult aspects discussed by the students was about knowing what to focus
on in the review. The projects have been worked upon and developed over a long period of
time, often several months, and it can be tempting, but daunting, to try and explain

everything that they have been thinking about in just a few minutes at the DPR.

7TKHUHYVY D UHDO VNLOO DERXW QRW MXVW ZKDW WR VD\ EX

At ASC students submitted their work two days prior to the review and arrived in the morning
to collect it and pin it up as directed. The tutor at ASC explained that this was primarily a
student welfare issue, to ensure that they were rested and mentally prepared, less stressed

and able to engage with and synthesise the DPR conversations more readily.

, WV DOVR D VRUW RI FXW RIl ,W DFWXDOO\ PHDQV WKH\ FD
WKH\ KDYHQfW DFWXDOO\ UHDOO\ DUWLFXODWHG ZKDW WKH
them to do beforehand, WKHUHYVY D OLWWOH ELW RI VSDFH MXVW WR
themselves a little bit more prepared. (IC)
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Students in GIC appreciated that they were asked to present work two days after

submission. They agreed that this was a really useful part of the preparation because it gave

them time to think about what they had prepared and submitted, to work on what they

wanted to say about it, and to talk to each other about the upcoming review, in preparation

for the event. They were also very appreciative of the factthaw WKH\ KDG EHHQ DEOH WR
JRRG QLIJKWYYV VOHHST DQG ZHUH WKHUHIRUH PHQWDOO\ UHVWH!
their thoughts.

7KDWYJV D UHDOO\ JRRG WKLQJ WKH\ GR EHFDXVH LWYJV TXL)
PRUQLQJ DQG JR LQ NDOONMWKGRIZL QW LSV <RX GRQIW KDYH
IRUJRWWHQ DQ\WKLQJ"] *,&

The DPR event comes into focus in students fninds as they bring their design projects to a
state of completion, and it informs the way that the drawings and models are developed,
finalised and used. Students begin to think how the work displayed will need to work in
conjunction with their spoken presentation. In this way preparation for the spoken
presentation at the DPR informs the way in which the students express their design thinking
through their graphic presentation.

6.2.2 Talking about architecture +3« WKH zZD\ \RX SUHVHQW LW KDV D PDVVL"

Individual verbal presentations are an important part of the process by which students are
able to participate in a wider discussion about architecture, engendered by their projects. In
ASA and ASC the students were most engaged in the general discussions that ensued. In
ASC, in particular, the students were actively drawn into the conversation and expected to
participate. In all of the interviews, tutors indicated that this is seen as a desirable and

important part of the experience.

Critically it is about the student getting input to their project; and that might be about

design; it might be about presentation, both their verbal presentation and their

graphical SUHVHQWDWLRQ %XW LWYV DOVR D OHDUQLQJ H[HUFL
in a review. (IC)

7KH JURXS LOQWHUYLHZV KLJKOLJKWHG WKH SUHVHQWDWLRQDO LC
awareness of being under scrutiny; of being judged when presenting their projects. They

WDONHG DERXW EHLQJ 3RQ VKRZ " *,$ DQG RI KDYLKHLW RZRWWD Q
(GIB). In other words, the DPR is as much an expression of the individual presenting the

work, as it is about the work itself, which brings a special intensity to the situation. Students

feel that they are not only being assessed for their abilities as designers, but also for their

ability to articulate their ideas and explain their design thinking. The DPR then, is a vehicle

for practising and developing professional presentational skills. Such skills are developed
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through the act of making a presentation. Presenting the work is therefore seen as being a
crucial part of the process of the DPR and (subsequently) of assessment.

I think, whilst it is about your work, the way in which you present it has a massive
impact on how well it goes down. (GIB)

Tutors believed that the spoken presentation was an opportunity to convey passion and
conviction about the work; uD VHQVH R RIZQH&WokkdEflayed, the verbal
articulation of that work and the subsequent conversations with the individual student being
reviewed are equally important facets of the whole presentation. The presentation is also a

presentation of the person presenting the work

,WIV DERXW EXLOGLQJ XS WKHLU FRQILGHQFH 6R WKHUH L
empowering our students in the review process, WKDW ZHYfUH DFWXDOO\ GHYHO
strong skills to present themselves and present their work. (IC)

The students are also aware that there is more to their presentation technique than simply
explaining the design. The dialogue that takes place is partly about explaining, partly
listening to (and understanding) critique, partly responding to critique, partly about
simultaneous self-critique and reflection and partly (perhaps primarily) an expression of
themselves. They are aware that they have to convince their audience that what they have
done is worthwhile. They understand that part of the process is about persuading others that

their ideas are good; that their ideas have value.

The thing is, you know, by GRLQJ D FULW \RXJfUH DOPRVW \RXTUH WU\L
%XW SHRSOH NLQG RI SHRSOH GRQTW UHDOO\ EX\ SURGXFW

Design tutors echoed the notion that the presentation is partially about the work but also
partially about the students, as the subject of scrutiny. The work on display is a
UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ RI D VWXGH @Wlfatiorsdf that BeQel@m&HSY HORSPHQW
inevitably linked to the ability of the student to articulate their design thinking; to explain the
decisions that they have made, with reference to the images and models that they have
produced; to express their architectural ideas; to express themsleves

Architects should be able to present their work verbally. IWV LPSRUWDQW EHFDXVH

verbal presentation of what they will ultimately be marke G R Q key have to
physically pin it up, and then they have to verbally present themselves. (1A)

The DPR then is a forum in which both the success of a design project and the performance
of the individual designer is under review, if not directly, or explicitly, at least in relation to the
success or otherwise of the presentation to be able to express the design ideas with

conviction.
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6.2.3 Developing critical skills £ 3 «and then they do get deeperi nto it. They love
WKDW $QG WKHQ WKHUHYV PRUH SUREOHPV DQG LWV ELJJHU °

Students are aware that the DPR is a form of preparation for architectural practice, and that
there is a relationship between their ability to explain their projects and engage in critique.
They recognised that engagement in DPRs is really a very important part of the process in

developing critical thinking skills in architecture.

, WKLQN LWV EHHQ VR EHQHILFLDO LQ D ZzD\ WKDW LWYOO &
It also, I think, gives you conviction, you know? (GIA)

,WIV VRPHWKLQJ WKDW SHRSOH ZRQfW XQGHUVWDQG 8QOH
course, or something very similar. (GIB)

In particular the students expressed a sense that they are still learning the right kind of

(architectural) language with which to articulate ideas and engage in critical discussions.

| think there are words that you use, you know, there are words that you can use to
make it sound better, or you do pick up on certain words. GIA)

If I had to write about my project | could make it a lot more archi-speak or whatever,
WKDQ ZKHQ ,fP MXVW WDONLQJ *,%

Students have been developing their architectural language skills through various formats of
interaction with other students and tutors, including the more formal discussions at a DPR,
and are aware of the processes of adopting certain ways of speaking in order to best put
across their ideas within an architectural education environment.

,WIV JRW LWV RZQ ODQJXDJH , WKLQ N if yguskyddsfded WKLQJIV
HYHU\GD\ SHUVRQ WKH\ ZRXOGQTW UHDOO\ IXO0\ XQGHUVWL

, WKLQN VRPHWLPHV LWYTV NLQG RI XVLQJ ZRUGV DOPRVW IR
PRUH HGXFDWHG $QG LWYV NLQG RI OHDUQLQJ WKDW ODQJ>

The use of language also relates to the use of language by other students (on the same
developmental journey) and the use of language by the tutors/reviewers in the DPR. Whilst
students are aware of what sort of spoken language is convincing, it § clear from the student
group interviews that this is an area that they feel that they are developing and often lack the
experience to fully engage in with confidence.
| find it really difficult to just stand up there and sell a project, with loads of, like, big
ZRUGY DQG VWXII EHFDXVH WKDWYV QRW KRZ P\ EUDLQ ZRU

WKDWY{V NLQG RI D PDVVLYH IODZ WKH IDFW WKDW ,fP QRW
that sounds awesome. (GIA)

Students also indicated that there is a relationship between the project under discussion and

the way in which the project is discussed, i.e. the language used by the student.
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, ] \RX VSHDN UHDOO\ IOXHQWO\ DQG LW VRXQGV DPD]JLQJ DQ
will make your project ten times better than if you spoke crap. (GIA)

The formality of the situation, with external guests in attendance, heightens the expectations
of all participants and contributes to the intensity of the occasion. The student group
interviews all highlighted the fact that DPRs are not easy. Students are daunted by them and
find them to be extremely demanding. It was generally agreed that this was something that

they found very difficult.
:HOO LWITV QRW D SDUWLFX-@nb éhjoys @ Lt KHald [IRERudeHQFH 1R
WKH\fUH QRW LQVLGH \RXU KHDG WKHmM&esQdhee. (GHY ZKDW \R)

,WTV KDUG , ILQG LW UHDOO\ KDUG WR WU\ OLNH WRGD\ \R
H[SODLQ DQG WKH\ GRQTW XQGHUVWDQG LW« WKH ZD\ WKH\?
WKLQN 6R LWYV TXLWH GLIILFXOW *,&

Part of this process is not just becoming familiar with the language used, but also practising

the skills required to develop critical arguments in what can be a very demanding forum. The
VWXGHQW LV SODFHG FHQWUH VWDJH DQG LV H[®HKMHWHG/ MKRH A HS C
on the one hand, and to take on board a broad range of critical comments about many

different aspects of architecture, design and representation on the other. The projects

developed by the students require a great deal of personal investment. The successful

presentation of the projects demands a certain level of belief in the project by the author,

which means that any critique of the project is also (felt to be) a critique of the person. This

makes it especially difficult to actually engage in the critique.

%XW LWV KDUG WR JHW WKDW EDODQFH EHFDXVH \RXYJUH M
GHWDFK \RXUVHOI IURP WKH ZRUN WR EH DEOH WR SUDFWLF
not be defensive. (GIB)

For the student the experienceisvery LQWHQVH 7KH\ UHSRUWHG QHHGLQJ WR
LOQVLGH RXWYT *,$ ZKHQ WKH WXWRUV pVWDUW WKURZLQJ TXHVW

in the group interviews to portray the character of these encounters is often quite severe.

«WKDW ZDVESGKXWW@W/¢ WKH\ ZHUH EUXWDO WR XV ODVW \HDU
«WKH\fUH WRXJK« * &

«>\RX KDYH WR EH@ PHQWDOO\ WRXJK HQRXJK« * %

«, GRQYIW ZDQW KLP ULSSLQJ PH GRZQ * 8

«WKH\fOO MXVW ULS DSDUW \RXU SURMHFW« * $

« YHU\ YHU\ FULWLFDO DQG YHU\ KDUVK * %

« you do get pulled apart. (GIA)
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(YHQ ZLWKRXW UHIOHFWLQJ RQ WKH ;88 imevisEnatu@ df hK DUV K| RU pE
critical scrutiny is demanding and something that students expect. There is an expectation
that, in the DPR, their project will be very closely examined and every aspect will be

explored and tested.

, I \RX GRQTW NQRZ \RXU SURMHFW ZHOO HQRXJK RU \RX KDY
WKH\fUH JRLQJ WR UHDOLVH WKDW WKURXJK WKH FULW * $

If you have a really well-designed project they tryandtHVW WKDW ELW JpRND\ , PFL
WKLV EHFDXVH RI WKDWY pRND\ FRPH EDFNY u,100 WU\ DQ
WKDWY MuRND\«Y ZKHUHDV LW FRXOG EH pRK ZKDWY{V WKDW"
deeper into it. They love that. Andthenthe UHTVY PRUH SUREOHPYV DQG LWYV E

7KH JURXS LQWHUYLHZV KLIJKOLJKWHG WKLY DVSHFW RI WKH '35
one of the things that they feel helps them to progress. They recognise and even desire that

their projects are robustly critiqued in order to be able to improve.

, XQGHUVWDQG WKDW ELWYV RI P\ SURMHFW DUHQTW VXFFHV
that forward, what to change. (GIC)

$FWXDOO\ , TXLWH FUDYH DUHDVY WR ZRUN RQ UDWKHU WKL
harsh and over the top, so that bit really helps because it gives me areas to work on.
(GIB)

,WIV QHYHU QLFH KHDULQJ pWKDWITV QRW JRRG HQRXJKY R
GRQH WKDW"T , WKLQN LWYV D ORW EHWWMthe IIa€kG \RX JHW F
and a gold star. (GIA)

Students are expected to participate, which means that the whole event is a much more

productive exercise for everyone. Students benefit from seeing other students present their

work and present themselves. There is great potential to explore areas of commonality; for

students to learn lessons from what other students do and how they do it. Through listening

to and contributing to the critical discourse students are able to find and articulate k(W KHLU RZQ
S RV L YQ) R @HRtion to that discourse.

6.3 Acculturation

Architecture students do not enter architectural education with prior experience of studio
culture or the working methods of architecture schools. They become habituated to these
processes through engagement with them. In addition to patterns of teaching and learning in
architecture, students also become accustomed to the ethos and identity of each particular
school, through interaction, within the studio space and beyond, with students, academic
and other staff and through broader connections to the professional environment of
architecture. For the student there are many layers of influence and acculturation that
surround their personal development as architecture students and (hence) as architects. The

DPR, as a mode of learning, personal development and assessment, is largely unfamiliar to
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most students starting out. However, it is one of the most intense aspects of their learning
experience, in that it provides the context that connects the individual and their work to wider
audiences; to their peer group; to the larger student body; to the school; to academic and

professional architectural communities.

6.3.1 Doing the DPR = 3The first one you do is terrifying. The first five you do are
SUREDEO\ WHUULI\LQJ«”

The group interviews with students were held on the same day as the observations, so the
REVHUYHG '35V ZHUH XSSHUPRVW L GowWeked tieahVéisitibrsdlsQ WV ] PLQG
encompassed other DPRs that they had experienced, including occasions when there were

a lot more students present (either participating or observing) and other events that were

structured differently for other reasons. It was a common experience that participating in

architectural education at every level involved presentation of work in some format at DPR

events on the one hand, and observing DPR events (of both senior and junior student

groups) on the other. This aspect of co-learning both horizontally and vertically was reported

by students as being part of their experience, but only discussed as a learning exercise

through personal reflection, rather than through any notion of training or coaching.

The design tutors were aware that the DPR is not normally something that will have been
experienced before joining an architecture course. However, there was little sense that
learning to engage with a DPR was carefully planned or co-ordinated, except perhaps at
ASC, where the tutor discussed a strategy for deliberate progression of DPRs throughout the

years.

We have a culture that starts in first year that runs through second year that arrives

DW WKLUG \HDU 6R WKDWfV QRW WR VD\ WKDW RXU VWXGH
some might JHW D OLWWOH ELW VWUHVVHG E\ LW««, WKLQN WKD!
think on the whole we try pretty hard to make it a positive experience for the

VWXGHQWV« DQG , WKLQN RQ WKH ZKROH WKH VWXGHQWYV V

I think it's something that you learn as you're doing it. You can get very, very upset
about things very quickly. The first one you do is terrifying. The first five you do are
probably terrifying but it becomes a vehicle in which, actually, you're not intimidated
E\ DQ D X G L H@QdutHindjnwy th¥ confidence and finding a voice. (IB)

| think it takes probably the first year for them to become comfortable. There are
always nerves. By second year it gets a little bit better. | don't think students are ever
not nervous from what | can see (IB)

Besides participating in their own DPR events at different stages, students at all three
schools were encouraged to attend other events with different year groups and observe or
participate, as a way of becoming used to the culture of the DPR and developing their own

personal approach.
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8VvXDOO\ PRVW RWKHU \HDUV ZLOO FRPH DQG ZDWFK 7KH\ G
VWDQG 7KH\TUH HQFRXUDJHG WR 7KH\JfOO VWDQG DURXQG

,Q ILUVW \HDU \RXYG FRPH LQ IRU bwbhlWdswthBr®ahdHYHU\ VLQJO
listen. Sometimes people would shout out. And people would join in. (GIB)

Students at GIC discussed the way in which they are encouraged to join in the discussions.
The events are organised such that student participation is actively encouraged. It was also
acknowledged that how one behaves in a DPR develops between one year and the next.

7KHUH KDYH EHHQ WLPHV ZKHUH LW ZDV LQ ILUVW \HDU LW
second year everybody starts to talk a lot more. | think because we know each other

DV ZHOO DQG ZH NQRZ LWV OLNHXWMHQRIZKO, GRJYWQ RWLHHUD
really that bothered by it (GIC)

This aspect of learning how to receive and respond to the criticism at a DPR is something
that students at the group interviews reflected upon, both in relation to its value in developing
critical thinking skills, but also in terms of it being one of the most difficult things for students
to handle. It was seen as being one of the most important things to learn in the process of
becoming an architect, and felt to be one of the main reasons that students drop out of the
course. Students acknowledged that being able to present (and defend) a project, and to
accept and reflect upon the observations and critique of others, is an important aspect of

becoming an architect.

, WKLQN LWV D SURIHVVLRQ ZKHukhned ¥ do and yaoR EH TXLWH
have to have a real mental toughness about you and a very, very strong work ethic,
and | think all those are things are indicated in your crit. (GIB)

$UFKLWHFWXUH KDV D KXJH GURSRXW UDWH DQG WKDW{TV Sl
\RX KDYH WR WDNH FULWLFLVP tari thibgdhaHyduWofX TXLWH DQ LP
building ...has an impact on a lot of people. (GIA)

7TKHUHYUH VR PDQ\ LQJUHGLHQWY WKDW NLQG RI FRPH WRJH
SHRSOH GURS RXW ZHYfYH VHHQ SHRSOH EUHDN GRZQ DQG ,
that for some people... (GIB)

The group interviews with students highlighted the fact that the group of students knew each

other and had been engaged with the course for a period of time together. This included the

process of learning how to conduct themselves in a DPR and also learning how each other

conducted themselves. It was also observed that students had developed their own social

learning dynamics. The dialogue at a DPR is not an interaction between strangers, but

between students with a shared interest and purpose and a shared history.
« DQ\ WLPH \RX ZDQW \RX FRXOG MXVW SLWFK LQ DQG LI \R:
\RX ZDQWHG WR WDON DERXW \RX ZHUH HQFRXUDJHG WR VS|

really good, because, well one person might see somethingtKDW WZR WXWRUV FDQFY
in that time. (GIA)
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But | think that depends on your year group. | think, as our year as a whole has

developed, , WKLQN WKHUHYV DQ H[SHFWDWLRQ WKDW \HDK \RX"
EDFN« , WKLQN WKDW FRPSOHWHO\ GHSHQGYV RQ \RXU \HDU .
on (GIA).

The DPR can be a highly charged event in which the individual participants bring to the
event pre-existing relationships and social interactions, which underpin and impact upon the

lived experience of the situation.
6.3.2 Interactions =3 «andthereviewpanel - LQ WKH JUDVS RI D FRQIURQWDWL

The DPRs involved students, academics and visiting practitioners. The format of each of the
reviews observed, whilst displaying a number of differences (discussed in the previous
chapter) had a relatively similar structure, and a similar group of participants, with lead
design tutor as LR, one or more GRs and students. There is a fairly complex mix of human
relationships that create the dynamics of the situation.

Just as students work and learn alongside each other in a social group, they have also
developed certain working relationships with their tutors over long periods of time. There is a
particularly close relationship between the design tutor(s) and the students. Over a period of
time they get to know each other and have numerous conversations and other interactions
that serve to create the different power dynamics. The LR in the DPR is often the lead
design tutor, in charge of developing the project, planning the timetable and various activities
and interactions, organising the review, giving feedback, managing the assessment of the
work and so on. In relation to the role of LR there was an acknowledgement in the tutor
interviews that the relationship between the LR and individual students prior to the DPR
made a difference, both in relation to general attitudes and interaction, and in relation to the

presentation and discussion at the DPR.

6RPHWLPHYV ,fP UHDOO\ IHG XS DQG ,100 EH VKRUW ZLWK Wi
EHFDXVH WKH\ QHYHU FRPH LQ IRU D WXWRULDO DQG WKH\S
(1A)

Students get to know their tutors well and develop their own patterns of interaction over time.

Tutor Versonalities and behaviour were discussed in the group interviews, in relation to

how the students anticipated or planned for their own presentation and also, more

reflectively, on the impact that tutor behaviour can have on the way that each student

presents and interacts.

But I think, in our group in particular, YYY kind of encourages you to make up your

own mind, you know, and be really confident in your own thoughts and your own

DELOLW\ , TXLWH OLNH WKDW ,1TYH VHHQ GLIIHHibkHeDPW NLQGYV
times, you learn when to listen and when not to listen and go your own way. (GIB)
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These relationships are a dynamic part of the situation and can affect the way that students
interact with the reviewers, both in terms of preparation for the DPR, and in the lived
experience of the event. Students recognised that the progress and direction of a DPR
would be dependent upon the people and the particular interests and predilections of the
personalities involved. In GIA the group were very conscious of who they were presenting

their work to and how this might affect them.

, W FRPHVY GRZQ WR WKH NLQG RI VXEMHFWLYH RSLQLRQ RI Z
SURJUDPPDWLF DUFKLWHFW RU LI WKH\fUH FRQFHSWXDO :H
think you do tailor it slightly, as to what kind of angle you choose to take. (GIA)

In relation to the LR this is especially complex, because the LR has normally seen the
projects evolve over time, so any interaction with the LR is inextricably linked to earlier
interactions throughout the year. Additionally, the students are aware that the LR and other
reviewers talk to each other about the students and their work, which can influence the way

the work is critiqued.

<<< ZLOO FRPH LQ DQG KH ZRQTWARKRIVXMXRY DRRWHIQIJID W (
RQ WKH zDOO DQG VR PD\EH WKDWfV PRUH EHQHILFLDO EHI
ZRUNT DQG p, OLNH WKDWY DQG p\RX VKRXOG EH GRLQJ WKD
know, six months of history in his head. (GIA)

I YHQHWHIHZ LQVWDQFHYV ZKHUH \RX GR JHW D VHQVH WKDW
EHFDXVH RI VRPHWKLQJ WKDWTV KDSSHQHG *,$

Only XXX knows our work. The other two have never seen it before. But you never
know what XXX has said to them. (GIA)

Students reported adjusting what they would say, or how they would answer questions to
suit the reviewer. This was most consciously done in relation to the LR, who usually provided
written feedback and who was perceived by students as having greater influence on the

outcome of subsequent portfolio assessment.

You always have to be respectful, , WKLQN ,fP JRLQJ WR DUJXH WR D SRL
JRLQJ WR FRPH WR P\ SRUWIROLR DQG EH OLNH pWKLYV OLWYV
GR WDNH LW VRPHWLPHV« $QG VR , WKLQN \RXANQRZ ;;; V!

<RX GRQTW ZDQW WGRIAPLVV WKHP RII

Within each of the schools observed the students developed their own communities.
Communities of learning and social groupings (beyond the studio), which include students
within the specific cohort or year group, as well as students at a more advanced level and
those who are less experienced. In addition, these learning communities include the
architectural educators and others (technicians, admin support and so on), which together

create the academic context within which the students are situated. Beyond this semi-
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enclosed environment, the architecture schools have a relationship with the profession that

often involves architects from practice within the studios and at DPRs.

The review then, is a complex arrangement of people that interact in a variety of different
ways. In chapter five, the format of the DPRs observed, including the persons involved and
the spatial arrangements were compared and discussed. Whilst there were a number of
similarities, there were also some significant differences. At ASC for example, the DPR was
set up differently to the others, with the LR taking on the role of chairperson, rather than
interrogator, and inviting the whole group to contribute to the discussion. The students in this

situation were clear what was expected of them and endeavoured to contribute.

:HYfUH HQFRXUDJHG WR JHW FORVH WR WKH IURQW :H MXVW
possible. There are times that the tutors are sitting at the back. The tutors have

deliberately done that. So, they kind of push us to ask questions first and comment

on RWKHU SHRSOHfV SURMHFWYV @QQVWHDG RI EHLQJ VLOHQW

The design tutor at ASC explained that the situation was carefully organised, in that the LR

took on the responsibility of managing the discussions, allowing the guest reviewer to

express opinions and make observations without dominating the conversation, drawing

students in to comment at key points, bringing the discussion back to specific issues, where

necessary, and generally directing and summarising the content of the DPR. In these DPRs

student presence is mandatory for the whole session and the LR let students know that

participation is expected and that their contributions are valued. It was acknowledged that

some students were less involved in the conversations than others, butthat WKLY GLGQITW PHD

that they were any less engaged.

In ASA and ASB the arrangements were a little different. In both cases the LR and GRs sat
at the front of the grouping with students arranged behind. In ASA the students were
required to be in attendance and were focused on the conversations but with little actual
interaction by students when they were not themselves being reviewed. In ASB very few
students actually stayed in the space of the review for the more general discussions as
attendance requirements seemed more fluid. In ASA the LR managed the discussion with
the group and the two GRs. In ASB the LR had the same role, but the dialogue was between

three GRs and also rather less structured.

The design tutor at IB, when discussing the general arrangement of the review,
acknowledged that the relative positioning of reviewers and students within the space can be
TXLWH LQWLPLGDWLQJ DQG TXHVWLRQHG WKH HITHFWLYHQHVV R

‘H QRUPDOO\ KDYH WKH FUL \id b $rKaH srhi\bdricle\arsuidd ftkeU LW W HU V
work] and then there are tiers of students, going from the more confident to the less
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confident. But are we doing this out of habit? Is this the best way that we can be

engaging our students? (IB)
The spatial and temporal arrangements of the DPR focuses the discussions amongst the
participants on the work being presented. The architectural dialogue here is at its most
formalised. It engages many people; the tutors that have been involved in discussing the
projects as they have developed; the close colleagues, who may be quite familiar with the
work; the invited guests from elsewhere in the school and from architectural practice and
typically, other students, either from the same cohort or from other year groups/studios.
Students value the different opinions and observations on their work, on the one hand
because there may be aspects of their work that are unresolved and need addressing, and
on the other hand because they may be challenged to think about things differently; to take a

different approach, or to acknowledge that there are different approaches.

yWIV VR EHQHILFLDO LQ WKH ZD\ WKDW \RX GR OHDUQ TXLW]
EHQHILFLDO HVSHFLDOO\ LQ DUFKLWHFWXUMHRXXRHKDRDRAWHYH
deciding something on your own. (GIA)

It is recognised that other opinions can be quite subjective, but that this is always part of the
complex nature of architectural design; that other opinions are an important consideration,

and that the opportunity to hear them and discuss them can be of great value.

WIV FRQVWUXFWWYM BUMWLEGLWKDW \RX RQO\ JHW LQ WKLYV
it allows you to kind of pull such a broad subject together. (GIA)

At the same time, it is hard, becausH WKH\fUH QRW LQVLGH \RXU KHDG WK
you see, if that makes sense. So, | think that it is good, but it is such a contentious
WKLQJ EHFDXVH LWYV WKHLU SRLQW RI YLHZ *,%

The design tutor interviews alluded to the different dynamics that can occur with DPRs,
which can develop because of the interaction of individuals; reviewers and students. The
event can arouse passions and create patterns of behaviour that can be quite intense for
those involved. LRs and GRs can become motivated by good ideas, well presented; turned
off by a lack of conviction (by students); and infuriated for a variety of reasons where

projects are not presented clearly or points being made are not taken on board.

6RPHRQH ZKRTG EH YHU\ QHUYRXV D Q @tiovi wbull ké\alD ER XW W KH|
RYHU WKH SODFH DQG RWKHUV ZKR DUH FRQILGHQW DQG NQ
look you in the eye and look directly at a very particular drawing to make sure that
\RXJUH VHHLQJ ZKDW WKH\ ZDQW \RX WR VHH 3

«DQG WKH UH thel Dighthiklithe grasp of a confrontational mode, and you

FDQ VHH WKHLU QRVHVY DUH IRUZDUG DQG WKH\fUH \ITNQRZ
WLPHYVY DUH QRW LQWHUHVWHG DW DOO DQG WKH\TUH ORRNL
looking at an ipad or something. (1A)
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Students also recognised that tutors and guest reviewers bring to a review their own

particular professional focus.

Last year our tutor was more planning-EDVHG VR LI KH ZDV FULWWLQJ PH ,
something on the wall that was super theoretical. | think you do try and, like, think,

MRND\ ===V GRLQJ LW \RX NQRZ PDNH LW ORRN QLFHY R
WKHQ« )LQGLQJ RXW LV GHILQLWHO\ NH\ <RX GRQYfW ZDQW

The students also expressed a sense that professional subjectivity (which might relate to
ways of thinking, designing, producing imagery and so on) was not easy to disentangle from
a more personal subjectivity; whether or not a student and tutor got on well with each other,
either generally, or within the DPR situation. In other words, although the discussion in the
DPR might be about the work produced, it was also felt that the success of a review might

also come down to personalities.

«but it can be very subjective and the fact that people, their opinions, come through
in the crit; like if they like you or not. | think that it also can work like that, | think that it
could be potentially a really good process, but that is essentially its massive flaw.
(GIA)

Whilst the observations by the students generally indicated a great deal of respect for the
tutors there was also some dissatisfaction expressed in certain behaviours on occasions,
particularly where the students felt that the tutors, in a position of power, act in ways that are

meant to provoke a reaction.

2XU WXWRU ;;;: QRUPDOO\ LI \RX DQQR\ KLP KHJOO EXWW L
UHDOO\ GLVOLNH WKDW Shittiny W@ \GRX\| U W YWD OHD Q ® \DEIR XW D
SDUWLFXODU VKHHW RU VRPHWKLQJ DQG KHYV NLQG RI ZDQ¢
RWKHU HQG NLQG RI \RX NQRZputtibgQGIB) ILQG LW UHDOO\ RII

7KH\ WU\ DQG GR SV\FKRORJLFDO WKLQJV VRPHdIRI WKHP W
ODQJXDJH /LNH ,YP VWRRG WKHUH DQG , NQRZ EHFDXVH FI
\RXJfUH ERULQJ WKHP OLNH RQ SXUSRVH WR WU\ DQG , GR(

Design tutor interview |IA referred to the interaction between tutors and students and

reflected upon the different way that reviewers behaved.

There aretutors« ZLOO FRPH LQ IUHVK DQG WKH\ GRQTW KROG DQ\
VWXGHQWV« ZLOO KDYH WURXEOH ZLWK WKDW EXW WKDWT{\
itt WecoulG DOO EH D OLWWOH ELW PRUH FDUHIXO EXW RQFH LG
VRPHERG\ FRPH IURP OHIW ILHOG DQG VD\ uDK« WKH .LQJTV
(1A)

Students recognised that the DPR is representative of the broader profession and part of the

nature if being an architect and observed that students who are not comfortable, or do not

learn to be comfortable with the process, will likely struggle within the professional field.
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W WHDFKHV \RX WKDW \RX QHHG W RifeQtRM. BxebuWselthéerH U\RQH TV
\RX ZRXOGQTW GR DQ\WKLQJ ZRXOG \RX" 7TKDWITV ZKDW \RX
QRW DQ DWWDFN RQ \RX ,WYV DQ DWWDFN RQ VRPHWKLQJ \|
MXVW VRPHWKLQJ \RXYfYH GRQH *, %

So, whether or not they need a bit of an arm around them at times and patience to

develop over time, or whether you need to weed those people out straight away, |

GRQIYW NQRZ ,WTV GLIILFXOW EHFDXVH , WKLQN ,I \RX GRQY
is there? (GIB)

The chance to hear other voices in relation to design project work is also recognised as
being quite realistic in relation to architectural practice. Design projects in reality will always
depend upon the opinions and specialisms of others and, in this way, it is understood as
important for architects to be able to listen to, and consider, other points of view. The DPR is
therefore seen, not only as being about the design project itself, but also as a kind of
practice for professional life. Verbal presentation skills are seen as an important area to
develop because they are understood to be a necessary aspect of architectural practice.

, WKLQN WKDW LWTV JRRG WR KHDU DPR&XIUH UHRW ZSHUMRQITR
your own [in architectural practice], so \RXTUH FRQVWDQWO\ KDYLQJ WR GHELC
not wanting to go with your idea, or trying to find a common ground. (GIA)

2QH RI WKH ELJ WKLQJV ,1fYH OHDUQW DQG , JXHVV LWV RC
practice, is selling that project and selling your work. (GIB)

6.3.3 A celebration of architecture *3WKH ILQDO FULW \RXTUH DZDRH RI LW |

The complex interactions that take place within the DPR are, in many ways, a continuation of
(and an intensified version of) the day to day interactions that take place within the studio
and elsewhere. Through these interactions the student experiences and contributes to the

cultural life of the school and, by extension, the profession.

The students and the design tutors all spoke about the review as being a significant cultural
event. It is the moment where the students, the academy and the profession come together
both to discuss the student projects and also to engage in discussion about architecture in
broader more discursive ways. The interaction with practising architects situates the DPR
within the professional arena.
We put more emphasis on the final review. There is an expectation for a student to
have a completed project on the wall. It is about upping their game a little bit, so we

were very keen on getting key practitioners in and we would have a strong range of
reviewers from practice. (IC)

All of the DPRs observed included practising architects as GRs and who were, in the
VWXGHQWYIV PLQGV WKH ZLOG FDUG WKH SHUVRQ ZKR ZDV QRW

anything about their projects. The external guest reviewers contribute to the sense of the
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importance of the event, being representative of professional practice within the DPR forum

and providing an air of authority.

,Q WKH UHYLHZ \RXTYH Jpgrdoile atrhitécdis atdHUDOE @nd Ktuiffl Khey
NQRZ ZKDW WKH\fUH WDONLQJ DERXW * &

Thus, the DPR, involving GRs from practice, serves to expand the context of the event

beyond the perceived academic setting, to become situated within the professional field.

, 900 VHW LW XS VR WKHUHYOO EH DW OHDVW RQH RI XV >GH
architecturaly PLQGHG WKDW ZLOO VXSSRUW WKHP OLNH D JUDGX
fresh or other design tutors from the school who understand the agenda of the crit.

And some [external] guests [who will] really big-up the event. (1A)

In this forum, practising architects and the architecture schools come together to jointly
evaluate the students and their learning. Architects may not be trained teachers, but they are
able to contribute because they are experts in the subject, and hence able to critique the
work, as a work of architecture. They are also graduates of architecture schools, and are
thus veterans of the DPR process themselves. They bring to the situation their own
professional judgements and learning experiences.

In all three schools observed the architect from practice was known to the school and had
been involved with DPRs previously. The GRs do not only represent the external profession
within the school, but create a direct link to the profession for the school. The school is thus
situated within the professional field through its visiting GRs as representatives of the

particular school and its approach to architectural education.

%XW ZHTUH BOVRIXKOOLDEBRXW ZKR ZH SLFN WR FRPH LQ WR Ut}
HQVXUH WKDW WKHUHYV D NLQG RI FRQWLQXLW\ LQ WHUPV F
project. They are generally people who have taught and who are engaged in the

school and understand this NLQG RI VFKRROTV HWKRV 6R ZH GRQfW K
NLQG RI JHWV LQ IURP RXWVLGH ZKR WKHQ MXVW VRUW RI\
WKDW WKHUH DUHQTYW SHRSOH FRPLQJ LQ ZKR DUH WKHQ MX
helpful to students at that stage. (IC)

The DPR is significant to each student in that it represents the final output of the current
GHVLJQ SURMHFW DQG LV DOVR D GHFODUDWLRQ RI HDFK VWXGH
The event under observation (final DPR of the final year of the degree) is something that has
been both eagerly and anxiously anticipated for some time.
,W LV D YHU\ VSHFLILF HYHQW \RX NQRZ WKH FULW WKH IL
gettJR « , WKLQN LWYV GHILQLWHO\ D VSHFLDO HYHQW * %
Design tutors saw the DPR as being distinctive for similar reasons, but they also commented
on the importance of the event as a celebration of achievement; not just for individual

students but for the whole cohort participating in the review. This is an occasion in which
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students are involved as a group. It is an event that is anticipated, experienced and reflected
upon by the group. It has a social, communal significance.
[The DPR] is for them to reach a certain point in terms of the project. For it to be a

FHOHEUDWLRQ RI ZKDW WKH\fYH GRQH WR GDWH ,I WKH\ YH
there should be a wonderful sense of achievement. (IB)

, WV WKH HQG RI WKHLU XQGHUQUPBK XIDQ\DHD B H RUWHWK B PN D@Q&
that they can publicly SUHVHQW WKHLU ZRUN , WKLQN WKDWY{V TXLW|
can draw under their public experience at university. (1A)

JRU XV LWYIV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\« WR SURPRWH D NLQG RI SRV
major contributor to the collective culture of the course, that the students experience
together. (IC)

The DPR is an event in which the school itself is able to celebrate the collective achievement
of its students. The nature of the DPR, as an open event that involves the students and
tutors of the school, as well as part time tutors and visiting practitioners, transforms the
occasion from one that is merely project review, feedback and advice, to one that contributes
to, and is embedded in, the whole culture and ethos of the school, and hence contributes to
the wider cultural life of their school and, by extension, the profession. The profession is
represented at the DPR by visiting architects. In turn the DPR embodies the ethos of the

school and of its students and presents this, through the visiting architects, to the profession.
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Chapter 7 Analysis and theoretic al considerations

The data collection method was conceived as a means of understanding the participant

experience of the DPR by examining the components and organisation of the different cases

under observation and their underlying purposes/principles. Chapter five presents each case

study observation and analyses comparisons. Chapter six presents a thematic analysis of

the student group interviews and design tutor interviews at each of the schools of

DUFKLWHFWXUH $6% $6% DQG $6& 8VLQJ 3LHUUH %RXUGLHXTV W
LQWHUSUHWLYH WRRO WR H[DPLQH WKH GDWD SDUWLFXODUO\ W
able to bring into focus the dynamics and underlying structures of the situation to explicate

deeper meanings and implications.

M+DELWXVY LV D FRPSOH[ FRQFHSW W UHIHUV WR WKH HPERGLH
behave, interact and respond in any given social circumstance. It is embodied in the
individual and formed by experience. It is not a fixed entity, but a current state, shaped by
the social and cultural situations that we encounter. Habitus is a product of our particular
journey from birth, and influences our relationships and interactions in our social space.
%RXUGLHX GHILQHV LW DV D 3VWU X ged/prddtic€sand We pgreaptidns H  Z KL FK
RI SUDFWLFHV" %RXUGLHX S DQG DOVR DV D puVWUXFW X
which he refers to the intrinsiF DQG UHODWLRQDO SURSHUWLHY RI VRFLDO F(
V\VWHP Rl GLITHUHQFH >RI@ GLIIHUHQWLDO SRVLWLRQV« VRFLL
WKURXJK GLITHUHQFH ™ LiB this seBse ,is not &fhia@ Yibghbut an ever-
evolving way of being in relation to the people and situations that we encounter, manifest in
our personal dispositions and in our tendencies to act in certain ways.

The habitus is thus both structured by material conditions of existence and generates

practices, beliefs, perceptions, feelings and so forth in accordance with its own
structure (Maton, 2012. p.50).

Habitus is the link not only between past, present and future, but also between the
social and the individual, the objective and the subjective, and structure and agency.
(Maton, 2012. p.52)

M)LHOGYT LV WKH WHUP XVHG E\ %RXUGLHX WR GHILQH DQ\ RQH R
Our habitus is formed in response to circumstances, people and events within the field(s)
that we occupy. We each fit into different fields (although not exclusively); each field with its

own subculture and inherent cultural values.

Bourdieu posited a social world (the field of Power) made up of multiple fields: large
fields could be divided into subfields (e.g. art into literature, painting, photography
etc.). Each subfield, while following the overall logic of its field, also had its own
internal logics, rules and regularities (Thomson, 2014. p.70)
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A student of architecture would fit into several fields, depending upon their background and

personal history, including the field of education, or higher education. More specifically they

would fit into the field of architectural education, which in itself is a subfield of the field of

architecture. The social fields occupy different layers within society as a whole in a
KLHUDUFKLFDO UHODWLRQVKLS RI uVAPEROLF SRZHUY %RXUGLH)>
FHUWDLQ ILHOGV ZRX0OG HQGRZ WKH LQGLYLGXDO ZLWK JUHDWH
1984) than other fields. Individuals aspiring to gain entry to certain social fields (including

professional fields) are, through their actions and education, transforming their habitus and

in so doing developing their cultural capital. The role of education, on the face of it, is to

transmit the knowledge and skills that apply to a specific subject. From a Bourdieuan

perspective education is also a process of socialisation into the ethos or culture to which

they aspire (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977).
7.1 Components and organisation of the DPR
7.1.1 The environment

The studio in architectural education is a place for many different forms of interaction;

between students within the same cohort; with more senior or more junior students; in

tutorials with academic tutors; and with external visitors. It is typically a place in which work

is created, stored, discarded, reused. Students spend a great deal of time there developing

WKHLU SURMHFWY DORQJVLGH RWKHUV LQ 3SK\VLFDO WHPSRUDC
2018. p.1250). Architecture students work in a wide variety of media and in many locations;

but the studio, with its hierarchy of students (and academics) at different educational levels;

with its patterns of informal, semi-formal and formal interactions; with its objects and

drawings, of work in progress and work cast aside, embodies the field of architectural

education. The studio is the physical manifestation of the social space that the architecture

student occupies.

The space of the DPR is distinct from (at least temporarily), but embedded within, the studio
and studio culture. It is a semi-public forum in which students from all levels are typically
able to engage. The physical arrangement of people and project work within the space,
coupled with the openness to observation and engagement by others, makes it particularly
intense for students to present their work under the gaze of the various participants

assembled.

, ZDQW HYHU\ERG\ WR VHH ZKDW HYHU\ERG\YV GRLQJ VR WK|
really, to see good work, maybe bad work as well, but certainly the good work should
EH RQ VKRZ , WKLQN LWV YHU\ LPSRUWDQW %
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W HITHFWV WKH ZzD\ WKH VWXGHQWYV WKLQN DERXW LW DV Z
DQ\RQH FDQ ZDON SDVW 7KIAKIDMWWRRUHJBUWARIHOWR WV RQ S
(IA)
Within the space of the DPR there are only very few components. There is enough space for
the participants to sit in a fairly compact group, close enough to view the work. There is the
wall on which the workis uSLQQHG XS 1 DQG LQ IURQW RI ZKLFK PRGHOV D
arranged, and there is space for the person presenting their work to stand and move around
in front of the gathered audience. The wall on which the work is pinned normally contains
several projects at once, which can be viewed and compared during the time of the review.
'LWKLQ WKH LQWHUYLHZYV ZLWK VWXGHQWY DQG DFDGHPLFV WKH
indicating that the spatial configuration of the DPR, including the wall on which work is
displayed, LV D NH\ DVSHFW RI WKH SDUW L& §dpQash\id] the@eDtIHPHQW Z|
This aligns with the observations of Dannels (2005), ZKR VXJJHVWV WKDW 3WKH ZDOC
FRQWHQW SODFHG RQ WKH ZzDOO ZHUH NH\ EBDYHUY LQ WKH SHU

All three DPRs were situated within a review space that had been set up and arranged for
the purpose. ASA and ASC had a similar arrangement with LRs, GRs and students in
attendance for the whole time of the review. ASB was slightly different in that students
tended to move in and out of the review space when they were not actively involved in being
reviewed. The typical spatial configuration of the DPR space is shown in Figure 12. Work is
pinned to the wall in the review space. The person presenting the work stands in front of it
and talks about it. The reviewers sit immediately in front of the presenter and other students
are configured in a rough arc around and behind them. In all three schools observed this
configuration was evident. In ASA and ASB the whole space was laid out in this way. At ASC
the reviewers sat amongst the students to begin with, but had, by mid-way through the

session, reverted to this arrangement.

Figure 12. Spatial configuration of DPR
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The material space of the DPR is a kind of formalised crystallisation of the studio itself and
has a number of actors and components that are drawn together to form an event that
celebrates the culmination of the studio design processes. It is the forum in which ongoing
conversations about design and architecture are brought to a head and developed
collectively. The spatial arrangements of the review and the disposition of partcipants is
architectural education in microcosm. As an offshoot of the studio it is a further manifestation
of the social field. It contains the objects under scrutiny, the individual student presenting
their work and the other members of the social field of the architecture studio and of the field
of professional practice in architecture. The stage is set for each student to participate in a
process of interacting with members of the social field to which they aspire, under whose
gaze the work is presented. They bring their personal habitus and engage within this forum
with others who, by virtue of being more experienced, more qualified, have greater cultural
capital and hence greater symbolic power. The student, in this way is exposed to the field
and is able to engage with the field. The spatial and social arrangements imply a set of rules

of engagement that make the event formal and ritualistic.
7.1.2 The work

The work that has been produced has been created over a long period of time and brought
together within the review space in a final creative act of communication. The work pinned
up at a DPR is a presentation, physically and graphically, of the students flesign processes
and design resolution. The physical objects (drawings, models etc.) are arranged in the
VSDFH uSLQ Qltisa W&/ fhattlizy can help the student to express ideas about
concept and design strategy; analysis and synthesis of contextual factors; general
arrangement of spaces, forms and structures; explanation of technical development in
relation to material and environmental thinking; and deeper meanings relating to (for

example) atmosphere, narrative and each student § ®wn theoretical position.

The aim is for the student to mediate graphically and verbally the project process: its
origins and its development, to discuss the quality and appropriateness of the design
within the wider context. (IC)

In other words the work expresses the individual architectural proposition by each student

and demonstrates their skills in techniques of representation.

In relation to design projects generally, students indicated that they normally worked in small

friendship groups ZKHUH WKH PHPEHUV RI WKH JURXS ZRXOG JHW WR NC
quite well, but would be less familiar with the work of others, even those that might work in

the same studio. Some students preferred to work from home, or kept themselves to

themselves. Students reported different approaches to DPRs. The majority of students
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would have had some interaction with others beforehand and, even though the DPR may be

the first time that the whole project had come together to be diplayed and explained, it was,

nonethless, partly familiar to others. Some students, having not spent a great deal of time

interacting with others in the studio, might turn up to a DPR to unveil a project that was

ZKROO\ XQIDPLODU WR RWKHU VWXGHQWY DQG HYHQ WR VRPH W
would necessarily mean that the project was not good, but that this did affect the discussion

at a DPR, which was often reflectively connected to earlier conversations in the studio or

HDUOLHU LQWHULP UHYLHZVY ERWK VSHFLILFDOO\aidQ UHODWLRC
generally, in relation to architectural ideasandthe PHV ,Q RWKHU ZRUGV WKH '35 HYH
something that sits in isolation, merely as a forum for display and judgement (as one might

find at a competitive event) but is inextricably tied to earlier processes of conversation and

interaction within the studio.

Bourdieu argues that each social field can be thought ofasagame, LQ ZKLFK SDFWRUYV
VWUDWHJILFDOO\ LPSURYLVH LQ WKHLU TXHVW WR PD[LPL]JH WKHI
iQ WKH ILHOG GHYHORS ,DROHHWKIRYW WKQQHDRHISHUIHFW DQG ZKL
SURORQJHG LPPHUVLRQ ZLWKLQ D ILHOG WRe@d¥&fdgsaRS" LELG S
relationship between engagement in the architecture studio, the developmentof D pIHHO IR U

W KH J[hBdids) and performance at the DPR. The ability to present and discuss work at

the DPR is developed over a prolonged period of time, not only in attendance at previous

DPR events, but also in engaging in ongoing conversations and activities within the social

field.

7.1.3 Time

Architecture students experience DPRs regularly throughout their studies. These are initially

quite unfamiliar events but, in time, students become accustomed to them and develop their

own techniques of engagement with them. The design project in architecture has a finite

time scale and is formed from a series of closely aligned events such as tutorials and interim

reviews, bounded by a project introduction and a DPR. The duration of a project can vary

and may contain several sub-components (with sub-DPRs), but the regularity of these

events provides a tempo of activities, which establish an inevitable periodicity. In this way

WKH SURMHFW LQWURGXFWLRQ FRQWDAHPHDRDYF LPLBOAHYV WISH pH
the DPR.

,W LV D YHU\ VSHFLILF HYHQW \RX NQRZ WKH FULW WKH IL
get-go. (GIA)

The DPR acts as a marker for students to be able to see where they stand; to assess if they

are on the right track; to reflect upon their own development and progress, through
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comparison with their peers; and to gauge their relative position and trajectory. It is an event
that asks students to concentrate on finishing. In order to be ready, decisions must be made,
models and images produced, curated and arranged. It is an occasion that focuses the mind

and requires design activity to be brought to a close.

Prior to the DPR students prepare their work for the event. This entails careful consideration

of which drawings and models to present, and focuses attention on finalising particular

images, or crafting particular models, to best express what the project is about. This can be

quite an intense exercise, in that the work produced is a physical representation of the

VWXGHQWTYV GHVLIJQ WKLQNLQJ DQG WKHUHIRUH QHHGV WR EH V

The level of scrutiny within the DPR means that the project really needs to be as resolved as

possible. In the immediate period of time before the DPR this anticipation of the event drives

WKH SUHSDUDWRU\ DFWLYLW\ VXFK WKDW VWXGERWMWHHBSRUMD S
the days leading up to a DPR. Even before this point students reported that anticipation of

the DPR is a powerful motivating factor.

, WV D PDVVLYH VWHSSLQJ VWRQH , PHDQ« LI ZH MXVW VXG
GR D ILQDO SRUWIROLR DQG WKDW ZDVelywirsdlfvop@irc H VHULR>
like, the weeks, the months of this kind of intensity (GIA)

7KH SURFHVV RI GHVLJQLQJ ZKLFK LV D SDUWLFXODU DVSHFW R
starts to take on additional aspects as the DPR comes into view and work begins to shift

from design mode to representation mode. The DPR as an event is imagined, anticipated,

planned for. Students are aware that it is more than their designs that they are presenting,

but that it is also a presentation of themsleves.

The thingis,yoX NQRZ E\ GRLQJ D FULW \RXYJfUH DOPRVW. \RXfUH
%XW SHRSOH NLQG RI SHRSOH GRQfW UHDOO\ EX\ SURGXFW

During this period students think about what they will have to say about the project. In other

words there is an intimate relationship between the architectural ideas and the physical

representation and verbal articulation of those ideas. Students reported different ways of

SUHSDULQJ IRU WKLY EXW ZHUH LQWHOQVWHO\VDOKIDIUH SVKRIDWAH FAAK\H \
ORUHRYHU EHFDXVH WKH SURMHFWY UHSUHVHQWHG HDFK VWXG
were also aware that any evaluation of their project entailed more than simply judging how

well it worked as a work of architecture, but also became an evaluation of the individual

VWXGHQWTVY DELOLWLHV DQ HYDOXDWLRQ RI WKHLU UHDGLQHVYV
the DPR there is a shift from design thinking to thinking expressively.

The work then, is a physical expression of the ssud HQW fV KDELWXV :KDW WKH\ SUHV

they create it, or craft it and how they arrange it in the space are all gestures that imply a
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SDUWLFXODU OHYHO RI SUDFWLFDO PDVWHU\ RI WKHLU pJDPHY °
presented, WKHLU plHHO RBRJAth& keadiness for acceptance into the field.

7.1.4 The participants

The DPR is an opportunity for students to learn from each other: to see what their peers

produce and to hear what they have to say; to hear what tutors and guest reviewers have to

say; DQG WR FRQWHPSODWH ZKDW ZR;uNa¥isB@csa Brid/whaRisi VQ IW ZRU
not;and ZKDW LV KHOG XS DV H[HPSODU\ DQG ZKDW LVQTW ,WTV D (
that (at any given stage)can EURDGHQ WKH VWXGHQWVY DSSUHFLDWLRQ RI
their ideas are developing; within the field of architectural education and hence the field of

architecture.

Within the DPR there are particular participants that have different roles. The LR and GRs
have a role to play in evaluating the project and discussing each project with the students
from the vantage point of being experienced architects. In this way they all represent the
architectural profession. The LR and some GRs (who may be other tutors) bring something
of the ethos of the particular school to the DPR and will develop arguments and
conversational trajectories within this context. Where the GR is an external guest, they have
a distinctive role as a member of the profession who has been invited into the school to
engage with a particular event. The external GR is typically unknown to students and thus
brings to the event an R X W V Lviewpbift\dnd in this way situates conversations in the

wider professional field.

The GRs do not (typically) carry out any assessment, so the students are often more
attentive to what the LR had to say, at least in relation to receiving direct instructions. The
LR has some authority, both as the co-ordinator of the event and as the person providing
feedback and ultimately assessing the work. In the schools observed, students are aware of
this and spoke of approaching the review in a particular way because they knew the LR, and
had formed their own perceptions about what the LR might expect and how the LR would
behave/react. LRs and GRs collectively may represent the social field to which the students
DVSLUH DQG VR HQJDJHPHQW ZLWK '35V LV D SURFHVV RI GHYHO
HQKDQFLQJ RQHTV ,RhXcOgh pracic® Gruzisdlly Wvith@ the educational setting,
the students also have a keen focus on assessment and hence gaining the qualification and
the symbolic power that it encapsulates, for it is only in finally achoeving their qualification

that they establish their arrival (or partial arrival) in the field.

Thus, it is written in the tacit definition of the academic qualification formally
JXDUDQWHHLQJ D VSHFLIL FrealR BuiarntedspbddessidvnkobDaw L W
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HJHQHUDO FXOWXUHY ZKRVH HRUWBGE WK HV VBIUIRIS R U W KR QIDXD KD
(Bourdieu, 1984, p.17)

Gaining the qualification is linked to the students fability to think and act as an architect, and
so is linked to the development of the habitus of the ever improving feel for the game §
However, these apects are not foremost in the students fminds. Gaining a qualification is
directly linked to assessment in a measurable, quantifiable way. Assessment is linked to
feedback; less directly quantifiable, but at least in relation to being able to demonstrate
response to instructions, which can be less esoteric than exploring and expressing
architectural ideas within the DPR forum. From a Bourdieuan point of view the link between
feedback, response to feedback, assessment and eventual qualifcation is powerful, as the

gualifcation implies attainment of and posession of the requisite cultural capital.

The GRs are an important element in the DPR because they are able to lead and develop

the discussion for each project. GRs who are also architecture tutors have a role within the

review as architects and as educators, providing academic judgement, bringing some

balance and moderation to the occasion. Individuals in any social field, Bourdieu points out,

have developed a habitus that aligns with the principles, values and standards of the field.

KHQ RQHYYVY KDELWXV LV DSSURSULDWHO\ DOseya&udsGnRBRIQH HPERGL
PDQQHU RI ZzD\V DQG SDUWLFXODUO\ WKURXJK RQHYVY RXWZDUG (
The external GRs, (practising architects in the cases observed, but can be co-professionals

or other specialists), have a slightly different role in that they are less focused on the

personal development of the students (as budding architects) and more attentive to the

guality of the architecture, thus bringing a discerning eye and a professional critique to each

project. They represent the value judgements of the profession.

Taste is a practical mastery of distributions which makes it possible to sense or intuit

what is likely (or unlikely) to befall +and therefore befit +an individual occupying a

JLYHQ SRVLWLRQ LQ VRFLDO VSDFH W IXQFWLRQV DV D VRI
the occupants of a given space towards the social positions adjusted to their

properties and towards the practices or goods which befit the occupants of that

position (Bourdieu 1984, pp.468-469).

7KLV DVSHFW RI VKRZLQJ DUFKLWHFWXUDO WDVWH LV GHHSO\ H(
JDPHY %HLQJ DEOH WR GLVFXVV ZRUNV RI| DBhbEghLWHFWXUH FUHI
conversations about architecture and architectural ideas, as a connoisseur of the genre, is

partly a display of the habitus (the cultural capital) of the reviewer and partly a manifestation

of their enjoyment of the game.

Just as the space of the DPR is envisaged by students prior to the review, in preparation for
their presentation, the envisaged space also includes the imagined reviewers. The students

may be familiar with the LR, but are not familiar with the GRs, except perhaps by reputation.
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Students may have a particular reviewer in mind when considering how to pitch their project.
However, because the external GR represents the profession, the imagined encounter
allows the student to locate their design within a professional setting. Because it will be
judged as a work of archtecture by a practising architect, the student begins to anticipate
notions of architectural distinction, such that the work that they produce is prepared with this
LQ PLQG 7KH VWXGHQW L,Qeginslb@erelaphnd/dkptésy tHed Wwh\(técit)

tastes and preferences.

Within the DPR the reviewers (LR and GRs) take the lead in developing the conversations.

When there are several reviewers, for students to present their work to, and to converse

with, it can be quite daunting, which can mean that some students presenting actually say

very little. The reviewers dominate the conversation. The LR will generally manage the

conversation and, where possible, IRFXV RQ HDFK VMiKGIHR@IVERS caiDhe W

less focused RQ WKH VWXGHQWVY QHHGY WKDQ RQ LGHDV DERXW DUF
topics of conversation can jump from one thing to another, as each might identify additional

aspects that could be discussed. The range of topics covered can be bewildering for

students trying to navigate their own particular architectural journey. The reviewers bring to

the occasion a sense of their delight in the discipline and their enjoyment of the

FRQYHUVDWLRQV KWKIDIPHTII HKOVIFFD QY VHUYH WR VHW WKH VFHQH
FDQ EH HQJDJHG ZLWK EXW FDQ DOVR PDQLIHVW DV DQ :KHJHPR
UHODWLRQVKLSV" 3HUF\ S ZKLFK FDQ XQZLWWLQJO\ VW
conversation by those less confident in doing so; those who have not yet developed their

MIHHO IRU WKH JDPHY L H WKH VWXGHQWY 7KH LQWHUDFWLRQ'
energised, even heated at times. Reviewers who, as architects, have developed a practical

mastery of their profession, and have suitably developed notions of what is tasteful and what

LVQTW FDQ BEptrkree by dasfiient that is not recognising or taking on board their

opinions and advice.
«DQG WKH UHYLHZ SDQHO WKH\ PLJKW EH LQ WKH JUDVS RI |
FDQ VHH WKHLU QRVHYV DUH IRUZDUG DQG WKH\TfUH \TNQRZ

The language used within the DPR is an architectural language (archi-speak +GIA).
Students recognise that in the DPR they are learning how to speak about architecture (as an

architect) through interaction with architects (tutors and practitioners).

| think there are words that you use, you know, there are words that you can use to
make it sound better, or you do pick up on certain words. GIA)

The conversations are framed by professionals (the reviewers) through the language they
use, the choice of topics that they cover and the way in which they talk about them. In this

way students develop ways of thinking and discussing architecture as a professional. The
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language used when speaking to students can be inclusive or exclusive. Where students
have produced good work and have articulated it in a way that meets with approval, they

may be praised in such a way that draws them in to the field:

, WV D ORYHO\ LGHD « DQ HOHJDQW VHW RI SODQV« <RXfUFE
WKHPVHOYHWSAf5 DW

Where students have not demonstrated an appropriate level of engagement or maturity the

language can be quite different:

<RX KDYH QRW PDGH FRQQHFWLRQV EHWZHHQ« *5 DW $69%
7TKHUH DUH IXQGDPHQWDOO\ WKLQJV PLVVLQJ« 7KH DUFKLW&E

In either case the language serves to create a sense that someone is becoming accepted or

not (yet) and sets up some tacit boundaries for acceptance into the field.

GRs are often familiar with the school and its ethos (they may even be graduates of the
school) and are chosen to attend for this reason. Not only do they bring a professional

viewpoint to the situation, but they also validate the ethos of the school in doing so.

From a Bourdieuan perspective this can be seen as an example of how education

UHSURGXFHV WKH pQRUPVY RI D ILHOG RU D SURIHVVLRQ 7KH VF

particular approach to architectural education and embodies its own set of cultural and social

values and beliefs. Each school is itself a sub-field of the field of higher education and a sub-

field of the field of architectural education, as well as of the fields of architecture (as an

academic subject) and architecture (as practice). Developing a certain habitus, a certain feel

for the game fis something which happens within the school and so the ethos of the school is

embodied within the ethos of those who develop an appropriate set of values and tastes,

ZKRYV KDELWXV LV DOLJQHG ZL Wrkhitacks ih plastikeRlg nBtlaiWKH VFKRRO

volunteer to return to schools of architecture to join in teaching and reviews. Those who do

so will be those who enjoy the nature of the particular modes of engagement with the field

that the school has to offer. In other words, the architects who are most attuned to joining a

DPR will self-select to do so when the opportunity arises. In addition, those that join in a

DPR event and do not perform in accordance with the accepted patterns within each school

are not likely to be invited back again.
%XW ZHYfUH DOVR IDLUO\ FDUHIXO DERXW ZKR ZH SLFN WR FI
HQVXUH WKDW WKHUHYV D NLQG RI FRQWLQXLW\ LQ WHUPV F

project. They are generally people who have taught and who are engaged in the
VFKRRO DQG XQGHUVWDQG WKLV NLQG RI VFKRROYfV HWKRYV
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A DPR does not have a specific set of rules, but through the process of self-selection and
school-selection of the reviewers who participate, the patterns of engagement in a DPR can
become embedded and reinforced. Thus, the educational setting reproduces architects that
are most attuned to the ethos and values and modes of interaction of the participants. If the
reviewers demonstrate a certain habitu, a certain way of interacting; of being, it is this

habitus that, in turn, informs the habitus of the students.

DPRs are typically open events. Students from other year groups or study units are able,
and welcome, to join in. This serves to further enhance the perception of the event as
something more than simply assessment and feedback and locates it as part of the wider
cultural landscape of the school. In many ways this contributes to the sense of importance of
the event, as students in first and second year observe the final DPRs of third year and
anticipate their own engagement with the same event in due course. The DPR is a
significant event in each school and within the field of architectural education. Through the
engagement of professional architects from the field of architectural practice it is also a
significant event that links the fields of education and practice. Students are aware of the
event as something that all architecture students experience and so also understand it as

part of the cultural landscape of the profession, and a rite of passage into the profession.

Looking at the structural elements of the DPR, we can see that the primary components of a
DPR are fundamentally interconnected. The essential relationships are shown in Figure 13,
which envisions the relationship between the production of work in the architecture studio
and the presentation of the work to others in the review space and associated discussion
about the work. The lines indicate connections between the relational features that are

mutually enabling.

Figure 13. Conceptual relationship of structural elements in DPR
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7.2 Underlying principles

Habitus is a concept that encapsulates all aspects of behaviour of individuals in relation to

the social fields they occupy. It relates to ways of acting, feeling, thinking and being (Maton,

2008. p.51). The DPR is an event that entails the careful organisation of the relationships

EHWZHHQ WKH FRPSRQHQWY GHVFULEHG DERYH 7KH DUFKLWHFW
RI UGRLQJT DUFKLWHFWXUH D Q Gwhith 2re ttan® Sofe et RsXW fd2usF K LW HF W
of the DPR to underpin learning. The research recognises four epistemological strands that

underpin the architectural DPR:

Architectural ideas

Design processes
Representation techniques
Acculturation

P X x x X

7.2. Architectu ral Ideas

Architectural ideas can encompass a broad range of design scenarios at various scales,
ranging from anthropometrics and the psychology of personal space to the design of cities
and public spaces, and all of the spatial, formal and environmental challenges in-between.
Such ideas are not necessarily straightforward, rational or measurable propositions, but are
embedded within social, historical and cultural contexts that give rise to many theoretical and
philosophical positions that might inform the intentions of the designer and the scenarios and
narratives embodied in their work. Discussion about such ideas is common in the literature

(see, for example: Jencks and Baird, 1970; Crysler et al., 2013).

At the DPRs observed, the discussion about architectural ideas fluctuated between issues of
spatial organisation and pragmatic design thinking, and the ideas and meanings inherent in
WKH DUFKLWHFWXUH )RU H[DPSOH WKH WXWRU DW $6% UHPDUN
aninterestind GLVFXVVLRQ DERXW WKH DUFKLWHFWXUH« DQ LQYHVWL
, % $QRWKHU WDONHG RI 3B\ WKH TXDOLW\ DQG DSSURSULDWHQHV
FRQWH[W DV ZHOO DV WKH VWXGHQWY{V SDUWLFXODU SRVLWLRQ

$QG ZKHQ WHH\ITYMH PLQXWHVY FKDQFH WR VSHDN DERXW LV
ELJ LGHD KHUH" DQG LW IRUFHV WKHP WR VD\ 37KLV LV ZKL

Architectural ideas, in other words, are not simply matters of resolution of a problem in a

reductionist, mechanical way, but are open to interpretation and re-interpretation, and in this

way the expression of those ideas becomes crucial to understanding. The epistemology

embodies the notion that design is a personal interpretation of the issues/problems being

e[SORUHG DQG DQ H[SUHVVLRQ RI WKH GHVLJQHUYV uSDUWLFXOD
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7.2.2 Design processes

JRU WKH DUFKLWHFW XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DUFKLWHFWXUH LV DOVF
architecture. There are numerous ways of thinking about design and a vast body of literature

that covers design processes and techniques (see, for example: Baker, 1996; Lawson 2005;

Unwin, 2009; von Miess, 2013). However, whatever the literature has to offer in relation to

design guidance, the process of learning to design is essentially a process of learning-by-

doing (Dewey, 1998; Gibbs, 1988; Kolb, 1984; Schon, 1985). What the student brings to the

DPR is the product of the design process; what they themselves have created, and

represents the culmination of many stages of design development that is both iterative and

reflective:

The final review is about accepting where the design is, given that there have been
iterative discussions, interim reviews, multiple tutorials (IC).

| want everybody to see whate Y HU\ERG\TV GRLQJ VR WKDW LW pXSV{ HY
(IA).

«ZKDW KDYH , EHHQ GRLQJ" , QHHG WR KDYH VRPHWKLQJ WK
to pin on that wall (GIB).

,IYH MXVW VSHQW D \HDU GRLQJ VRPHWKLQJ , ZDQW WR WH
done. (GIB)

Of course, the design process does not happen in isolation, and so there is a close
UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ WKH DFW RI GHVLJQLQJ DQG WKH pLWtE
Schon (1983) referred to as reflection-in-action. The DPR event itself is another stage in this

SURFHVY KLOVW WKH WXWRU LQWHUYLHZHG DW $6& IHOW WKDYV
ZKHUH WKH GHVLJQ LV" WKH WRWKUF K PRIGS GHWFBDODOHWWEHE LQ WK
SURFHVYV DQG ,YG ZzZDQW WR VTXHH]H RXW WKH ODVW OLWWOH EL

The student learning to design is not simply learning how to design, in relation to some
external set of systemsand WHFKQLTXHYV EXW OHDUQLQJ KRZ pWKH\Y] GHVL.
instantiation of Polany L {V WDFLW OHDUQLQJ 7KH LWHUDWLYH GLVFEX
opportunities for students to try to articulate what is happening tacitly. For example, one

student, at the student group interview at ASC, when discussing the purpose of the DPR,

reflected:

« WKH ZKROH GHVLJQ SURFHVYV DV D VWXGHQW LV YHU\ LQ\
HYHU\WKLQJ \RXTYH ORRNHG DW , WKLQN \RtiebBR) JHW UHD (
makes it more real, and it brings you out of your head. (GIB)

Just as the epistemology of architectural ideas is one of personal interpretation and

expression, so too processes of design thinking are aspects of individual, tacit interpretation.
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7.2.3 Representation techniques

The architectural ideas under scrutiny are an expression R1 DQ LQGLYLGXDOYY LQWHUS!
VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ DQ H[SUHVVLRQ RI WKH LQGLYLGXDOYV HYROY
GHVLJQ 7KH PHDQV E\ ZKLFK WKH VWXGHQWIV HSLVWHPRORJLFL
work that is presented at the DPR. The expression of the architectural thinking is dependent

upon the techniques of representation of that thinking. In other words, the work produced for

the DPR is both a culmination of the design process and an expression of a theoretical

position. The relationship between architectural ideas, design processes and techniques of

representation is common in design literature (see, for example: Farrelly and Crowson,

2014; Hewitt, 1985; Perez-Gomez and Pelletier, 2000; Porter, 1993). The DPR is the point

at which the work comes together for final presentation. Students work on models and

drawings in a variety of physical and digital formats, which are used to both express ideas

and explore options during the design process. The process changes somewhat for the

production of work for the DPR, because of the special purpose of the event, requiring the

whole design to be expressed; the whole story to be told. This process represents another

level of learning-by-doing, in that what the student is doing is preparing a presentation of

their architectural ideas and design thinking. The drawings and models and digital images

that will have been produced previously, as part of the design process, how need to be re-

assessed; repurposHG DQG DXJPHQWHG LQ RUGHU WR FRPPXQLFDWH WK

«LW LV DOO DERXW KRZ WKH\ FDQ NLQG RI FDSLWDOLVH EHYV
and develop it to the next level; do that extra drawing and curate the project in a way
thattells WKH VWRU\ RI WKH SURMHFW VR WKDW LW UHDGV DV L

You are getting across your key design interests. (IB)

There is an expectation for a student to have a completed project on the wall. It is
about upping their game. (IC)

The relationship, epistemologically, with architectural ideas and design processes is
IXQGDPHQWDOO\ RQH RI HI[SUHVVLRQ 6 KRdrebsion isthe GHVFULEHYV |
process through which thoughts, emotions, or sensations are instantiated in words, gestures,
orphyVLFDO FUHDWLRQV LQ D zD\ WKDW UHIOHFWY DQG KHOSV FU

7.2.4 Acculturation

Architecture students belong to the field of architectural education, with shared goals and
shared experiences. They also belong to the broader field of the architectural profession, as
the studio-based design processes are inherently social and provide an environment in
which students can participate in the cultural practices of the profession in preparation for

the complexities of professional life (inter alia: Bourdieu, 1977; Brandt et al., 2013, Lave and
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Wenger, 1991; Schon, 1983, 1985, 1987; Stevens, 1995, 1998; Wenger 1998). Within the

DPRs observed students and tutors were acutely aware of this aspect of their learning.

The final review is an opportunity for the students to stand up and present their body
of work. We were very keen on getting key practitioners in and we would have a
strong range of reviewers from practice. (IC)

2QH RI WKH ELJ WKLQJV ,1fYH OHDUQW DMiggs,inI XHVV LWV RC
practice, is selling that project... (GIB)

WYV JRRG WR KHDU D GLIIHUHQW SHUVRQYTV SHUVSHFWLYH«
LQWR D SURIHVVLRQDO ZRUOG ZKHUH \RXfUH ZRUNLQJ IRU R
HYHU\RQH HOVHYV RS lo@aikR QobethRX®&. (RA) W

Whilst the studio can be seen as a bridge between the academic and professional

communities (Brandt et al. 2013), the DPR represents something more than simply the

coming together of practice and academia, because it is a forum where the product of the

studio activity is effectively legitimised by the professional community. The work presented at

a DPR has been developed with the specific audience in mind. This is true of the preparation

for the review, when drawings and models are being worked on specifically for presentation

and discussion at the event, but it is also true of the development of design work at an earlier

stage:
,W LV D YHU\ VSHFLILF HYHQW \RX NQRZ WKH FULW WKH IL
get-go (GIA)

With tutorials, youcan NLQG RI VSLQ DURXQG« RYHU D FRXSOH RI VKF
WKLQJV ZKHUHDV ZKHQ LW FRPHV WFRGIBLQQLQJ LW XS RQ Wk

In this way the DPR, which includes members of the professional field and the academic

field, represents LQ WKH VWXGHQWYV 3PLQGTV H\H« PHPEHUV RI KLV RZ
KH ZLOO DQQRXQFH WKH UHVXOWY RI KLV ODERXUV™ 3LDJHW

and Campione, 1996. p. 146).

:KDWHYHU RQHYY ODERXUV DUH W KH UHhe end/tov@orh GBévoriRWillD Q DX G L H
be presented in some format. The DPR, as an event that draws together and draws to a

close the design project, is something that is present in the minds of students and tutors

from the beginning and throughout the process and represents the cultural context with

which the students identify.

JRU XV LWYIV DQ RSSRUWXQLW\« WR SURPRWH D NLQG RI SRV
IRU WKH VWXGHQWY WR EXLOG XS FRQILGHQFH LQ« SUHVHQ'
work. | also think it's a major contributor to the collective culture of the course, that

the students experience together. (IC)

The DPR, as an event that embodies both the cultural values and traditions; the ethos of an

architecture school and of the wider architecture profession, represents the most intense
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moment where these fields coincide. The epistemology of the situation, when considered in

thisway, LV VWLOO RQH RWKBVS WHINUHR®QY DQG KHOSV FUHDWH LGF
24), but it is also, more deeply, an expression of identity; an expression of acculturation. The

work produced, PHGLDWHG WKURXJK WKH WG W §n/exprddsivirbQ WD W LR Q
the VWXGHQWTV KDELWXYV WKHLU pIHHO IRU WKH JDPHY ,Q WKLV
(2006a) highlights, is indivisible from the work. Critique of the work is a critique of the

VWXGHQWY{fV OHYHO RI DFFXOWXUDWLRQ k@ %R t\Wdertiff LHO G WKH |
themselves on the journey to becoming an architect. It is difficult for students not to take it

personally:

, ILQG LW UHDOO\ KDUG« \RX FDQ WDON DERXW \RXU LGHDYV
XQGHUVWDQG LW« WKH ZD\W RAKAMAKHHZ DHIVEHQ W KLQN 6R LWT
(GIC)

<RXYUH UHDOO\ LQYHVWLQJ D ORW RI WLPH DQG HQHUJ\ LQ
of, you know, have it torn to pieces is really tough (GIB).

They can be really harsh (GIB).

SYWOHUMYHU QLFH KHDULQJ pWKDWTV QRW JRRG HQRXJKT RU p\
GRQH WHAW"|

WYV QRW D SDUWLFXODUO\ QLFH,M[$NULBIQGE HE H RDRXWH MKW !
LQVLGH \RXU KHDG WKH\ GRQIf)W VHH ZKDW \RX VHH

You have to be quite thick-skinned to do it and you have to have a real mental
toughness about you (GIB)

6WXGHQWY GRQTW MRLQ D FRXUVH ZLWK DQ\ SULRU NQRZOHGJH
entail; how they are engaged with; what is expected of participants. The schools of
architecture visited all ran DPR events for design projects from first year and in all of them

students felt that they were very difficult to begin with.

| think it's something that you learn as you're doing it. You can get very, very upset
about things very quickly. The first one you do is terrifying. The first five you do are
probably terrifying but it becomes a vehicle in which, actually, you're not intimidated
by an audience. (IB)

Epistemologically then architecture is fundamentally an expressive discipline. Within the
DPR situation, from a Bourdieuan viewpoint, what is being expressed is habitus. However,
habitus in architecture is a complex set of interrelations in itself and can be considered under

the four strands outlined above, as follows:

Architectural ideas tas an expression of personal interpretation and imagination
Design processes *as an expression of tacit knowing

Representation techniques tas an expression of practical skills

Acculturation tas an expression of identity

X X X X
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7.2.5 Conversation s

The conversations that took place in all of the DPRs observed covered a very wide range of

topics. Students were asked to articulate their architectural ideas and design thinking, and

the conversations then explored further aspects of design, both in detail, specific to particular

projects, and more generically in relation to more theoretical ideas and approaches. In this

way the conversations in the DPR can be seen as being closely DOLJQHG ZLWK 3DVN({V
&RQYHUVDWLRQ 7KHRU\ LQ WKDW WKH\ LQFOXGHG ERWK pORFDC
DQG pJORBNOGOMFXVVLRQV DURXQG WKHRUHWLFDO IUDPHZRUNV

In relation to the four strands identified above, the following parallels can be made:

Local level = Design processes
Representation techniques

Global level = Architectural ideas
Acculturation

The mode of the conversations allowed for both yFRPSUHKHQVLRQ OHDUQLQJY DV W
LGHDV PHDQLQJV FRQQHFWLRQV DQG DOLJQPHQWY DW HDFK OF
connections were made between levels to develop hypotheses and situate specific
processes or techniques within theoretical or cultural narratives.

The aim is for the student to mediate graphically and verbally the project process: its

origins and its development, to discuss the quality and appropriateness of the design
ZLWKLQ WKH ZLGHU FRQWH[W DV ZHOO DV WKH VWXGHQWTV

«\RX VD\ 3ZKDW LV WKH ELJ LGHD KHUH"" DQG LW IRUFHV Wtk
SURMHFWY YV DERXW" 7KHQ \RX VD\thRdNesZrdl&¥antZK\ GR \RX KD?
GUDZLQJV" DQG 3ZK\ GRQTW \RX KDYH WKDW GUDZLQJ VXUF}

In order for the DPR conversations to be most effective in relation to these aspects of

OHDUQLQJ VWXGHQWY QHHG WR EH KD Y¥H 1D DiSGSHHRDIF KU D\WU K MR @/ K
Saljo, 1976). Within the DPRs observed students at ASC were more involved in the

conversation than students at ASA and ASB. Within the group interviews with students at

ASC there was little talk about the DPRs being particularly tough, or ineffective, apart from

the discussions about their experiences in earlier years. Conversely, through observation

and through the many comments made by students at ASA and ASB, it was clear that

students were not always engaging as deeply:

6RPHWLPHV WKH\ VSHFXODWH D ORW RQ ORWV RI GLITHUHQW
GR EHFDXVH WKHUHYV VR PDQ\ GLITHUHQW RSLQLRQV DQG
have in your own head. (GIA)
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Sometimes LW GRHV VWRS \RX IURP SURJUHVVLQJ« EHFDXVH RQ
\RX RQH WKLQJ DQG« DOO WKH SRVVLELOLWLHY DQG \RXfUL
normally feel quite deflated afterwards. (GIA)

In many ways, although there is an intensity at a DPR where many strands are drawn
together, the conversations are continuations of conversations that have been developing
within the studio; between students and tutors, across year groups and over time, as a
student progresses from year to year. They are also conversations that belong both to the

culture and ethos of each school and to the wider professional field.

7KH '35 LV DQ H[DPSOH RI ZKDW 6KDIIHU DQG 5HVQLFN GHVF
HQYLURQPHQW ™ S EHFDXVH ard\pesbrially GeddivgfiltRDeO V W KD W
VWXGHQW« ZD\V RI WKLQNLQJ ZLWKLQ DQ HVWDEOLVKHG GLVFLS:S
FRPPXQLW\ RXWVLGH WKH FODVVURRP >RU VWXGLR@ « DQG WKF
S3BHUVRQDOO\ PHDQLQJIXO S ddrabsessal sccbrding) tStHeRGXFHG D
HSLVWHPRORJLFDO DQG SURFHGXUDO QRUPV RI DQ HIWHUQDO FI

7.2.6 Individual Expression

The DPRs observed were arranged to allow students to express their development as

novice architects. The space within which the DPRs took place, being open to others,

situated the events, (semi) publicly, within the cultural community of each school. Design

work produced in the studios (or elsewhere), and subject to iterative tutorials, supported the

development of expressive ideas, and culminated in the work being pinned up as a holistic

representation of the individual designs. These graphic and modelled displays formed the

basis for conversations that allowed students to articulate and further develop and refine

their knowledge and understanding through critique and feedback. Central to the process is

WKH LQGLYLGXDO OHDUQHU DQG WKHLU, GMKIHIDNR § P § W RRG \ RORQV
students presenting their work with passion, conviction and belief and with a sense of

RZQHUVKLS ,WfV DERXW EXLOGLQJ XS WKHLU FRQILGHQFH" ™ ,&
student and the process is undertaken to explore that uniqueness. In other words, the

students are being asked to express their individuality and personal development in the
SUHVHQWDWLRQ RI WKHLWKHYHIQV DJRMEVWWKPBR/ ZHYUH DFWXCL
our students in the review process, WKDW ZHYfUH DFWXDOO\ GHYHORSLQJ UHDO
present themselves and presenttheirwork”™ ,& ,Q DGGLWLRQ WR pVWURQJ VNLOC
the effective DPR equips students with deeper critical skills that contribute to their

knowledge about the subject and, by being able to put ideas into practice, subsequently to

develop their design ski O O \h the2vhole | think the students come out with a strong ability

to synthesise and reflect upon their own work and | think the reflection is a really important

DVSHFW" &
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The structural elements of the DPR include the relatively stable provision of the design
studio and associated space for the review, and several variable elements, including the
participants and issues of timing, which together make the pedagogic aspects of design
development, iterative tutorials, pin up and review possible. These are the elements and
techniques that, if carefully orchestrated, support development through active engagement
with the modes of expression that constitute the epistemology of architecture. The diagram
below, Figure 14, with reference to Shaffer (2003), is a schematic representation highlighting
the nested relationship of epistemic principles, pedagogic technigues and structural
elements in support of the principal purpose of the DPR as a vehicle to nurture individual
expression of architectural ideas, design processes, representational techniques and

acculturation into the profession.

Figure 14. Structural elements, pedagogic techniques, and epistemic principles

The epistemology, which places the architecture student as central to the process and the
individual expression of their development as the primary outcome, is common to all of the
schools. The relationship of the Bourdieuan concepts of habitus and field is at its most
intense within the DPR. The individual student is expressing themselves; their habitus, in an

open forum constituted of other actors in the architectural field
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Chapter 8 Conclusions and discussion

Through an analysis of the participant experience of the format and delivery of DPRs, an
examination of how they are assembled and the variety of modes of dialogue and interaction
that take place in relation to design projects, this study has presented a critical appraisal of

their role in contemporary processes of learning architecture.

This study contributes to an understanding of the epistemology of architectural design by
placing the individual architecture student at the centre of the process, and shows that it is
their awareness of their own particular position, in relation to their own work and in relation to
the broader field of architecture, that underpins their learning and personal development.
Aspects of their development as architects at a local level, in relation to an understanding of
design processes and representational techniques, and at a global level, in relation to the
realm of architectural ideas and acculturation, are deeply personal and inextricably linked.

The study makes an original contribution to knowledge by showing that the learning
experience in architectural education is fundamentally one of individual expression and self-
constitution. The relationship of the individual (habitus) to the collective (field) is found to be
at its most intense within the DPR, where the individual student and their work is held up for
examination by professionals in the field. In this way the event serves to act as a powerful
uV WD JL Q4d tisRouméy to becoming an architect, which motivates students to develop

their work expressively.
This study has the following objectives:

1) To better understand the design project review in architectural education and how it
is experienced by students and academic staff

2) To examine and critique the nature and conduct of design project reviews to
explicate their purposes, learning benefits and problems, in relation to both the
academic programme and broader professional acculturation

3) To critically analyse the elements, techniques and principles that underpin design
project reviews; how they are assembled; the variety of modes of dialogue and
interaction that take place, both in and around this forum, in relation to studio design
projects in contemporary processes of learning architecture

4) To articulate the benefits and shortcomings of the current situation in order to inform
curriculum design and development and pedagogic practice in architectural
education

The first three of these objectives are addressed in the previous chapters (6 and 7).

The following section discusses the findings in relation to the fourth objective:
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7KH '35 KDV FRPH XQGHU VRPH VFUXWLQ\ VLQFH WKRessix EOLFD WL
Juries on Trial {1991) (inter alia: Blair, 2006a, 2006b; Dutton, 1991; McClean, 2009; Percy,
2004; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Webster, 2005, 2006, 2007; Vowles, 2000, 2013; Wilkin
2000). Many of these investigations have explored the problems encountered in the
situation, especially in relation to the confrontational nature of the events and the resultant
levels of anxiety and even fear experienced by students, and the negative impact that this
can have on student learning. More recent explorations have been more directly related to
the National Student Survey (NSS) in England and, in particular, the relatively low scores
reported for courses in architecture in relation to assessment and feedback, in which the
DPR plays an important role (inter alia: Bassindale, 2020; Flynn, 2020; McClean and
Hourigan, 2013; Smith, 2011, 2020; see also The Guardian, 2019).

Students learn by doing, but what they are doing, through the realisation of their own design
ideas, is expressing their knowledge; their personal development, in the form of architectural
propositions. The symbolic power (Bourdieu, 1984) of the DPR for exploring those
propositions lies in the fact that they are fundamentally expressionsof HDFK VWXGHQW({V
(evolving) individual habitus, exposed (and evaluated) within the cultural field. In other
words, the DPR represents the cultural field in which the individual habitus is becoming
acculturated. Architectural educators and students of architecture recognise that power, and
are motivated by it, because of its potency. This combination of acculturation into, and
affirmation by, the field to which the student aspires intensifies the experience such that
involvement in a DPR can be deeply empowering.

If I was to just put it in a portfolio and stuff and not get up there and defend it, |

ZRXOGQMTW KDYH WR EHOLHY H deQupltvgre. Whrk ydQ belieReXnK DY H WR
your project (GIA).

Conversely a DPR, if not handled well, can be ineffective (at best) and potentially hugely

destructive, and certainly a source of dissatisfaction and even disillusionment.

I knowalotof SHRSOH GURS RXW ZHYYH VHHQ SHRSOH EUHDN GR
play a big part in that for some people... (GIB).

The DPR then, has real benefits to students on their journey to becoming architects. It also

has significant shortcomings, which indicate that there is scope for architectural educators to

engage more carefully with the design and development of their pedagogic practices.
When considered in this way a number of characteristics are worthy of further exploration:
X Expression, as an underlying principle of becoming an architect

X DPR as the central feature of the process
X Learning to engage
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8.1 Expression, as an underlying principle of becoming an architect

In each of the aspects of learning identified, individual g[SUHVVLRQY LV HVVHQWLDO

Architectural ideas tas an expression of personal interpretation and imagination
Design processes *as an expression of tacit knowing

Representation techniques *as an expression of practical skills

Acculturation xas an expression of identity

X X X X

The individual design produced by each student is a unique expression of their abilities, tacit

knowledge and position in the field and therefore a unique expression of themselves.

Consequently, any evaluation of the output (the design) is an evaluation of the individual (the

designer). The processes of development in becoming an architect are focused on the

output, the design; what one does, but the output cannot be separated from the individual,

the designer; whooneis. 7KLV LV LPSRUWDQW LQ UHODWLRQ WR XQGHUVW
relationship with the DPR event and how their perception of themselves can impact upon

WKHLU HQJDJHPHQW ZLWK WKH HYHQW W LV DOVR LPSRUWDQW
relationship with their working processes prior to, and following, the DPR.

The process of learning to design is, in essence, learning-by-doing (Gibbs, 1988; Kolb,
+RZHYHU LW LV PRUH WKDQ VLPSO\ uGRLQJYT :KDW WKH VW,
just a process of learning (what they are able) to do, but more a process of learning
(how/who they are able) to be. Reflection-in-action (Schon, 1983) is also reflection-on-
identity. The actions that a student takes are an expression of who they are. What one

reflects upon is a representation of oneself.

The conversations in a DPR are, therefore, (deep down) conversations about oneself. The

WDON LQ D '35 LV DQ LQVWDQWLDW LR QcohstrisliphHvitheleQ G /RGJIH TV
knowledge is created jointly between the participants. Because the conversations are

generated by, and refer to, the individual output of the students, then the talk is also

contributing to the social construction of their identity.

JURP WKH SRLQW RI YLHZ RI 3DVNYV &RQYHUVDWLRQ 7KHRU)
experience, is a real conversation (as opposed to inner speech) through which concepts are
DUWLFXODWHG DQG IRUPHG 7KH pRSHUDWLRQDO OHDUQLQJY LQ
actions to global ideas, is also operating upon the individual; connecting what the student is

doing and what the student knows, to who the student is, or who they are becoming. In this

context, the processes of learning about oneself, are contiguous with the processes of

learning to design. Doing architecture and being an architect are indivisible.
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8.2 DPR as a central f eature of the process

Design projects in architectural education include any exercises that involve design, for

whatever purpose, whether that be a small sculptural exercise or design of a piece of

furniture or some anthropometric study engaged with individually or as a group, or whether it

would be a proposal for new public space through a process of community engagement or a

much more hands on design and build fJuOLYHY SURMHFW ,Q DaddotRekrsWKHVH LQV
the DPR can be considered as a central feature of the process and should be designed and

organised to make the most of the event.

What came across very powerfully, in the group interviews, was the importance that students

placed upon the DPR.
, I ZH GLGQTW KDYH LW DQG ZH MXVW GLG WKH SRUWIROLR (
It helps you push on; you know. (GIA).

, WV D PDVVLYH VWHSSLQJ VWRQH«LI ZH MXVW VXGGHQO\ JF
portfolio and thatwasit, LWJG EH VHULRXVO\ KDUG WR PRWLYDWH \RX!
weeks, the months of this kind of intensity (GIC).

The reason that the DPR is seen as important, and generates such an intensity of focus, is
precisely because the students feel that it is more than simply an evaluation of work, but that

it is also a validation of themselves as individuals (and hence their degree of acculturation).

,WIV DERXW EXLOGLQJ XS WKHLU FRQILGHQFH 6R WKHUH L
empowering our students in the review process, WKDW ZHfUH DFWXDOO\ GHYHO
strong skills to present themselves and present their work (IC).

So, | think, whilst it is about your work, the way in which you present it has a massive
impact... (GIB).

%XW SHRSOH GRQYW UHDOO\ EX\(BBRGXFWV WKH\ EX\ LQWR
The DPR is also the forum where the conversational threads, that have informed the process
in the preceding weeks, come together to form a greater tapestry of meaning than any

individual project is likely to be able to construct.
«D FKDQFH WKHQ WR VHH DOO WKH @ UN RQ WKH ZDOO DW K

Students will encounter practising architects in the studio setting and other events, but it is

only really in the DPR that the role of the external architect becomes one of professional

evaluation, and hence validation for the students. The DPR, therefore, takes on the greater
LGHQWLW\ RI WKH SURIHVVLRQDO ILHOG ZKLMKUsiddQWULEXWHYVY W

There are two aspects to this. Firstly, the student presenting their work subjects themself to
scrutiny by the group (students, academics and professionals) and, in this way, is most

clearly exposed to the judgement and evaluation of the group. In relation to becoming
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accepted as an architect the student in this situation is seeking to demonstrate that their
work, their ideas, have value (or embody values that are deemed acceptable). Newall (2019)
discusses this in relation to DPRs in art schools reaching a ponse Q V Xakdut a piece of

work.

These are the distinctive pedagogical values of the crit: they are not, at least not
effectively and reliably, achieved by other means. Consider a scenario where a
teacher could give a student precisely the same feedback in the context of an
individual tutorial « From an individual teacher, it is only ever a single point of view,
reflecting their individual interests and commitments, which the student may not, and
may not want, to share. Where the group reaches a consensus, it cannot be
dismissed in this way - the agreement of the group carries a special kind of
legitimacy 2 and indicates the potential for a reliable transpersonal significance
(Newall, 2019, pp 17-18).

At each stage of development if a student feels that their output is valued, then they are
likely to have a sense of themselves (as budding architects) being valued (by the profession;
the cultural field). Of course, the opposite is also true. Where a student feels that their output
is not valued then they are likely to feel that they are not becoming accepted by the

profession to which they aspire, which can be emotionally difficult.

IfaworkgenuLQHO\ SUHVHQWY D VWXGHQWYfV LQWHUHVWY DQG L
SDLQIXO 6R IDU DV RQHTV DUW LV WLHG XS ZLWK RQHTV LG
anguish. Moreover, this process occurs in what is effectively a public forum,

witnessed, and enacted by teachers and peers (Newall, 2019, p 20).

«>\RX KDYH WR EH@ PHQWDOO\N WRXJK HQRXJK« *,%
« YHU\ YHU\ FULWLFDO DQG YHU\ KDUVK * %
« you do get pulled apart (GIA).

This process, whilst being difficult, is what makes the DPR a distinctive learning environment

and not necessarily something to be wholly avoided merely because it is difficult.

$FWXDOO\ , TXLWH FUDYH DUHDV WR ZRUN RQ UDWKHU WKL
harsh and over the top, so that bit really helps because it gives me areas to work on.
(GIB)

,WIV QHYHU QLFH KHDULQJ pWKDWITV QRW JRRG HQRXJKY R
GRQH WKDW"T , WKLQN LWYVY D ORW EHWWHU DQG \RX JHW F
and a gold star (GIA).

The second aspect of engagement with DPRs that reinforces the processes of acculturation
is the opportunity to be part of the group scrutinising the work. For students, being able to
voice their opinions, more or less on a level playing field with other more experienced
participants, can be empowering. Being able to engage in the discussion is also a means by

which students can express their ideas and views and, in this way, contribute to the co-
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construction of knowledge and gain tacit approval from others present. Being part of the

conversation is also part of the process of acceptance and has symbolic value.

Since the crit is the principal place in which critical design thinking is made visible
and explicitly valued, it has the potential to both facilitate learning a fundamental
architectural skill and act as a liminal stage in the passage to becoming an architect
(Sara and Parnell, 2013. p.102).

We expect students to turn up and participate and to engage not only in presentation
of their own work but join the conversation. We encourage all the students to
participate and comment, as a way of becoming conversant with talking about
architecture (IC).

The DPR represents the wider academic and professional community. :KHQ D VWXGHQWY
work is under review, they become the focus of the event. They become, for a short while,

the object of scrutiny, the centre of attention. In turn, as a member of the DPR group, they

also become part of the community, contributing to the event through their presence,

scrutinising others.

The final DPR of any project is also a celebration of achievement. It is the finishing line to be
crossed. It is a place where students come together to mark a certain important moment in
their journey. This is inevitably ritualistic and is seen by students, academics and

professionals as a rite of passage.

,W{V D FHOHEUDWLRQ RI ZKDW WKH\TYH GRQH WR GDWH I\
way, there should be a wonderful sense of achievement (IB).

[The DPR] is the principal place in which critical design thinking is made «
XQGHUWDNHQ UHJXODUO\ LQ D ULWXDO WKDW FDQ EH VHHQ
one status « to another (Sara and Parnell, 2013, p 102).

The DPR is also an event that sits in a wider cultural context. Not only does it represent the
profession in relation to the students, but it also represents the coming together of members
of the profession with each school of architecture. In this sense the DPR also places the
school of architecture within the professional landscape and legitimises its status as both an
academic and a professional context.

, Waflnvajor contributor to the collective culture of the course, that the students
experience together (IC).

The DPR, then, is central to architectural education. It is the relationship between the design
project, as an expression of self, and the DPR as a social representation of the wider
professional community, that makes the event so powerful; and why it can be so difficult, and
in many ways potentially destructive, if not done well. And yet, for all of the negative aspects
discussed previously and covered extensively in the literature (inter alia: Doidge, et al, 2000;
Mewburn, 2011; Oak, 2000, Percy, 2004; Webster, 2005, 2006, 2007) and for all of the

negative associations with processes of acculturation (inter alia: Newall, 2019; Sara and

178



Parnell, 2013: Stevens, 1995, 1998; Vowles, 2000; Wilkins, 2000), it endures as a potent

learning vehicle.

In considering the pedagogical techniques encountered in architectural education the DPR is
the central focus of the process. In this regard it is therefore incumbent upon architectural
educators to carefully consider DPRs and how they are embedded within individual
architectural design projects and across architectural courses. Whilst there is evidence from
the literature that there are many architectural educators engaged in considering the
purpose, function and value of DPRs, and how they can be developed/designed (inter alia:
Bassindale, 2020; Cennamo and Brandt, 2012; Chadwick and Crotch, 2006; Flynn, 2018;
McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Newall, 2019; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Webster, 2005,
2006, 2007; Smith, 2011, 2020; Vowles, 2000; Vowles et al 2011), it is equally evident (from
the same authors, and from the findings of this study) that DPRs can often be undertaken
without a great deal of forethought or planning. They are not always engaged with by
architectural educators, or professional guests, as carefully as they might be. Their very
ubiquity implies a habitual acceptance and hence 3D FRQYHUJHQFH RI FULW pPRGHOV
dominant format “(Sara and Parnell, 2013 p 122).

‘H QRUPDOO\ KDYH WKH FULWLTXH ZL \Wirgle\&r&udd jtleU LWWHUV T L
work] and then there are tiers of students, going from the more confident to the less
confident « (IB).

Consideration of the design project as a vehicle for learning should logically include (and
even potentially start with) consideration of the purpose and format of the DPR. There are
many different ways that a DPR might be configured (Brindley et al, 2000; Chadwick and
Crotch, 2006; Doidge et al 2000, Flynn 2018; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Smith 2020)
See section 3:12 Alternative Approaches. Often these alternatives have been developed

because of a dissatisfaction with traditional DPR format.

$OWKRXIJIK WXWRUV PLIKW EHOLHYH WKDW WKH WUDGLWLRQ
thinking, it is questionable how effectively it does so (Smith, 2020).

The aging review, it VHHPY LV LQ QHHG RI PRUH WKDQ D IDFHOLIW«
develop a whole range of skills to encourage creative interaction (Doidge et al.,
2000).

The format of the DPRs observed at ASA, ASB and ASC were all very similar (See fig.13).

The literature indicates that this has been, and stillis, WKH pGHIDXOWY VWUXeFWXUH RI
alia Bassindale, 2020; Flynn, 2018; Sara and Parnell, 2004, 2013; Smith 2020; Webster

2005, 2006, 2007). This format comes in for some criticism, in particular the way in which the
arrangement of participants reinforces the hierarchical distribution of symbolic capital, with

those who have the highest levels of acculturation dominating the focus 3WKH pFULWWHUVY L
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smallsemi- FLUFOH « WWMGM@®WY JRLQJ IURP WKH PRUH FRQILGHQW V
(IB).

The degree of involvement of the student audience in traditional reviews varies, but
typically they passively observe from behind the tutors. In part this is due to the
physical layout of the review, as tutors sitting in front of the work create an effective
barrier making it difficult for peers to see the work being discussed let alone engage
in the critique (Smith, 2020. p.73).

This is far from the ideal of the student being at the centre of a shared learning

experience. It places the tutor as the person who knows 'the’ correct solution to every
GLIILFXOW\ LQ WKH pFULWY SURFHVYVY ZLWK WKH FULW VHHQ
(Flynn, 2018. p.1309).

In the DPRs observed there was a tendency for the format to favour this default mode. ASC
was structured in such a way that the student participants were given a stronger voice, and

allowed for co-learning and peer interaction.

"HYUH HQFR XU D JHeGo WeRrohH We ju€d §eVas close to the front as
possible. There are times that the tutors are sitting at the back. The tutors have
deliberately done that. So, they kind of push us to ask questions first and comment
RQ RWKHU SHRSOH Y VofeiR) et @I¢). LQVWHDG

However, where students are not readily drawn into the conversation, such as at ASB
(where students tended not to speak, and often chose to leave the room during other
students feviews), this group dynamic is lost. The DPR, in this instance, relies upon the
enthusiasm of tutors and guests, as representatives of the profession, exploring architectural
ideas,comPHQWLQJ XS R QeSghxa@dp@swing Judgement. The concern here is that
students, daunted by the occasion, have a tendency to value the instructional feedback from
a DPR (and perhaps more specifically the written feedback) above engagement with the
conversation, and therefore do not effectively experience the dialogic nature of the critique
as a form of co-learning. By default, the DPR loses the value of the dialogue (for both the
individual and for the group) and becomes more of a transmissional mode of teaching and
learning, reinforcing the power asymmetries.

So instead of starting to worry about juggling all these things at once, you just forget
about that - until you get your feedback sheet (GIB).

Often students only show up for the discussion of their own project and do not hear
RU VHH DQ\RQH HHONHIT & LARAXN \EH-CertrédNeXrGint) QI&drly does
not happen when the student sees the tutor/student relationship as that of
master/apprentice (Flynn, 2018. p.1309).

There has been some interesting and detailed work relating to feedback as a formative
process in teaching and learning over the last 30 years or so (inter alia: Askew and Lodge,
2000; Bassindale 2020; Black and Wiliam, 1998, 2009; Blair, 2006a; Crooks, 1988, 2001;
Dannels and Martin, 2008; Gibbs, 1999; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; Kingston & Nash, 2011,
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Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Sadler, 1989, 2005, 2010; Torrance,
1993; Wiliam and Black, 1996). In architectural education feedback is closely aligned both
with dialogue in the studio setting and in the DPR, and can be D c®dmplex and often subtle
area whose efficacy is contingent on personality and ability as well as carefully defined

procedures “(Mclean and Hourigan, 2013. p.51).
Sadler (2010) notes, in relation to feedback:

The general picture is that the relationship between its form, timing and effectiveness
is complex and variable, with no magic formulas. (p.536)

It is difficult for feedback (after a DPR) to fully capture the breadth and depth of the dialogue.
Bassindale (2020) explores processes of improving feedback, by tutors being able to capture
more of the content a DPR through carefully developed digital assessment rubrics and
associated notes, diagrams and voice recordings. Although the development of capturing the
student voice in this process is not as fully explored. Smith (2020), on the other hand,
explores the process of peer reviews where the dialog and feedback is generated only by
students, without the 3 W XstudRebk power dynamic that clearly impacts upon learning in
WUDGLWLR Q D76), and ¥dnelules thad SHH U U Hard ah 2fective means of
DXJPHQWLQJ VWXGH QW YdgenSyDwithivi theil I8ddnivid; Rr@ offfeé® Sgnificant
value in developing critical analysis skills and self-reflection” S +RZHYHUindkH DOVR
W Kpdefreview to be a valuable formative feedback process, but not a replacement for
traditional reviews ~ S

Limitations in the use of peer learning were « identified with respect to its potential

to constrain academic ambition, and because of the perceived importance of

authoritative tutor guidance in developing student confidence in their work (McClean
and Hourigan, 2013. p.52).

In the observations at ASA, ASB and ASC written feedback was provided, but the processes
in each school were different (see section 6.1.3 above). The feedback from tutors was

generally taken as an aide memoire for the discussion in reviews, as well as providing useful
direction and guidance. This seemed to be most effective when coupled with notes taken by

one of the UH Y L H peétid, Which mediated the conversations from a student perspective.

7TKDWIV ZK\ LWV ZULWWHQ GRZQ IRU WKH IDdFW WKDW \RX |
GLVFXVVLRQ DIWHUZDUGY IRU ZKHQ LWYVY DOO VHWWOHG GI

>>H@ ZLOO WDNH IRUPDO QRWHYV s. MtKduitdintetbktng @WénZL OO WD
\RX VHH WKHP GLVFXVVLQJ LW DPRQJVW WKHPVKHOYHYV DIWH!I
and what their IULHQGY KDYH ZULWWHQ« DQG WKH FRQYHUVDWLRC
different (IB).

, DOVR ILQG WKDW VRPHWLPHV \RXYfYH XQGHUVWRRG VRPHW
WXWRU VDLG ,TfYH XQGHUVWRRG VRPHWKLQ[#onEXW ZKHQ , JH
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another student], YOO VHH LW LQ D GLIIHUHQW ZD\ WV TXLWH XV
someone else; to look at it in a different way (GIB).

Much of the literature casts the DPR in a negative light in relation to power dynamics (that
may suppress learning), tutor/guest reviewer behaviour (confrontational, insensitive) and the
student experience (fear rather than learning). Whilst there is inevitably a power dynamic
between tutors (responsible for feedback and assessment) and students that must have an
impact upon the process, the talk in a DPR is not (typically) instructional, but discursive and
multi-faceted.

The crit is undoubtedly sometimes a positive learning experience for many students.

The notion of dialogue as a basis for learning is attractive because of its potential

to challenge and move forward existing hegemonic knowledge (Sara and Parnell,
2013. p.122).

The DPR then, is an opportunity to bring all of the players together (students, tutors, other
guests), and for all voices to be heard. It is an opportunity for guided peer interaction in a
forum that values the contribution of all the participants. It is a nexus between each
LQGLYLGXDO VWXGHQWTV CGofALpre3e@ation lofQesKPridQlwtion Q G
between the studio (design processes, learning community) and assessment (conversation,
evaluation, feedback). It is also a nexus between architectural education and the profession.
Conversations are partial continuations of previous interactions, which combine and re-form
during the DPR and emerge, mediated by tutors, guests and peers (written down, or
otherwise recorded, as feedback) providing direction, and stimulating further discussion
beyond the event, in ways that can resonate for each student with implications for their

individual expression and professional acculturation.

7TKHUHTUH MdredveDt®that kind of come together in a crit (GIB).

, WKLQN LWV EHHQ VR EHQHILFLDO LQ D ZD\ WKDW LWTOO &
It also, I think, gives you conviction, you know? (GIA).

It seems unnecessary to suggest that the experience of learning, through engagement with a
DPR, ought to be designed to enhance learning; of course it should. However, the evidence

in the literature, and from this study, indicates that, despite the attention paid to the situation,
there is still a tendency to slip into the default mode %as described above, with relatively little

additional thought about the pedagogical implications and opportunities.

This research suggests that the DPR can be a powerful vehicle for learning and

development. It is a complex event and, much as Sadler (2010) points out in relation to

IHHGEDFN JHQHUDOO\ LW LV OLNHO\ WK D Wowsveriforla DPRtQ R uPDJLF
engage students most effectively in the process, then careful consideration of the structural

elements, pedagogic techniques and epistemic principles that underpin the event (outlined
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above, see figure 14) would be logical in order to avoid the problems that can occur without
adequate forethought and planning, and the tendency to revert to the gefault P R G By

envisioning DPRs as central to the student experience, and by coordinating their alignment
with the academic community and wider professional practice, the development of new and

innovative DPRs are likely to emerge.

Each school, year group or study unit will no doubt have different restrictions and
opportunities in relation to space, time and other resources, as well as a different pedagogic
emphasis for each DPR at different stages of a project or course. Ensuring that the DPR is
designed to enhance student learning and personal development requires architectural
educators to determine clear DPR strategies for the benefit of all of the participants. These
would include: clarity on the purpose/focus of a particular DPR; cognisance of the underlying
principles of individual expression (design processes, representation techniques,
architectural ideas and professional acculturation) embodied in the work and in the dialogue;
adequate preparation time preceding the DPR; effective processes for submitting and
pinning up work; mechanisms for reducing student stress levels (and tiredness) and for
promoting engagement that engenders deep (as opposed to surface) learning; awareness of
the VWXGHQWVY VHQVH RI VHOI RI EHLQJ, ah@@dpést foRtheX WLQ\ LQ WK
natural anxiety about the event that this entails; processes for capturing and valuing the
student voice in the DPR; careful consideration of the nature of formal/formative feedback
and the processes/formats for providing this; and arrangements for post-DPR conversations

and guidance prior to the final submission and assessment.
8.3 Learning to engage

Because the student V4gense of themselves (their developing cultural identity) is such an
important aspect of the DPR, and because the DPR is such an important milestone in a
project; a year; a course, then discussion with students about the process and its
purposes/values/problems would be logical, in order to set the scene for each DPR and for

DPRs in general.

What was apparent, from the interviews with academics and students at each of the schools
visited as part of this research, was that there was only limited engagement (by students and
tutors) in conversations about how students develop their personal approach to studio

practices such as the DPR.

I think it's something that you learn as you're doing it. You can get very, very upset
about things very quickly. The first one you do is terrifying. The first five you do are
SUREDEO\ WHUULI\LQJ« ,%
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, 1 ZH WDNH WKH TXRWDWLRQ DERYH DO I\WKB W DR X HD HD K WD MW RLX
G R L Q then\inh'the same way that learning architecture by going it fequires tuition,
guidance and reflection-in-action, the DPR (and by extension all other related pedagogic
practices) ought rationally to be subject to the same level of reflective analysis and critique. If
tutors and students were engaged in discussion about the learning processes, it would
encourage a greater degree of ownership of, and engagement with, those processes.
«WKH LGHD WKDW RQH GHYHORSV WKHVH VNLOOV RQO\ E\ pk

how well it went, appears to be rather a blunt learning tool (Sara and Parnell, 2013.
p.120).

6DUD DQG 3DUQHOO DUH VSHFLILFDOO\ UH IiaJddillsthéraNTReinY LV XD O |
research indicates that they found little evidence that these ftVXSSOHPHQWkiDIhy§ LELG
widely supported. The implication though, is that the deeper engagement of students with
the pedagogy and practices of DPRs, that might spring from such support, is similarly under-
supported. As McClean and Hourigan (2013) note:
7UDQVIRUPDWLYH UHDOLVDWLRQV« DUH ERUQHh& XW RI D GH
learning process as well as a level of self-confidence and trust invested in the tutors
LQYROYHG« $ pie@vidvred Bd/part of the study] agreed that [there is a] need
IRU JUHDWHU VWXGHQW XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH FRUH SHG
develop deeper student understanding of expectations regarding the adoption of

individual positions, and the role of feedback [in DPR and other situations] in
provoking or stimulating individual thinking (p.48).

At the schools observed at ASA, ASB and ASC, students indicated that they were aware that
they had been asked to engage with DPRs in first year and second year differently, but did
not consider that this might have been deliberate. It was also apparent, from the
engagement with the three schools, that neither the tutors nor the students spoke of the

DPR as a developmental experience. It was generally viewed as a chance to see all of the
work of all of the students (to make comparisons and learn from others) and an opportunity

to receive feedback. At ASC the tutor remarked:
, WKLQN PRVW RI WKH OHDUQLDQtiteridi RV WKURXJK UHJXODU

, WV FOHDU WKDW VRPH GLVFXVVLRQ WRRN SODFH DW HDFK VFK

DPRs, but this was not necessarily part of discussions that were shared with the students.

Because of the intensity of the way that students learn architecture, and the importance of
their sense of themselves within the process, educational programmes should logically be
arranged such that the student experience is central to the process. If learning architecture is
essentially an experiential mode of learning, then understanding and responding to the
student experience should, therefore, be at the heart of planning any programme of learning.

The literature suggests that this is not often the case (inter alia: Blair, 2006a; Flynn, 2018;
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McClean and Hourigan, 2013; Sara and Parnell, 2013; Smith 2011, 2020; Webster, 2005,
2006, 2007). It was evident from the schools visited as part of this study that whilst there was
some engagement with planning for the student experience of DPRs, in relation to the
specific DPRs observed, it did not appear to be widespread practice, either across the
sample or in relation to other DPRs previously experienced by participants. An architecture
student entering first year and the architecture student leaving at the end of third year are
very different. The initiates are often just expected to get on with it and pick it up as they go
along (McClean, 2009). If the DPR is something that one learns to do, then a structured
programme of engagement with DPRs to ensure that students get the most out of them
would be appropriate. In order to do this, it would be important for architecture tutors to be
fully engaged in the process. The interviews conducted indicated that this happens to some

extent, but perhaps not in as much depth as might be possible.

Without broader discussion of the issues identified in the literature and in this study, there

might well be a tendency for tutors DQG JXHVW UHYLHZHUV WR UHMYéligW WR WK
things in a particular way, because that is the way that they are used to doing them (or that

was the way that things were done when they were a student) (inter alia: Webster, 2006;

Sara and Parnell, 2013). For tutors to be able to design DPRs with intentionality of purpose

and an understanding of the principles, elements and techniques involved, then a greater

awareness of their pedagogic practices and an understanding of the student experience is

crucial.

But are we doing this out of habit? Is this the best way that we can be engaging our
students? (IB)

Reflective practice of architecture students tends to be reflection on what they are learning.
'LWK DQ DGMXVWPHQW RI HPSKDVLV VWXGHQWY FRXOG DOVR EH
they are learning. In this way students can be drawn into the wider discussion with their
schools about design projects (and their alternatives), student led processes, the impact of
pedagogic practices upon individuals, and upon learning. We know that the student voice in
architectural education has in the past brought about change (see Crinson and Lubbock,
1994; Broadbent, 1995; Powers, 2014). We also know that students continue to be
interested in bringing about change (inter alia contributions to Nicol and Pilling, 2000; Froud
and Harris, 2014), but the research undertaken in this study (and others, for example Blair,
2006a, McClean, 2009, 2013; Vowles, 2012) indicates that students are often fairly passive
UHFLSLHQWYV RI WKH H G XDPebpatleRyQgemenHdf siudehts ihlthéetprhcess

would have great potency.
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In relation to the development of clear DPR strategies that support engagement with the
processes and enhance the student experience, it would be logical for architecture schools
to develop appropriate supportive training and development for all participants. These would
include: a scaffolded approach to engagement that supports students in learning how to
participate in DPRs; specific supportive training in verbal presentation skills; specific
supportive training in critical thinking and conversational techniques; clear communication of
purpose of each DPR and expectations for student engagement; clarity of content of DPR
(what work to produce, what to communicate); post-DPR discussions about the event
(capturing student views); creating opportunities for academic staff development in DPR and
related pedagogic processes and techniques; clear briefing information for academic staff
and guests on each DPR event; and post-DPR discussions/analysis with academics and
guests. If students flearning by doing fan be enhanced through tuition, guidance,
conversation and critique then learning to engage with the DPR can be similarly augmented.
If the DPR is a distinctive learning event, then learning to engage with the event is part of the
process of learning to learn, and has the potential to resonate with other learning and

development processes beyond the immediate experience of a specific event.
8.4 Limitations of the methodology

It is recognised that research has limitations because aspects of the research design can
limit the process in ways that can have a potential impact upon the quality of the findings, or

the extent to which the research questions can be fully addressed.

The DPR is an event that brings together students, architectural tutors and practitioners in a
forum that, whilst being structured in a number of specific ways, can nonetheless be a rather
chaotic, emotive, social, cultural experience for its various participants. The subjective nature
of such experience arguably lends itself most practically to a qualitative evaluation. The
research design (see section 4.3) allowed me to focus on the final DPR of the final year of
an undergraduate degree in architecture as a specific case study, and to interact with DPR
participants at three different institutions, through observation and semi-structured interviews
with students (in groups) and with tutors (individually). Undertaking research is also a
pragmatic endeavour that is constrained by limits on resources, time and access to the
MILHOGYT |, Qth&/tkree bb¥dih@tidhs at ASA, ASB and ASC, coupled with the student
group interviews and tutor interviews in each location, provided a rich source of data for
analysis and discussion, which contribute to a broader understanding of the epistemology of
architectural design and the processes of acculturation; of individual expression and self-
constitution in the cultural landscape of the discipline. However, there are a number of

limitations to the methodology that warrant attention because of their potential implications
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for further research into architectural pedagogies that might augment the findings of this

study and contribute further to our understanding of the situation:

The research focused on students at only one level of architectural education: final year of
the undergraduate degree. A broader sample might include students from each level of the
five academic years of study. Drawing on the experiences of students with different levels of
experience would capture a wider range of views, from jnitiates fo gxperts fand might
highlight, in a more nuanced way, RWKHU DV S HF W YelRidonShiysi@Hhtie \WRR]

event; with potential implications for the design of DPRs at each level of study.

Similarly, the case study of the final DPR of the final year of the degree was a snapshot in

time, rather than a longitudinal study of student experiences as they passed through a

school of architecture. This would, of course, be far more demanding of time and resources

as data would need to be collected over a number of years. Nonetheless, such an approach

PD\ \LHOG DGGLWLRQDO LQIRUPDWLRQ DERXW VWXGHQWVY FKDQ
in relation to the DPR, other architectural pedagogies and personal development.

Additionally, a longitudinal research design would allow more opportunity for researchers to

be reflective, during the research, such that improvements to the research design could be

developed in real-time as the research progressed, allowing the data gathering exercises

and the research focus to become more refined.

By default, rather than by design, the DPRs observed were all rather similar in format. Whilst

this tells us a great deal about this particular format (albeit developed in different ways in

each school) and its widespread use (and therefore its popularity, if not its efficacy) as a

SHGDJRJLF WHFKQLTXH LW GRHVQTW WHOO XV YHU\ PXFK DERXYV
participant experience of differing modes of DPR. Again, this is something that might be

undertaken most effectively through a longitudinal study that allows the participants to reflect

upon their own experiences of different DPR modes.

Observations of the DPRs at each school were undertaken by me as the researcher. As an
architectural educator myself, it is possible that | might view these somewhat familiar
occasions with a degree of tacit understanding, and overlook certain aspects that | might not
consider to be particularly worthy of note. Having another researcher (a non-architect, for
example) carry out similar, or even the same, observations would provide a different

perspective and bring an additional degree of triangulation to inform and enrich the findings.

The one-to-one semi-structured interviews were carried out with the lead reviewer at each
school. Partly this was a question of expediency; of access. The LRs had invested in the
research, through negotiation of my engagement with each school. The format and

procedure for each review was orchestrated and managed by them. It was important
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therefore to try to capture their views on their experience of their own event. All of the LRs

ZHUH VHQLRU DFDGHPLFV ZKR KDG PDQ\ \HDUVY H[SHULHQFH R1
not novices. There may well be aspects of their understanding of these events that have

become habitual and therefore not easily communicable. Interviews with less experienced

academics would provide additional texture to our understanding.

The students who joined the group interviews were self-selecting. The process was
voluntary and so it was not possible to capture the views and observations of those who
were not inclined to participate. The students who joined the group were those who attended
the review. There may have been others who did not attend for a variety of reasons, whose
voices remain unheard. It is difficult to capture the views of those who are unable or unwilling
to participate, but doing so could potentially provide additional information to enrich the
research in this area.

Because the students who joined the group interviews were self-selecting, and because
overall numbers were relatively small, the study did not investigate specific issues relating to
gender or ethnicity. A larger sample of student interviewees would enable research to
explicate differences in the experiences of diverse groups, which may further illuminate our

understanding of the situation.

The students who joined the group interviews were, by virtue of being in the final year of the
degree, already partially acculturated and beginning to frame their world views as budding
architects. Interviews, as a data collection method, may be a useful way to capture the
experiences of participants, but there are limitations to the process in that participants are
only able to tell you what they are able to articulate. Moreover, because they are partially
acculturated and talking to me, as an architect and architectural educator, there may be
(tacit) aspects to their knowledge and understanding that they assume to be mutually

understood and unnecessary to express.
8.5 Endpiece - Reflexivity

Throughout the research | have tried to maintain a reflexive approach, through a continued
awareness and criticality of my own positionality, and recognition that this affects the
research process. My subjective position is, in effect, an aspect of the research. As an
insider (to the architectural profession and to architectural education) there are aspects of
the research that are formed through recognition of common experiences, as well as an

awareness of differences.

%HLQJ UHIOH[LYH GXULQJ WKH UHVHDUFK SURFHVV DQG GXULQJ

required an examination of some of the beliefs, judgments and assumptions that | hold in
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relation to what | know and what | am learning, and how these may have influenced the
research. In this sense reflexivity has helped to illuminate characteristics of the situation
under investigation that | may have previously taken for granted, and has helped, through
the research process, to reveal aspects that | may have considered ordinary and which
others, outside the field, may find quite extraordinary. Explicitly, for me, | recognise that my
own position in relation to architectural education is grounded in a sense of community,
belonging, collaboration, mutual support, nurturing and so on. The research agenda itself
emerged from a (tacit) conviction that the DPR, whilst being problematic in many ways has
endured as a pedagogic model because of its power as a form of cultural immersion, rather
than merely a forum for assessment and feedback. This position has imbued the research
design (collaborative with each of the schools), the data gathering process (the desire to
give voice to the participants), the nature of the interview questions (open ended, searching),

the analysis of the data (explorations of habitus and field) and the explication of findings.

| originally trained as an architect in the 1980s and 90s and, from the mid-1990s onwards, |

have been closely involved in educating architects; firstly, as a part time lecturer and later as

a full-time principal lecturer. During this time, | have also practised architecture although, as

a senior academic, my time in recent years has been almost wholly spent on education

rather than practice. As an architect, | am aware that | carry with me a whole set of attitudes,

tastes, dispositions and ways of seeing the world that will inevitably mark me out as a

member of that profession and will, no doubt, have had a bearing on my own practice as an

architect, and as an academic and researcher. As an architectural educator | am aware,

through observation and interaction with students, of the pains and the pleasures of learning

to design; the struggles and achievements; the confusions and illuminations; the fog of
uncertainty that obscures the way attimes; DQG WKH PRPHQWY RI HSLSKDQ\ ZKHQ
dURSVYT 6WXGHQWY GHYHORS DW GLIIHUHQW UDWHYV DQG ZLWK Y
to teaching and learning in architecture is one that supports individual personal

development, rather than one that tries to offer specific instructions.

Professionals, educationalists, artists and craftspeople in many fields, including architecture

and associated arts and sciences, know more than they are readily able to articulate; as
SUDFWLWLRQHUV RI WKHLU FUDIW WKH\ SH[KREEZWLBKNLQGVRF N
(Schon, 1983 S DQG ZKLFK 3UHOLHV RQ LPSURYLVDWLRQ OHDUQHG
IRUPXODY OHDUQHG LQ JUDGXDWH VFKRRO™ %RXUGORX DQG :DF°
culture of the architecture studio, for me (and by extension, the DPR and other events) is

one of nurturing, coaching and guiding. | am aware, from my own experience, of the

complexity of the situation. My approach to this research into architectural education has

therefore been driven by a desire to present a narrative interpretation and analysis of the
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situation that is simple, unpretentious and straightforward. From the outset it has been my
intention to try to approach the situation with an open mind; to illuminate (for myself as much
DV IRU RWKHUV WR WU\ 3WR PDNH WKDW ZKLFK LV WDFLW H[SOlI

In many ways, the architect in me approaches the research as one might approach an
architectural design project. That is to say, not necessarily as one might approach a design
project in say, engineering, where there might be a problem identified that needs a solution,
but a more open approach where one seeks to understand the contexts, principles, elements
and techniques of a given situation in order to inform strategies for action that might
address/resolve a complex range of issues. The research therefore did not set out solely to
problematise the DPR (although as the literature, and this research shows, there are a range
of problems to be addressed), but also to explicate its purposes and benefits in relation to
both its academic content and professional acculturation. As an architectural academic | am
motivated (in order to help others to learn to do architecture) to understand this complex

pedagogy.

In developing this research study, it seemed appropriate to me that (along with Brindley et al,

2000; and Webster 2005, for example) the event under scrutiny should be referred to as the

MGHVLJQ SURMHFW UHYLHZY ,Q LWVHOI WKLV LV LQGLFDWLYH RI
WKH HYHQW , DP DZDUH WKDW LQ WKH OLWHUDWXUH DQG LQ P\
have become somewhat pejorative (Anthony, 1987, 1991; Vowels, 2000; Wilkin, 2000). |

have also maintained an approach to my own methods of organising DPRs, and my conduct

within these events, that has been student-focused and co-constructional, for which the word
HUHYLHZY VHHPV BRtYBWRAULGWKGELQJ WKH WHUP pFULWYT DOWKRXJ}
common parlance) for its connotations of critique, which might imply a focus on the

architectural design, ratherthantKH OHDUQLQJ DQG GHYHORSPHQW RI WKH GH
WKH WHUP pMXU\Y SDUWO\ EHFDXVH WKLV LV OHVV FRPPRQ LQ V

because it has overtones of judgement (of the individual) and connotations of exclusion.

The use of BourdieufV FRQFHSWXDO DSSDUDWXV Rl uKDELWXVY DQG plLl
'35 VWHPPHG LQLWLDOO\ IURP WKH H[FHOOHQW ZRUN RI *DUU\ 6
JDYRXUHG &LUFOH 7KH 6RFLDO )RXQGDWLRQV RI $SUFKLWHFWXUL
analysis of architectural education undertaken at the Department of Architectural and Design

Science at The University of Sydney. The period of time that Stevens undertook the work

was only relatively shortly after my own passage through an English school of architecture,

and the situations that Stevens describes very much aligned with my own experience; in

particular, his Bourdieuan explanation that certain students have an advantage in

architecture schools because their already acculturated habitus (formed within their family
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and earlier schooling) is partially attuned to interaction within the architectural academic and
professional communities (especially for those students with architect family members
and/or parents with architects as friends). My own upbringing was within a working-class
family in North Wales. | was the first of my immediate family to enter higher education and |
experienced, first-hand, the struggle (that Stevens eloquently describes) of learning to
become an architect. | had never met an architect prior to embarking on my studies and only
had a fairly romanticised idea of what architects do. At the time | was unaware of notions of
symbolic and cultural capital, or field and habitus, at least not by name; but the experience of
my own awkwardly developing architectural identity and the clumsy processes of self-
constitution that | experienced in becoming an architect, were not always, and not altogether,

pleasant or easy.

| recognise that, although not conscious of the work of Bourdieu, | felt intuitively (and
tangibly) something of the truth of the concepts he describes (of capital, habitus and field),
and it is almost certainly because of my experience that | was drawn to help others with
similar difficulties adjusting to a new, very specific, cultural context; at first in the studio, in
conversation with my peers, and later (as a more senior student) as an observer and
participant in DPR events and other cultural activities within the school (as chairperson and
an active member of the architecture student society, for example). Later | was invited, as a
graduate, to take on some part-time studio teaching, which subsequently became a full-time

post and set the direction for my career in architectural education.

As an insider to the field (an architect) , KDYH P\ RZQ plHHQ ofddsighingH JDPHY
buildings and places, of dealing with clients, communities, co-professionals, statutory bodies,
contractors and users. As an architectural educator my habitus shifts to that of coach, co-

learner, supervisor, tutor, and a different game is engaged with; a game of conversations,
interactions, gestures and debates aimed at nurturing, enthusing and inspiring. In both of

these roles the topics under discussion are often the same, and many of the skills that one
develops are interchangeable between situations; skills of analysis, critique, interpretation,

communication and persuasion.

The complexity of the situations encountered in architectural education, and the way that the

content of these situations (the subject of architecture) interact with, intersect, map onto and
RWKHUZLVH FRQIURQW DQG FROOLGH ZLWK uGRLQJIgthatUFKLWHFW
an analysis of the situation would, essentially, need to be relational. For this reason, utilising

WKH ZRUN RI %RXUGLHX LQ WKLV UHVHDU Fghd KQE& LWXYHUWLFXOL
seemed a natural and rational choice. The research method, using a combination of

observations of DPR events and interviews with participants to generate the research data,
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also seemed to be both natural and rational, in that the process was akin to those processes
extant within the DPR event itself (and in the wider culture of a school of architecture),
whereby conversation and narrative are the mediums through which explicit actions are

unpacked to reveal otherwise tacit practices and relationships.

As with any research the focus and structure of this study did not spring into being fully
formed, but emerged over a period of time as | began to look, in more and more detail, at the
various facets of my own teaching practice. In its early stages the aim was to explore the
whole gamut of techniques of dialogue and guided reflection found within architectural
education. As an architectural educator, | have become acquainted with others within this
ILHOG WKURXJK P\ DVVRFLDWLRQ ZLWK WKH 5R\DO ,QVWLWXWH R
a member and chair of course validation boards and member of the new courses group, and
through the Association of Architectural Educators and other forums. There have been many
individuals that have had an influence on the direction of this research, which would have
been more difficult without being able to access and draw upon their generous support and
advice. It was through a series of interviews and more casual discussions with several

architectural educators that the locus of the study came more clearly into view.

%HLQJ DQ pLQVLGHUY WR DUFKLWHFWXUDO HGXFDWbRQ ZDV DOV
developing the process. Once | had established that the research should focus on the DPR
event, because of its prominence within the landscape of architectural education, it was not
an insignificant exercise to establish and coordinate the research tasks. The event, for any
course, year group or study unit, is complex enough to plan, organise and execute, without
the additional complication of the event becoming a case study for a research exercise. At
each institution that | was able to access, the academic programme leader was involved
from an early stage in helping to plan the research activity; to agree the process by which |
was able to join each event, to discuss how to access and interact with participants, how
best to present myself to them to describe the aims of my research and so on. Through all of
this process it was important to think reflexively. My approach to teaching and learning in
architecture has been one that maintains a questioning stance and an openness to other
ways of thinking. It is with this attitude that | have tried to approach this research and tried to
recognise my own positionality situated within the discipline. From my own teaching practice
and my own involvement in DPRs (prior to and during the research) | was able to bring a
degree of tacit knowing to negotiations with others that made the process of organisation

relatively smooth and unproblematic.

Thinking reflexively, the process of conducting this research has been extremely interesting.

At the beginning of the research my interest in architectural education was very practical
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and, in many ways, very much about what | do from day to day; how | interact with others. |

was interested in my own teaching practice and ways in which | might improve this. In other
words,thefRFXV ZDV PRUH SHUVRQDO WKDQ VRFLDO PRUH ORFDO W!
that | have not previously taken a broader, cultural interest in architectural education, but the

motivation for conducting this research was driven to a large extent by personal

development. | have always taken great delight in experimenting with different ways of

approaching architectural design projects as a learning exercise; in exploring different

methods of tuition and interaction, feedback, review and assessment, but my drive to do this

was, in the main, a kind of reflection-in-action as a form of self-constitution, rather than as

focused research that might have a wider impact.

This study has allowed me to take a step back and to view teaching practice and processes
of learning in architectural education from a broader perspective than the daily tasks of being
an architectural design tutor might normally allow. | have been able to concentrate on a
small part of architectural education, the DPR, which although small is arguably the nexus of
WKH DUFKLWHFWXUH VWXGHQWY{fV H[SHULHQFH ,W KDV UHFHLYH(
thirty years or so, and its problems have been identified, criticised and discussed at great
length, and yet it is an enduring feature of architectural education. Its longevity as a mode of
learning is surely testament to its value. However, the scrutiny of the DPR and the analysis
of its sometimes-problematic nature have not led (yet, and in the main) to new enlightened
versions. Just as the DPR persists, so too (as outlined in the research) the problems
associated with it persist. Although the event has transformed over time, perhaps no longer
as brutalasthH OHJHQGD U\ pM X UtligstifarRoccHsikith & Davi Wause great
anxiety. The value in this research then lies not only in its contribution to understanding the
nature of the event and how this is experienced by its participants, but also in stimulating
further thinking; further action that might alleviate the more problematic aspects of the DPR

and recognise, and build upon, its strengths.

Whilst this thesis is in itself intended as a rounded whole, a piece of work that explicates
meaning and draws conclusions, | do not see it as an end in itself. It might underpin the
future direction of my own research and teaching practice; however, it will not do so as
concluded fact or as a piece of evidence, set in stone, but more as a building block for
further enquiry, both for myself and for others. Having completed this research program as
an encapsulated piece of work (for the purposes of undertaking a doctoral study), for me the
essence of the work (whilst being grounded in many ways in the qualification itself) is more
important for the way that it might influence my future practice as a researcher, as an
educator and as an architect. There are greater benefits to students, | would suggest, when

architecture tutors examine their own pedagogic practices and the practices of their
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colleagues, their schools and their institutions and develop their teaching practices

reflexively. Habitus is embodied in (the writing of) a thesis; in its language and structure. It is

DOVR HPERGLHG LQ RQHYV SUDFWLFH DQG FDQ EH GLVFRYHUHG
exploring personal histories and experiences. Research itself is a powerful instrument

capable of revealing individual habitus through acts of reflexivity.

In a very real way, this research project, permeated by my own (tacit and explicit) reflexivity,

has been an effective instrument for revealing to me how | perceive and act in the world. |

recognise that having conducted the research it has an impact upon my own embodied (and
HYROYLQJ VFKHPDWD RI KDELWXV P\ RZQ plHH@cuRdd WKH JDPHY
game of enquiry (both reflexive and social) into architectural education, as much as itis a

JDPH RI pGRLQJYT DUFKLWHFWXUDO HGXFDWLR QtebworédsHILQJY DQ D
cannot stop at this point. It is my intention as an architectural educator to continue to develop

my own teaching practices by recognising the centrality of the student experience and the

ways in which they engage with pedagogic processes in learning to design. It is also my

intention to engage with others, wherever possible, to explore ideas and practices around

architectural education, and in particular the DPR; and specifically, to promote good

practices in teaching and learning, that support and develop individual students within a

caring learning community in the process of becoming an architect.
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