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Special Volume: De sign Fduc ation: Explorations and Prospe cts for a Be tte r Built Fnvironme

Ashraf M. Salama and Mic hael . Crosbie (ed'm)r'sj

SIUDENTPERCFPIIONS OF THEARCHIIHCTURALDESIGN JURY

Ashraf M. Salama and M. ShenfT H-Attar

Abstract

The jury system is a traditonal architectural leaming
assessment tool Snce the eaidy years of the 20th
century, t hasbeen imponted to schools of archite ¢ ture
throughout the Arab wodd by foreign expatnates and
native scholars educated in the United States and
Fuope. The system hasbeen welldocumented through
the study ofitsevolution, the analysisofitsprocesses, and
also wascrticized heavily in the lterature of the Westem
wond. However, there appearsto be a sever lackof
research and documentaton in this area in the Amab
woid. The puipose ofthispaperisto fil this informational
gap and attempts to answerthe questions of how jury
practices are performed in the context of the Arab
woild and how students perceive the jury system and its
undedying practicesinsuch a context? h an attempt to
answer these questions, a multlayered methodobgy is
depbyed. Hist, to mduct genemalties between the two
contexts (Westem and Arab) an extensve literature
review s conducted on the educational value of
the jury system and the embedded communication
processes. Second, to deduct parttic ulartie s ¢ onc e ming
specific contextsofthe Arab wodd, two empinc alstudies
ar camed out with the intention of investigating jury
practices and student perceptions within the context
of selected cases fom Fgypt and Saudi Arabia. The
understanding and portrayal of the Jury system and its
associated problems contibute to the development of
a setofrecommendationsto improve the pefformance
ofthe Jury and itsacceptability to architec ture students.
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Ihtroduction

The architectural design jury system was -and
still continues to be-a subject of debate over
the past twenty years. Snce the emergence of
the classic alstudy o fKathryn Anthony, published
in Private Reactions to Public Crticism in 1987
and Design Juries on Tial The Renaissance of
the Studio in 1991, the topic has attracted a
considerable number of educators to study,
investigate, and debate itsundedying processes
and outcomes. Analytic aldescriptionsofthe jury
system howevercan be traced back to eatier
wrtingsthatemerged in the late 1970sand eady
1980s (Carhian, 1979 & 1980; Chafee, 1977;
Fgbent, 1980; Kostof, 1977; and Middle ton, 1982).
The se writings point out that the jury system asa
modelforevaluating architecture students was
fist developed as part of arts education and
training, and laterwasadopted n 1795. Thiswas
part of the rtuals that were developed by the
Fench system in the Fcole De s Be aux-Arts in Pans
(School of Fine Atrts). The jury practice started
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as evaluating students projects behind closed
doors, where students were not allowed to be
partt of the evaluation process. This took place
until the beginning of the 19th century when
the Ecole Des Beaus-Arts decided to open up
the system and allow students to be part of the
evaluation process.

During 1800s, the jury tradition was imported to
North American Architectural Fducation since
Furope wasthe modelforthe Americ ans(Kostof,
1977). Most schools of architecture in the US
continued to have one or two “Pans-Tramned
Professors” to make sure that the system is n
place (Eshenck, 1977). & basically encouraged
competition between students that was intense,
and the end results were beautifuly drawn
projects in traditional and classical styles which
were often defensble only on the grounds of
“Good Thste and Intuition.”(Anthony, 1991).
Fvaluation crteria were based on the quality of
presentation and drawings, ignorng many of
the vanables that influence architecturaldesign
(Kostof, 1977; Salama, 1995).

The word jury appears to have negative
connotation as it refers in linguistic terms to “a
group of persons swom to render a verdict or
true answeron a question or questions officially
submitted to them” (AHD, 1994). This goes on
contrary to the true purpose of the assessment
of design projects presented by the students,
which is simply leaming, reflecting, disc oursing
ideas, and ultimately improving students
perdomance. Juries, reviews, crtiques are three
terms used interchangeably in the schools of
arc hite ¢ ture. Remakably, the syste m isthe same,
which isbasic ally the old Be aux-Arts me c hanism
but n a modem vewion. Students present their
completed design work one by one in fiont of

a group of faculty, visiting professionals, their
classmates, and interested passersby. Many
scholars (Anthony, 1987; Dutton, 1987; Salama,
1995; Sara, 2004) agree with the view that fac ulty
crtique each pmject spontaneously without
crteria made clearto the studentswho are asked
to defend theirwork. Although the Gemman and
Swissmodelshave emerged between 1910sand
1930s in Europe to replace the Fench model,
many of the habits, mechanisms and ntuals of
the Fcole De s Be aux-Artscontinued to exist in the
US(Esheric k, 1977), while influe nc ing arc hite ¢ tural
education around the globe.

The jury system has been analyzed and also
crticized heaviy in the lterature, specificaly
within the English speaking wodd. Thisise vide nt in
the amountofpublicationsthathave dedicated
entiely or partly to discussing and debating the
jury practices, getting feedback from those
involved in the jury process, and with the general
aim conceived as improving design leaming
and the mechanism by which students work is
assessed. While the evolution, analysis, c rtic ism
of the jury system is well documented within
the Westem context, a simple investigation on
curent ‘English’ publications reveals a severe
lack of how such an evolutionary process took
place in other parts of the wond, namely the
Arab wodd. Therefore, this paperis developed
in response to this need. In essence, while the
development of Arab architectural education
admitsthat there hasbeen continuousinfluence
of woddwide trends on the educational process
(Salama and Wikinson, 2007), nothing or very
little is documented on the jury system.

The assumption is that the overall educational
system of architecture in the Arab wodd was
bomowed from, or dramatically influenced
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by, that which prevais in the West, but may
have witnessed modifications throughout the
years which changed its characterstics and
its undedying practices. On the basis of this
assumption, this paper attempts to answer the
questions of how jury practices are performed in
the context ofthe Arab wodd and how students
perceive the jury system and its undedying
practicesin such a c onte xt?

In an attempt to answer these questions,
a multlayered methodology is devised. &
encompasses the following three mechanisms:

e Canying out an intensive literature review
of the published lterature with the objectives
of comprehending different appmwmaches to
investigate and discuss jury practices while
shedding light on the educational value of the
Jury system.

* Investigating students reactions to the jury
system and its undedying practices within the
context of the Arab wodd. 'This is based on two
studiesundertaken by the authorsin 1999 and in
2005 respectively.

- The fist was part of a research methods class
offered at Misr Intemational Univewsity-Caio,
Fgypt, where a seres of topics were presented
to student teams and one team selected the
topic of investigating student perxceptions of
the jury system in four majoruniversities in Fgypt.
The team devised a questionnaire based on
identifying a numberofkey issues, and wasable
to receive responses that ranged from 45 to 60
from each ofthe fourunive rsitie s.

- The second was three sessions conducted
in 2005 at the department of architecture at
KFUPM (king Fahd University of Petroleum and

Minerals) with three student groups re pre se nting
different year levels (sophomore, junior, senior).
The sessions were envisoned in response to
several student complaints on the way in which
jures were undertaken by the faculty. Sessions
mnvolved bref discussions on the value of the
juries in architectural education, followed by a
questionnaire distibuted to the attendees of
each session. The questionnaire addressed issues
that pertain to students view of their previous
leaming experences durng the junes, jury
mechanism, jury composition, jury scheduling,
jury dynamics, and theirfeelingsand behaviors.

While the discourse in this paperis qualtative in
nature, it o utlne s the results of imple me nting the
preceding two mechanisms. The significance
of this work lies in the fact that it contrbutes to
the intemational debate whie adding to the
already developed body of knowledge on this
topic, uncovers student perceptions of the jury
system in the Arab wond, and proposesdifferent
scenarosamenable to a more effec tive leaming
process.

On Archite c tural De sign Jurie s: A Tite ra tuxe
Account

I is widely acknowledged that there is a lack
of research on architectural education, design
studio teaching practices, and architectural
designjuries. However,a considerable numberof
valuable wrtings on the arc hite ¢ turaljury syste m
and design review processes have emerged
since the mid eighties. They were mtroduced to
the academic community in architecture and
its alied fields to discuss mernts and dements
of the jury system while explonng its undedying
communication mechanisms and suggesting
possble ways of amelorating cument jury
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practices. The three classical wrtings of Kathryn
Anthony in 1987 and 1991, and Thomas Dutton in
1987 appearto be the mostcited and influential
with a sttong impact on the publications of
others. In essence, all public ations offer insights
toward a better understanding of the leaming
processand of assessing students peformance
thereby deserving some form ofinvestigation.

Atotaloftwenty sixpublic ationson the jury syste m
and design review processes were identified by
the authors. The publications identified include
those that are published in English only. k is
noted that a number of authors who are non-
Fnglish native have published on the subject
both in Englsh and in their native languages.
In this respect, the authors note the work of
Necdet RRymur of Turkey, Dors Kowaltowski
of Brazil, Ashraf Salama of Egypt, and Ahmad
Bakaman and Abdul Aziz Al Mogren of Saudi
Arabia which rlate in different ways to studio
practices, communic ation in studio settings, and
evaluating students pefformance. Their wrtings
are notincluded exceptthose thatare published
in English and on the jury or assessing students
perdformance. Moreover, the publications that
address the jury system in vitualordigital studio s
are not included in the selection. While such
publcations attempt to relate vitual or online
juriesto some aspectsfound in reallife jures, the
typical characternstics of the communication
process in reallfe jurnes are very different.
Therefore, the scope of vitual practices goes
beyond the scope of issues and concems this
paperisraising.

Examining the twenty six publications (see
Appendix 1) reveals three categornes of studies;
a) Students and Faculty Surveys, Questionnaies,
and Obserwations; b) Fxperence Based Case

Studies; and c¢) Experience Based Analysis and
Postional Recommendations. While there are
no clearboundares between the approaches
mvolved in the three categones, they are
proposed for the pumpose of classification
and identification. In this context, it should be
noted that such categornzation is based on the
approachesadopted to nvestigate and develop
arguments on the jury and is not based on the
results orthe findingsofthese approaches.

Students and Faculty Smveys, Questionnaires,
and Obsexvations

This category mvolves different forms of rigoo us
research on the jury system in a specific context.
s major interest lies in getting feedback from
those who are imvolved in the jury pmocess;
either faculty or students, or both. A total of
nine publications can be considered under this
category including the works of Anthony 1987,
1991; Frederckson 1993; Salama 1995; Groatand
Ahrentzen 1996; Wikin 2000; Al-Mogren 2004;
and Gurel and Potthoff, 2006. The example of
studies under this category can be seen in the
woik of Anthony 1987 and 1991. Anthony, in her
article Private Reactionsto Public Criticism (1987)
followed by De sign Jurie sonThal: the Renaissance
of the Studio, reports the results of intensive
mvestigaton on the effectiveness of design
juries. She examines the educational value of
jurie s, both interim and final, how design students
cope with public crticism, and a comparson of
the architecture student “subculture” with that
of otherunive rsity students. Anthony’sappmwach
relies on systematic behavioral observations,
interviews, questionnaires, and diares. Students,
faculty, and alumni in architecture and its
alied fields were integral components of this
apprach.
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Anotherexample of the public ations undedying
this category can be seen in the work of Mark
Paul Federckson (1993) in his article Gender
and Racial Bias in Design Juries. Federckson
study encompasses features lke assessment
of the participation and interaction of varous
patticipantsinthe designjury processthatis, male
and female jurors, male and female students,
and racial minonty students. As well, it identifies
and statistically examines several consistently
biased practicesand proceduresin design jures.
Is findings are developed in order to improve
the nner workings and educational efficacy of
design juriesin arc hitec turaleduc ation.

Experence Based Case Studies

This category encompasses articles developed
by an educator whose concem is to relate the
literature and hivher experience to a specific
case mn a specific context. Five publications
can be considered wunder this category
inc luding the works of Dutton 1987; Jones 1996;
Pamell 2000; Salama 2005; and Iozor 2006. The
investigation of these articles reveals that the
case adopted and linked to the literature canbe
atticulated through one ortwo modes: a) some
conceptual understanding of pedagogical or
communication concepts and this is evident
in the work of Dutton (1987), or b) through a
type of experimentation as evident in the work
of Pamell (2000). The other three articles have
overdaps where the cases presented rely on
pedagogicalorcommunication theoresaswel
asexpernmentation in a studio ora jury process.

Analyzing the work of Dutton (1987) demystifie s
how the case is adopted though conceptual
undewrstanding of pedagogical concepts.
In his article Design and Studio Pedagogy,
Dutton (1987) utilizes the hidden cumniculum

concept to analyze the nature and practices
of the studio while aiguing that there isa rough
comespondence between schoolng and
larger societal practices, where the selection
of knowledge and the ways in which school
social relations are structured to distnbute such
knowledge and are influenced by forms and
practicesofpowerin society. On the otherhand,
the mvestigation of the work of Pamel (2000)
revealshow the case isadopted and presented
through some form of expermentation. In her
atticle The Student-led ‘Crit’ as a leaming
Device, Pamell (2000) develops a student-led
review (in the form of'sessions) asanexperimental
methodology that mvolves two reviews run by
the students. She attemptsto getfeedbackfrom
both students and staff after conducting such
expermentation.

Experence Based Analysis and Positional
Recommendations

This category includes articles that represent
the position of their authors. While those articles
do not mvolve any form of research (neither
studenty/faculty surveys nor case studies),
they offer cntical analyses and positional
recommendations based on experencing jury
practices eitheras a student oran educator. A
total of nine articles can be considered under
thiscategory inc luding the works of Frederckson
1993; Willenbmo ck 1991; Ahrentzen and Anthony
1993; Vowles 2000; Farivarshadn 2001; Koch et al
2002; Anthony 2002; Camemwn 2003; and Sara
2004.

An example of articlesunderthiscategory is the
work of Wilenbrock (1991) in An Undergraduate
Voice in Architectural Education. Wilenbrwock
descrbes the jury review system as a tool of
oppression and outlnes her experences as an

Arc hne t-DAR, IntemationalJoumalof Arc hitec tural Research - Volume 4 - ksues 2-3 - July and November2010 .



Stude nt Perceptionsofthe Arc hite ¢ tural De sign Jury

179

ASHRAFM. SATAMA AND M. SHERIFT H.ATIAR .

undergraduate student, how she gotenmwled n
arc hite c ture, and the practicesshe experenced
in leaming design in the studio. Her appmwach
is to offer reflection and crtique on studio
teaching practices through experencing them.
Anotherexample of the public ations undedying
thiscategory can be seen in the workof Rachel
Sara (2004) in her article The Review Process.
In positive terms Sara’s work appears to be
optimistic and offers a guide that is aimed at
design studio faculty and visiting crtic s mvolved
in review/jury processes. Whie highlighting
inherent opportunities and potential problems
ofthe established jury model, she offersa varnety
oftipsand concrete examplesin an attempt to
offer altemative approaches to the typical jury
process.

In sum, based on the preceding analysis four
aspects in the literature developed on design
juiescanbe infened asoutlned below:

e Three publications were not classified under
one ofthe preceding categoresastheycrossthe
boundaresbetween them;those are ofDoidge,
Sara, and Pamell (2000), Salama and Wiknson
(2007), and Webster (2007). The work presented
in these publications overdaps between the
categones of experence based case studies
and experence based analysis and positional
recommendations(see Appendix 1).

® De spite the varetyofappmwachesto investigate,
address, or develop recommendations, the
aim of all publications is to offer panacea to
the cunent ills of the jury system, and ultimately
improving the teaching/leaming processes of
design.

e While the appmach to investigate the overal
jury practice based on ngomwus research and

getting faculty and students feedback appears
to be more convincing as it relies on figures
and some statistics, the other two appmwaches
are important in providing crtical discussions
and valuable recommendations for impro ving
the jury system eitherbased on case study and
expermentation, orjust previousexperence.

® Strikingly, out ofthe twe nty six public a tions only
three publcations are wrtten by Arab authors
(Salama, 1995; AFMogren 2004; and Salama,
2005). While they are based on the literature
developed by Westem authors, they attempt
to contextualize some aspects of evaluating
students’ performance and jury practices in the
Arab wodd. $till, thisin e ssenc e, supportsthe initial
assumption of this paper—the lack of studies on
this to pic within the Arab word.

The Fducational Value of Archite ctural
Design Juries

In discussing the jury system the important
beginning would be to address its purposes,
objectives, and educational values. Several
studies attempted to answer these questions
(Anthony, 1987 and 1991; Graham, 2003; Iozor,
2006; Sara, 2004). In generalterms, they allagree
on certain charactenstics that should represent
a paradigm of educational values for any jury
process.

The main educational value of the jury system
lies n enabling students to acquire effective
knowledge of solving architectural or utban
problems whie offering them sufficient
framework of guidance, either to complete
their projects and that is the case of nterim
juries, orto considersuch a knowledge in future
projects and that is the case of the final jures.
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Anthony (1987) argues, and rghtly so, that the
jury system should be seen asa toolthat fosters
the refnement of the leaming processaswellas
in measurng the acquisition and applcation of
knowledge (Anthony, 1987). The educational
value of the jury system hasa central position in
the leaming process (Salama, 1995). However,
it has been heavily crticized on many grounds.
Many students feel that they have not leamed
much from any juror comments, they state that
they cannot remember anything about their
colleagues pmwjects that are presented before
oraftertheirown due to exhaustion, nervousness,
and wonying about ther performance and
grades (Anthony, 1991; Graham, 2003).

In 1993 at Harward University, a mund table
discussion wasoiganized to debate the purpose
of the jury and to whom it should be diected
towards (Dinot et. al 1993). In these debates,
patticipating facully members agreed that
the purpose of the jury should not be to pass
judgment on the students or to evaluate their
design work. In essence, they perceived the
jury system as an opportunity for developing
theoretical discourses forideas to thrive utilizing
the work of students as a catalyst for disc ussion
(Dinotet. al 1993). While thismay seem to be the
idealsituation, the mundtable disc ussion re sulted
in rec ognizing the diffe rent viewpointsofstudents
and faculty asto how the jury me c hanism works.
Some jurors find the discourse fascinating and
the discussionisbetweenjurorsand “the students
didn’t know what the hell was going on, it was
entire ly uninte re sting to them (Dinotetal 1993:2-
15). Conversely, juries that appearinteresting to
the students seem to be borng to jurors. In fact,
one can inferfrom literature and from Harvard’s
roundtable discussions two important points,
the fist is that there exists a misundestanding

in terms of how educators and students see the
educationalvalue ofthe jury system,and second,
such a misundestanding ihibits an effective
communic ation durnng the jury process.

Arguably and in optimistic terms, the aim of
the jury system as an educational tool can be
exemplified by the following fourpurposes:

* Introduc e construc tive critic ism o fthe students’
designs, drawing the student's attention to the
prosand consofhivherdesign.

* Povide general instruction on crtical design
issues that pertain to the students projectsunder
evaluation.

e Initiate scholady dialogue, seminarlke
exchange between faculty members, faculty
membersand students, and among the students
themselves.

* Measuring the degree to which a student was
able to acquire and apply knowledge in the form
ofa design solution in response to a hypothetical
orreallife architecturalorutban problem.

Notably, these pumposes ntend to further the
student's intellectual growth. However, the
literature points out to the fact that typical
jury practices in many schools of archite ¢ ture
worddwide were not able to address these
pumposesefficientlyand effectively(See Appendix
1). In this context, two aspects appear behind
the shortcomings ofjury practices which impact
itsintended educationalvalue, the fist relates to
the jury set-up itself while the second concems
itse If with the jurorattitude s. Anthony, 1991; Boyer
and Mitgang, 1996; Sara, 2004; and Wikins, 2000
allargue thatthe physicalseating amangements
of the jury indicates that the students work is
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on tral as they often present before ows of
juors. Such a setting as indicated by Boyer
and Mitgang (1996) encourages the view of
jurors as attackers and students as defenders,
and this in itself can bring out the worst in both
jurors and students where, as Sara (2004) states,
a defensive attitude tends to lead to further
attacks. These two aspectsare coupled with the
subje c tivity inhernted in any judgmental process
and in the absence of clear measurements for
evaliating students performance. Therefore, it
is not surprising that the cument established jury
practice isnot as valuable as educators would
like to think.

Surveying Architecture Students by
Architecture Students: Key Jury Related
Concems Investigated in Four Ezyptian
Univesitie s

Aspartofan undergraduate research methods
class offered mm 1999 at Misr Intemational
Unive sity-Fgypt, after delivering the necessary
lectures, students implement the knowledge
they have gained in a research assignment. A
seriesoftopics were presented to student teams
and one team selected the topic ofinve stigating
student perceptions of the jury system in four
majorunive rsitie sin Fgypt. The team devised and
developed a questionnaire based on identifying
a numberof key issues and with the facilitation
of the instructors; the authors of this paper. The
team received responsesthatranged from 45 to
60 fiom each of the four univesities; theirs was
notone ofthem in orderto reach relable results
and also due the sensitivity of the issues involved
asfelt by the students.

Notably, students were free in identifying the key
issues but with some direction of the mstruc tors.

Strikingly, the issues they have identified express
their deep concems. Although students own
school was not included as part of the survey,
what they were interested to investigate may
reflect to a great degree the jury practices
undertaken in their school Iksues identified by
the studentscanbe outlined aslisted below:

® Jury composition and who should be partof
the jury process: instruc tors/ tuto rs and studio
leaderora mixofjurorsthatinclude extemal
examiners.

¢ Disc ussion preferenc es during the jury and
whetherstudentsprefera dialogue and
feedbackontheirpmjectsorjust preferto
receive a finalgrade. Eshould be noted that
the practice of conducting the juresbehind
closed doormsstill prevaisin many schoolsof
architecture n Egypt fora numberofreasons,
mo st importantis the studentsnumbersand the
time c onstraints.

* Adherence to programmatic require ments
and itsimpacton jury disc ussions and students
grades.

* How studentsappmwach theirdesign toward
the finaljury, whom they want to satisfy, the
studio leaderortheirown thinking.

* Peferenceson finalgrading policy: a holistic
grading on the overallprjectoran announced
itemized grading based on different project
elements (precedent studies; program analysis;
massand contextualplan; flborplans; facades
and imaging; perspective oraxonome tric
drawings; and the overall presentation).

* The impactofpersonalimpressions and
appreciation on students grades.
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® The impact of utilizing impressive presentation
techniqueson the finalgrades, mespective of
the design conceptsand the ideasinvolved.

The student team surveyed their colleagues
and responses received were from Ain Shams
Univesity, Al Azhar University, Camo Unive sity,
and Helwan University. All are located in Caio,
Fgypt and have well established architectural
programs with large student population that
exceeded 1150 in totalatthe time ofconduc ting
this survey. The numberof respondents was 209
fro m the fourunive rsitie s. The studentteam stated
in the final report that theirr colleagues were
interested in the study and wanted to voice their
opinions and express theirviews diigently on the
jury practicesattheirrespective programs. Table
(1) flustrate ssummaryofpercentagesofstudents
responses to the key issues nvolved in the study
based on simple frequency procedure.

Discussion of Majorof Findings

The overall results indicate similanties between
the four univemities. As wel, they indicate
conmespondence of the students perception of
jury prac tic es in tho se unive rsitie s with that whic h
is found in previous studies n Westem c onte xts.
Nonetheless,new pattemsofaverage responses
emerged based on the key issuesexplored.

In generaltems, students preferthe mvolve ment
of extemal examiners and jurors (88.62%). Many
of them commented that they want the jury
process to be more objective and that the
presence of extemaljurors will help achieve this.
This result comesponds with another alamming
figure where over 90% of the students believe
that personal appreciation and impressions has
a stong impact on the final grades. Therefore,
it can be argued that the fact that subjec tivity

and personal interest are considerable parts of
the jury handicaps the overallleaming process.
While personal appreciation may benefit some
students, it has severe negative impacts on the
majorty ofthe students. k appearsthatthiscase
is more dramatic at the level of two individual
unive rsitie s. Fvery single student responded from
Ain Shams and Helwan Universities believe that
personalappealinfluencesthe finalgrade ofthe
pmwject.

The majonty of students (92%) prefer having an
opportunity to receive feedback and defend
their projects over only receiving a final grade.
In essence, this indicates a need to engage in
discussion about their projects. I also indicates
that the students admit the valdity of the jury
system aspartoftheirleaming. The authors note
in this context that the practice of conducting
the juries behind closed doors still prevais n
many univesities in Fgypt except in the finalor
senior design thesis. The typical claim by faculty
ordepartmentchamsisthatitisa time ¢ o nsuming
proc e ss—disc ussing stud e nts’ proje ¢ tsindivid ua lly
due to the large student population. But, such
a case becomes completely unfair, when only
a sample of students is alowed to discuss and
defend therrprojectsbutothersare not.

Whie only 11.6% of the students responded
believe that emulating the style of studio leader
and tutorsand reflec ting theirinte re stisthe drver
for developing their design ideas in order to
guarantee good final grades, the majorty does
not believe so. 74.42% of students responded
believe that they attempt to address the style
and interest of the instruc tors while at the same
time integrating it into their own understanding
and interpretation of the design problem,
the nature of the pmwject, and the overal
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require ments. On the otherhand, approximately
60% o fthe studentspreferhaving an announced
grading polcy on different project elements
including the presentation itself. In this regam,
one would argue that this will minimize the level
of subjectivity mvolved in making judgments
aboutstudents projects.

The majority of students beleve that the
adherence to prgrammatic requirements
eitherthat which isdelivered to them aspartof
the prjectoutline re quire ments, orthat which is
developed during the studio process has some
type ofimpacton jurorsand the grades, 43.37%
high impact, 39.57% average impact, and
11.61 low impact. On the other hand, 71.72%
of the students believe that utiizing impre ssive
presentation techniques has a strong impact
on the final grades imespective of the design
concepts and ideas. These two results may
seem contradicting since the adherence to
programmatic requirements as a statement
contradicts with the statement that utilizing
impressive presentation tec hniqueshasa strong
impact on the final grades mespective of the
design concepts and ideas. kisexpected that
if the average responses of one of the two
statements is high then the responses to the
otherwould be low, which isnot the case.

Analysis and Disc ussion of Student
Perceptions of Jury Pactices at KFUPM in
2005

Three sessions were conducted in 2005 at
KFUPM-Dhahran, KSA, with the three gmups
representing different yearlevels. These sessions
were envisoned in response to several students
complaints on the way in which jures were
undertaken by the faculty. Sessions involved

bref discussions on the value of the junes
in architectural education, folowed by a
questionnaire distibuted to students attendees
of each session; (16 sophomore students, 12
junior students, and 10 senior students). The
questionnaire addressed issues that pertain to
stud e nts’ vie w o fthe irp re vio use xp e rie nc e sd uring
the junes, jury me chanism, jury c omposition, jury
sc heduling, and jury dynamics.

Jury Ieaming Fxperence

Students were given a list of skil and knowledge
related statements and were asked to selectal
thatapply to them based on theirexperence in
both finaland inte im jures. Moreover, they were
asked to add any additional skills they feel they
have gained out of theirr leaming experence
within the juries.

Te total responses of students ilustrate that
“development and imprmvement of verbal
presentation skils” appear to be the most
important part of theirexpenence in the finaljures
asit was selected by the majonty, while “c rtic ism
and assessment of architectural projects seems to
be the most mportant patt of theirleaming in the
interm juries.” Iooking at each group of students
the same skills apply where consistency among
stud e ntsre sp o nse se xist. Ho we ve r, thre e typ e so fskills
appearto be competing forsophomore students
in the interim jurie s, these include in addition to the
preceding two skills “satisfying the jury membersby
balancing the issuesthey mttoduce in theirprject
presentations.” (Tablk 2).

Whie “development and impmovement of
conversational skills” appears to be the second
important part of student leaming experence
in the final juries, it does seem so in the interim
juries. “Note-taking skills” appearsto be the least
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Skills students feel they were part of their jury Final Juries Interim Juries

learning experience 50 Ju SE TO RA 50 Ju SE 10 RA
Criticism and assessment of architectural projects 8 6 7 21 3 13 9 8 23 1
Development and improvement of your note- 3 2 0 5 & 4 5 4 13 5
taking skills

Development and improvement of your verbal n n ¥ 31 1 '3 T I3 19 T
presentation skills

Development and improvement of your 10 7 & 23 2 5 5 [ 16 4
conversational skills

Satisfying your studio faculty by focusing on 7 7 4 18 4 4 3 7 17 3
issues of interest to him/her/them

Satisfying the jury members by balancing your [ 4 13 16 5 5 5 16 4
emphasis on the issues you introduce

Others: presentational layout, overcome 3 3 0 3 7 1 2 0 3 &
frustration, playing w/words, and organize

thoughts

Note: SO = Sophomore. JU = Junior. SE = Senior, TO = Total. and RA = Ranking

Table 2: Students perceptionsoftheirleaming experience in finaland interim juries. (Source: Authors).

importantpartofstudents leaming asitisseenin
the mankorderperformed on the totalresponses
for both final and interm jures (Table 2). As
well thisis cleady evident in the senior students
responses. On the other hand, “satisfying studio
faculty by focusing on issues of interest to them”
seemsto occupyanaverage position across the
responses.

The preceding results indicate that students
recognize that there is a high value of the
jures and that their leaming experence was
satisfactory in general termms. It is the position of
the authorsthatthe skillsselected by the majority
ofthe studentsseem logicaland wasexpected.
However, as part of students reactions on their
leaming experence negative aspects emeige

where some studentsstated thatfocusing on the
presentation layout is more important to them
than any other skills to attract the attention of
the jurors while others mentioned thataspartof
theirexperence theyleamed to play with words
to impress the jurors. Overcoming frustration
was mentioned by three senior students as
they stated sometimes in the interim juries that
continuous misunderstanding exists between
them, studio faculty, and when there are visiting
jurors attending.

Jury Composition, Mechanism, and Sche duling
When students were asked about the
composition of the jury, about 50% seem
to prefer that it mvolves their studio faculty,
other design faculty, and visiting professional
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Jury Composition SO Ju SE T0
Only studio facully 5 0 0 &
Studio focully and other design facully in the college/depariment 0 1 2 3
Studio lacully and visiling praclicing archilecls 1 4 2 7
All (studio faculty, other design facully, and visiting practicing architecis) 7 5 [3 18
Other (Please state) 2 1 0 3
Jury Mechanism 50 u SE 10
Jury members critiquing students projects publicly 2 7 8 17
Jury members critiquing studentis projects individually (behind closed doors) 9 2 1 13
Jury members critiquing students projects without students presence at all (behind 4 3 1 8
closed doors)

Others (please slale) 1 0 0 1
Jury Scheduling SO Ju SE 10
The jury is conducted on the same day of project submission 0 0 0 0
The jury is conducted in the studio session thal follows that day of the project of 14 L 9 32
submission

The jury is conducled a week afler the project submission 2 3 1 L]

Note: SO = Sophomere, JU = Junior, SE = Senior, TO = Total

Table 3: Students’ perceptions ofjury composition, mec hanism, and sc heduling. (Source: Authors).

architects. Reasons for this preference were
expressed in statements like these “having a
more vibrant dialogue,” and “having multiple
view points and mputs.” Some students stated
that extemal critic s bring different perspectives
and appracheson how they lookata project
and thiswillhelp in undestanding whataspects
should be considered in future prjects. In fact,
these responses reflect a general awareness
of what the jury composition can add to their
leaming experience. This comesponds with the
re sults of inve stigating jury practices in the four
schoolsin Egypt.

Notably, those who prefer the involvement of
“only studio faculty” are mainly sophomore
students who feel that outsiders do not know

muc haboutwhatthe projectisabout,the nature
ofthe assignment—theycome unprepared and
thusaddressissuesthatgo beyond the scope of
the theirpmwjects underassessment.

A considerable numberof students (17) prefer
to have jury members crtiquing theirr work
publicly. The reason they stated isthatitoffersa
good opportunity in terms of speaking in public
and leaming how to communicate effectively.
However, a smaller number of students (13)
prefer to have the jury members critiquing
their projects individually behind closed doors
stating that it causes public stress and that the
ambientnoise may disturb the student(Table 3).
Students who do not preferto be present atall
in assessing theirwork stated that theirconcem
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isthatitrepresentsa situation ofembamassment
if their projects are not up to the standards
expected thatthey do notknow cleary.

One of the strking results is that none of the
students preferto have theirjuries on the same
day of project submission as they stated there
isalwaysa need to refresh afterhard work and
not slkeeping for several nights preceding the
submission. On the other hand, there appears
to be a reasonable consensus on the need to
conductthe jury two orthree daysafterthe day
of submission stating that if such a period from
the day of submission got longer the degree
of enthusiasm in presenting their projects
decreasesdramatically (Table 3).

Jury Dynamics—Selected Paradoxical Aspects
A numberofimporntant issuesrelated to the jury
process were selected to understand students’
perceptions including the format of receiving
cuticism, the time given to them to present
theirr projects, the design issues emphasized
during the jury versus the ones emphasized
during the semester, and the general mode of
communic ation among the jury members.

Regarding the format of receiving criticism they
have experienced, the majorty of the students
(30 out of 38) stated that the common type
of receiving crticism on their projects is oral
and that they have rarly received it in wrting.
Studentsstated theirconcem regarding the form
of criticism they receive during and afterthe jury,
emphasizing the fact that feedback on their
projects should be offered in writing in order to
maximize leaming opportunities the jury process
may offer whether to advance the pmwject
through interim jures, or to capitalize on their
leaming forfuture projects through finaljures.

Over 50% of the students (20 out of 38) feel
they are given enough time to present their
work and that this time is typically armund
10 minutes. However, more than 70% of the
students stated that they are either interrupted
by jurors’ questions while they are in the middle
of their presentations, and in some cases they
are notgiven sufficient o pportunity to comple te
their presentations, orgo into a conversational
mode beyond the scope oftheirprojects. Some
studentscommented thatthiscreatesa chaotic
tense situation. This comesponds to the work
of Frederckson (1990), when he argues that a
typical statement is often heard immediately
afterthe jures “Iwish the jury had enough time
to sit and listen to me, IThave prepared thingsto
say,itisreally frustrating... Ineeded extra time to
have thingsexplained differently and cleady.”

The majorty of the students (75%) agreed
that design and pmojects pronties are
changed during the jury process from what
was intended and emphasized during studio
instruc tion, commenting that this contrbutes
to a continuous misundestanding of what the
pmojectintentions were, and what aspectsthey
should have placed emphasisupon, orwhether
there were true leaming outcomes expected.
Some students commented that this sometimes
create a lack trust between them and the
studio faculty who they expect to run the jury
based on aspectskeptemphasized throughout
the project process. In essence, thisresult leads
to the argument that the change of design
priortiesmaylead to an anxious, defensive, and
potentially hostile attitude toward the jurors.

While studentshave notexplicitly stated alltheir
concems, in discussing some jury dynamics
during the sessions, a common scene in jury
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settings can be dernved, that is—juro s show in-
atte ntive ne ssd uring the pre se nta tio nse xp re ssing
boredom and monotony and naturally students
feelembamassed and humiliated while sho wing
the need for a better attention. While such a
feeling ofboredom hinders the communication
process between jurows, it has a negative
impact on students. In this process, repetition
and discussion of imelevant issues become
dominant and thereby depleting the vigor of
the jurors and the students presenting.

Asking the students about what they have
sensed as a general mode among the jury
members, more negative issues are emeiged
where 33% mentioned that there is always
a contradiction among all members of the
jury, while 55% mentioned that a competitive
scene is what characterize the discussion and
intervention of jurors in the delivery of their
citic ism and viewpoints. Only few students 16 %
stated thatthere ishamony and understanding
among juros. This finding conmesponds with the
literature Anthony (1987), Frederckson (1990),
and Sara (2004) when they agree that jurors
come to the juries with hidden agendas and
that by some jurors, the jury is seen as a forum
in which to set forth a certain ideological or
phiosophicalappmachto designorto respond
to previous statements made by other fellow
jurors at otherjures

In essence, findings suggest that there is as
a misuse or abuse of the jury system itself.
k is argued that flattery and showing-off
to attending high administration figures or
prominent visitng architects is an important
factorthat often sets educational goals aside,
In fact, thisdiverts the jury from one ofitsprimary
purposes, to educate and enlighten students

based on their articulation of responses to
design problems. Another important aspect is
that there is always a tendency to undervalue
those with different view points from their own.
In making judgments about students projects
thismay lead to distorted views about students’
performance and in terms of their actual and
potentialaptitudes. Asthe result, many students
are unfavorably affected by the existence of
personal matters among the jurrs. Students
mightbe the victimsofsuchold and unresolved
conflct where a juror can address several
criticisms to another juror through the student
and hivherwork

While the preceding discussion of some aspects
of jury dynamics may appear negative or
pessimistic asit presents worst-case scenarios, it
provides a base for openly discussing some of
the ntuals as educators keep repeating them
unconsciously. As well, the discussion suggests
that there are many feelings and attitudes
mvolved in the communication process
including defensiveness; hostility; anxiety; fear
of failure; conflicts of ideas; emotional tension;
frustration; boredom; embamassment; and
humiliation, to name a few. Whie some may
argue that the resolution to these negative
aspects involves very basic concepts such as
respect, reciprocity, sensitivity to others, etc.
imple menting such conceptsin jury settingsthat
are amenable to responsive leaming process,
remains a challenge.

Conclusions

The architectural jury system as a traditional
educational ritual started in the Fench “Ecole
Des Beaux-Ants” as a part of an evaluation
process that continued to evolve as both an
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assessment and leaming tool During the 19th
century, thiseduc ationaltradition wasimported
to North Amerncan schools of architecture
and later to the Arab wodd starting in Egypt.
Eventually, by mid 20th century the same jury
practiceswere adopted byfacultyand teaching
staff in all schools of architecture in the region
through theirEBuropean arc hite c turale duc ation.
Overthe past thity years, architec tural schools
throughout Saudi Arabia and Gulf States, took
on the practice through Arab and foreign
expatriates in addition to native scholars who
were typically educated in the United Statesor
otherEuropean countres.

kisgenerallyagreed thatthe juryissupposed to
further and enhance the student’s intellectual
gro wththroughc o nstruc tive c ritic ism tha te larifie s
the pros and cons of the students design and
expand on the crticaldesign issues that pertain
to the prject in question, in addition to the
evaluation of how much knowledge hasbeen
acquired and how successful it was applied in
the proposed design scheme. All such ac tivitie s
should be undertaken in an envinnment that
faciltates communicating and exchanging
scholardy thoughts and knowledge between
faculty members and students.

Based on an extensive literature review on the
educational value of the jury system and the
embedded communication processes and
two empiical studies presented on student
perceptions of jury practices, simiar problems
have been identified acrss all the domains of
investigation. Most of the problems that have
been reported by the students stem from the
communication aspectsthatbring the students
and the jurorsin ¢ o nflic tthatmainly arise from the
rules that organize and controlthe relationships

betweenthe studentsand jurors. Otherproblems
stem from the educational program that does
not cover aspects such as presentation skills
and verbalexpression, while the majorty is juror
related problemssuch ashamonybetween the
jury members, subje c tivity, and mo tiva tion.

Classifying the problems,theycanbe se en within
three categores that relate to envionmental
setting, the juror, and the student.

¢ The setting of the architectural design jury
suggests an offensive inquiry ending with
judgment and grades on behalf of the jurors,
and a case (ie., pmoject) presentation and
defensive responseson behalf ofthe students.

® Jurors are the main source of the jury system
problems primarly because of their subje c tivity
and professional ethics. This can be further
outlned asfollows:

o Subjectivity of the jurors can be attrbuted to
personalpreferencesdue to understanding and
experience incertain domains and weakne ssin
other. This contributes to problems such as a)
lack of transparency in grading; b) changing
priorties during presentation; c¢) fixation on
certain design issues while ovesimplifying
or ignorng major design issues, thus leading
to boring and repeated discussions; and d)
weakness towards strong presentation versus
commitment to design standardsand program
e q uire me nts.

o Professional ethics related problems can be
attrbuted to the mability to separate judgment
from e mo tio ns. Thisc ontnbute sto proble mssuc h
as: a) personal appeal influences; b) hidden
agendas between jurors; ¢) cruelty and hash
comments;and d) showing offto impresscertain
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audience whetherstudents orotherjurors.

® Students are mainly overconcemed with fair
treatment since they call for scheduling their
presentation after they have rested, to know
in advance the crteria of their evaluation, to
have sufficient time fortheirpresentation, to be
given sufficient opportunities to articulate and
defend their viewpoints, and to have a clear
and concise feedback that is recorded while
being amenable to imple mentation.

Most of the preceding problems can be
eliminated through scenarosthat may include:

e T educate the educators about the true
reasons behind the jury evaluation system
whic h should be concemed with educ ating the
student and faidy assessing theirperformance.
e B wrte down the crtera of evaluation and
the set of ground rules that the jurors and the
students should abide by.

e weakenorevenremove the grading power
of extemal jurors, such that the educational
valuesofthe jury may increase.

The authors beleve that the jury system
should continue to evolve and that these
brief scenarios should be taken serously and
be further developed into frameworks for
jury practices amenable to expermentation,
testing, improvement. In essence, architectural
education should not adopt educational tools
developed in the past and not equipped to
face the practical realties of contemporary
leaming, assessment, communication, and
design discourse. While addressing the unique
pecularntiesofeachpmwjectand yearlevel, such
frameworks need to emerge from the specfifics
ofa schoolofarchitecture, its studentsbody, its
faculty profile, and its overall c o nte xt.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratures Addressed in the Iiterature on Architectural Design Juries as Part ofDesign‘
Studio R aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

® Reports the resultsofresearch about the effectiveness of design juries in arc hitec turaleduc ation,

e Thisresearch examines the educationalvalue of juries, both interim and final, how design students cope with public
criticism, and a comparison of the archite c ture student “subculture” with that of other students.

* Two phasesare involved: The first: relied on systematic behavioral observations, inte rviews, que stionnaires,
and diares. Students, faculty, and alumniin architec ture, utban planning, landscape architec ture, and outside
envimnmentaldesign participated in the research. Phase lisa follow-up study of otherschools, based on
questionnaires of arc hite c ture faculty at the CranbrwokTeachers Seminar.

* Implications of these findings are discussed, and suggestions forimproving design juries are offered.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.

Major Approaches - Features

o Utilize s the hidden curic ulum conceptto analyze the nature and practicesof the studio

e Offers an argument that there isa rorugh comespondence between schooling and largersocietal
practices, where the selection of knowledge and the waysin which schoolsocialrelations are
struc tured to distribute such knowledge, are influenced by forms and practicesof powerin society.

¢ The authorattempts in expermenting with a transformative pedagogy forthe design studio,
endeavoring to set up the conditions to investigate not only the many issues of design, but the nature
of design education itseIf.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based case studies.

Major Approaches - Features

* Assessesimpedimentsin communication between different parties nvolved in the jury system.

® Anatomy ofthe communication problems during the juries and the attitudes, feelings, and behaviors involved.
® Methodologyisnotclear,butappearsto be based on some form of observation.

® Could be considered underthe category ofexperience based analysisand positionalrecommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

* Developed based on the eadierinte nsive inve stigation (1987)

* Introduces guidelines and checKklists that are based on extensive research with systematic observations and
videotape recordings ofjuries, diaries of design students, and interviews and surveys of students, educators and
practitionersconducted during a seven yearperiod.

* Interviews feature leading architectural, landscape, and interiordesignersincluding name architec ts.

e Introducesrecommendationsthataim at empowering students to take bettercontroloftheirperformance at juries
and in studios through an amay of self management skills, inc luding : time management, public speaking,
negotiating, preparng effective graphics, and handling studio stress.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratuwres Addressed in the Iiterature on Architectural Design Junies as Paxt of Design
Studio B aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

® Qutlines the experiencesofan undergraduate student, how she gotenmwlled in architec ture, and the practices she
experienced in leaming design in the studio.

e Offersreflection and critique on studio teaching practices.

® Descrbesthe jury review system asa toolofoppression.

® Could be considered underthe category ofexperience based analysisand positionalrecommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

* Assessesthe participation and interaction of various participants in the design jury process, thatis, male and female
jurors, male and female students, and racial minority students.

¢ Identifies and statistic ally examines severalconsistently biased practices and proceduresin design juries.

¢ The findings are distilled from one portion of an ongoing comprehensive investigation of the innerworkings and
educationalefficacy of design juries in arc hitec turaleduc ation.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.

Major Approaches - Features

* Based oneducationalresearch and theory, it assumes that male and female unive rsity students are treated
differently and that thisneedsto be investigated in architec turaleducation

e Arguesthatarchitecturaleducators must examie whethertheirteaching practicesand pedagogy are similary
gendered.

¢ Identifie s situations in which gendered practicesoccurin design studios and juries.

* Suggests waysin which we can restruc ture oureducationalpracticesto provide enhanced opportunities forboth
women and men.

® Could be considered underthe category ofexperience based analysis and positionalrecommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

* Partof an intensive study on studio teaching practices.

® Qutlines a criticism against traditonalapproachesto studio teaching and jury practices.

* Presents a wide range of mnovative conceptsand practicalideas forteaching architecturaldesign.

* Based on surveysofover75 design instruc tors from 28 schools of arc hitec ture, it explores different aspec ts of studio
teaching and whatimpactthey have on the attitudes, skills, methods, and toolsof architec ts.

* Offersa comparative analysisof contemporary trends that are committed to shaping and identifying studio
objectives and processes.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratuwres Addressed in the Iiterature on Architectural Design Junies as Paxt of Design
Studio B aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

® Describes the history of instituting the crit and the ways in which its use has changed in the last 150 years

e Utilize s the context of a British schoolofarchitecture and both contemporary and earierresearch examples to
suppott the hypothesisthatthese changeshave contibuted to the cument atmosphere ofdoubtin which the critisheld.

® Supportsthe callfora review of arc hitec turaleduc ation methods, whilst stre ssing that the nature and flaws of the
existing process must first be recognized.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based case studies.

Major Approaches - Features

® Arguesthat the field of arc hitec ture must engage diversity in two sensesof the word simultane o usly:
both in terms ofitsdemographic composition and in terms of the substantive domain of arc hite c ture.

® Surveys 650 students at six diffe rent arc hite ¢ ture schools.

* Investigates the waysin which both the content and the form of architecturaleduc ation might
impede orsupport the progressof women and minority students, with emphasis places upon three
aspectsofthe “hidden c umic ulum”: studio pedagogy; socialdynamics; and ideals and expectations.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.

Major Approaches - Features

® Arguesthat the crit, review orjury isa comerstone of architecturaleduc ation around the word.

e Offers critic al state ments that pertain to jury practice and how in most cases many students view it as ho stile
confrontation —an ego trip forstaff and humiliation forthem.

* Offers guidesto students through thisacademic minefield.

e Offersadvices and suggestionsfortutorson how to modela critaround a broad range ofleaming stylesto ensure
that the processisconstructive and beneficialforall arc hitec ture and design scholars.

* Prepares students to build more creative relationships with c lients and users across the ind ustry.

® Could be considered underthe categoriesofexperience based case studiesand experience based analysisand
positional recommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

® Arguesthat the traditionalcritof review isunderexplored resource forthe developmentofa considerable number
of skills inc luding team work and ¢ o mmunic ation skills.

* Developsa student-led review (in the form of sessions) asan experimental methodology that nvolvestwo reviews
run by the students.

* Fncompassesfeedbackand evaluation ac tivitie s.

® Could be considered underthe categoryofexperience based case studies.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratures Addressed in the literatire on Architectunal Design Juries as Pait of Design
Studio B aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

® Arguesthatthe critorpmjectreview isa from of teaching and that its c o ntinuity suggests thatit hasbeen a
successfulmode of knowledge and skills transmissio n.

* Based onfeedbackreceived from both faculty and students involving a questionnaire, they were asked to state
the ir vie ws.

* Adoptsa group discussion asan additonalmechanism to get faculty feedback

* Reportson the result of the investigation and develops arguments underthe headingsofthe review processas
a leaming opportunity, the organization and setting of the review, client and userrelated issues, and students’
patticipation in the review process.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.

Major Approaches - Features

* Mapsoutthe peculiarand contradictory tradition of the crit.

® Arguesthat the review processisinherently socialand can function asa vehicle forsocially produced meanings.
* Introduces the authors position asan architect and educator.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based analysis and positionalrecommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

* Introducescrticalpedagogy as mechanism underwhich studentsare capable of taking theirre sponsibilities as
future professionals.

e Critically analyzes the pedagogicaldimension of ntroductory design education

e While emphasisisnot placed on the juries, some aspectsofwaysin which students workisevaluated are involved.

* ntroducesa framework fora student-centered introduc tory design education.

® Could be considered underthe category ofexperience based analysisand positionalrecommendations.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratures Addressed in the Iiterature on Archite ctural Design Junies as Paxt of Design
Studio R aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

e Partofa largerstudy on analyzing the studio culture

e Studio teaching practices are critic ally analyzed, critiqued

® Anumberofvisions and valuesthe form the backbone of architecturaleducation are conceptualized.

* Arguesthatcrtiques are leaming experiencesnottarget practice while introducing a cultural shift in terms of
viewing the jury where its ole should be to celebrate student workaswellasbenc hmarks for growth.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based analysis and positionalrecommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

® Reviews literature about the need fordiversity in schools of arc hitec ture and provides statistic s doc umenting the
relative lack of divemsity, especially among architec turaleducators.

® Stre sse s the need to go beyond affiative action requirementsin orderto promote a climate that values
differences and manages dive rsity.

* Proposesstrategies such as writing a diversity plan, re struc turing the design evaluation process, and revising the
arc hite ¢ tural ¢ urric ulum.

* Suggests mentoring and cross-training programs, more-flexible work e nvironme nts, e xit inte rvie ws, and public
outreach asways to promote diversity in arc hitec turalschools.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based analysis and positionalrecommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

® Disc usse s the review processasa forum forpresenting and assessing student design projects.

® Relies heavily on reviewing the literature while atthe same time relate the literature to personalexperiences at the
univesity of Canberra.

* Relate architecturaldesign juries to the experiencesofdesign and fine arts disciplines which often employ practices
similarto that of the jury.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based analysis and positionalrecommendations.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratures Addressed in the literatire on Architectunal Design Juries as Pait of Design
Studio B aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

® Arguesforthe need to reevaluate and betterunderstand criticism in educ ationalsettingsin landscape architec ture.
* Exploresif theories of criticism are employed in landscape architec ture studios.

* Reviews remarkable writings on the jury.

® Surveys faculty and students perception of critic ism in the design studio inc luding jury practices.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.

Major Approaches - Features

e Partofa largerstudy on studio teaching atthe College of Arc hitec ture and Planning, King Saud \]
Unive rsity.

* While the focuson ison the studio envimnment asa whole, a survey study isconducted and involves
jury related aspects(communication and assessment).

* Adoptsa questionnaire mechanism to get the students and faculty feedback from the same college.

¢ ldentifies different factorsinvolved in assessing and grading students’ design projects.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.

Major Approaches - Features

* A guide aimed at design studio faculty and visiting critic s mvolved in re vie w/jury process.

* Providesa description of the established model, highlights inhe rent o pportunities and potential
problems.

e Offersa variety of tipsand concrete examplesin attempt to offerfaculty altemative approachesto
the typicaljury process.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based analysis and positional
rec omme nd ations.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratuwres Addressed in the Iiterature on Architectural Design Junies as Paxt of Design
Studio B aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

* Arguesfora processoriented design pedagogy, and thatthe processand productare equally important
componentsin design teaching practices.

® Qutlines an assessment of traditional studio teaching practices.

* Introduces and implements a modelthatadvocatesdialectic relationshipsbetween the process and the product,
and thatrecognizes students’ individual differences.

* Issuesthatrelate the studio processto evaluating the outcomes of students’ work are outlines.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based case studies.

Major Approaches - Features

* Offers a review of the jury system

* FExplores and evaluates altemative mechanisms intoduced and implemented to fostera fairersystem of critical
re vie ws.

* Arguesthat a jury critique thatis students-centered enhances students’ leaming experience while avoiding the
typicaloveremphasison theirinadequacies.

® Could be considered underthe category of experience based case studies.

Major Approaches - Features

* Exploresinteriordesign related coursework taughtin accredited architectural programs in the United States. Two
methodsofcollecting data are used: self report from architectural program chairs and content analysis of web-site
posted program cataloguesdescribing course content. The findings show that many interiordesign conceptsare
not welladdressed in the architec tural cumicula.

e While emphasisisnot placed on the juries, some aspectsofjury related practices are involved.

® Could be considered underthe category of students and faculty based surveys.
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Appendix 1: Major Ratuwres Addressed in the Iiterature on Architectural Design Junies as Paxt of Design
Studio B aching Pactices

Major Approaches - Features

* Probes future unive rsal visio ns within whic h the needs of future shapersofthe built enviornmentcanbe
conceptualized and the design pedagogy that satisfies those needscanbe debated.

e Introducestheoretical perspectiveson design pedagogy and outlines a numberofthematic issues that pertain to
critic al thinking and decision making; cognitive and teaching/leaming styles; community, place, and service
leaming; and the application of digitaltechnologies in studio teaching practices, allarticulated in a conscious
endeavortoward the betterment of the built environment.

* While the generalfocusisnoton the jury, specific demerits of studio teaching and assessmentare addressed.

* Notable contributions that address students performance related issues are that of Anu Yanar, Nisha Femando,
Malika Bose, Mic haelJenson, Ryan Smith, Hulya Turgut, Ashraf Salama, and Stephen Kendall

® Could be considered underthe categoriesofexperience based case studiesand experience based analysisand
positional rec ommendations.

Major Approaches - Features

® Arguesthat while the centrality of the design jury as a site forleaming disciplinary skills, beliefs, and valuesisnow
widely acknowledged, there continuesto be considerable disagreement about whatisleamtand how.

® Inspired by Mic helFouc ault’s studies of relationship between powerand the formation of the modem self, eportson
the findings of a yearlong ethnographic study camied out in one British schoolof architec ture.

* Attempts to unravelthe complexities of the design jury as a site of dichotomous powerrelations

* Poposesa new setofpedagogic eventsthatare carefully constructed to support student leaming.

® Could be considered underthe categoriesofexperience based case studiesand experience based analysisand
positional rec ommendations.
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