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Design and Studio  
Pedagogy  

Thomas A. Dutton is an architect and 
Associate Professor of  Architecture at 
Miami University in Oxford, Ohio, where 
he has taught since 1977. He has long 
been concerned with critical social the- 
ory and its implications in architecture 
and architectural education. He received 
a B.Arch from California Polytechnic State 
University in Son Luis Obispo and a 
M.Arch and Urban Design from Wash- 
ington University in St. Louis. He is co- 
director of  the Architecture Department's 
Community Design Assistance Group. 

Utilizing an educational concept known 
as the hidden curriculum to analyze the 
design studio, the author argues that there 
is a rough correspondence between 
schooling and larger societal practices, 
where the selection of knowledge and 
the ways in which school social relations 
are structured to distribute such knowl- 
edge, are influenced by forms and prac- 
tices o f  power in society. Asymmetrical 
relations of power are reproduced in 
schools and classrooms, including the 
design studio. In response, the author 
has been experimenting with a transfor- 
motive pedagogy for the design studio, 
attempting to set up the conditions to 
investigate not only the many issues of 
design, but the nature of design educa- 
tion itself, especially with regard to how 
knowledge is produced and dissemi- 
nated, how social relations are struc- 
tured, and how students and the profes- 
sor come to see their roles in these activ- 
ities. 

1. Introduction 
There is no doubt the design studio now 
occupies the premier position in most 
architectural programs across the nation. 
Evidenced by the commitment and inten- 
sity given to it by students and profes- 
sors, the tendency to place other course- 
work at the curriculum's margin and its 
potential for integrating skills, values, 
and architectural literacy, the design 
studio has become the "heart and head 
of architectural education . . ."' Some 
proclaim that as a pedagogical method, 
the design studio has no comparable 

model relat ive to its intensity and 
involvement except perhaps the intern- 
ship of medical students2 Certainly, 
compared to typical classroom scenar- 
ios, studios are active sites where stu- 
dents are engaged intellectually and 
socially, shifting between analytic, syn- 
thetic, and evaluative modes of thinking 
in different sets of activities (drawing, 
conversing, model-making). That these 
attributes characterize many studios is 
clear and attests to the uniqueness of the 
studio as a vehicle for student education. 
Yet the studio system is marked by some 
serious flaws; flaws that are readily rec- 
ognized and actually counter what might 
be normal ly considered as sound 
teaching practice. 

This paper is broken into two distinct 
sections, each of which would be incom- 
plete without the other. The first part 
analyzes and critiques the design studio 
in terms of its commonly held assump- 
tions and practices, its relation to the 
profession, and to society as a whole. 
Employed in this examination is an edu- 
cational concept known as the hidden 
curriculum. Though it is an established 
and debated concept in other disci-
plines, particularly education, the hid- 
den curriculum is relatively unknown in 
architectural education, and a brief 
description is necessary here. Viewed 
through the hidden curriculum, the stu- 
dio is revealed in terms of its destructive 
inclinations to legitimate hierarchical 
social relations, thwart dialog and sanc- 
t ion the individual consumption o f  

'acceptable" knowledge in a 
competitive milieu. 

Such inclinations speak to a rough cor- 
respondence between schooling and 
wider societal processes, whereby the 
selection and organization of knowl- 
edge and the ways in which school and 
classroom social relations are struc-
tured to distribute such knowledge are 
strongly influenced by forms and prac- 
tices of power in society. That is, the 
characteristics of contemporary soci-
ety-characteristics such as class, race 
and gender discrimination and other 
asymmetrical relations of power-are 
too often reproduced in schools and 
classrooms, including the design studio. 

Their prevalence demands conscious and 
effective counter measures, including the 
development of enlightened pedagogi- 
cal practices that encourage students and 
teachers to question all forms of knowl- 
edge within social relationships ani- 
mated by dialog and reciprocity. 

The second part of this paper represents 
an attempt to contribute to the formation 
of a transformative pedagogy for prac- 
tical application in the design studio; 
transformative in the sense that the ped- 
agogy sets up the conditions to investi- 
gate deeply not only the many issues 
associated with design, but the nature of 
design education itself, especially with 
regard to how knowledge and meaning 
are produced and disseminated, how 
social relations are structured, and how 
students come to see their roles in these 
activities. In this way there is an explicit 
attempt to make "the pedagogical more 
political and the political more peda-
g ~ g i c a l . " ~The paper concludes with the 
presentation of a studio model which 
utilizes such a pedagogy, and a discus- 
sion of its importance in architectural 
education. 

II. Hidden Curriculum 
Over the last two decades, there has 
been a newwealth of ideas and debates 
centering on educational reform. Out of 
this has emerged a concept called the 
hidden curriculum which has made a 
significant contribution to pedagogical 
theory. Simplified, the hidden curriculum 
refers to those unstated values, attitudes, 
and norms which stem tacitly from the 
social relations of the school and class- 
room as well as the content of the c ~ u r s e . ~  
In comparison to the formal curriculum 
with its emphasis on knowledge (i.e., 
course content: what should be "cov- 
ered" and its place in the curriculum), 
the concepts of the hidden curriculum 
brings into focus questions concerning 
the ideology of such knowledge, and the 
social practices which structure the 
experiences of students and teacher^.^ 

Using the concept of the hidden curric- 
ulum as a perceptual base, one begins 
to recognize that: 

1. schools are not neutral sites, and thus 
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2.  they are an integral part of the social,  
polit ical, economic, and cultural  
relations of society.  

3.  This nexus of relations plays a signif-  
icant role in the selection, organiza-  
tion, and distribution of knowledge  
in schools as well as  

4.  the formation of school social rela-  
tions and practices.  

When recognized, the hidden curricu- 
lum becomes a crucial vehicle through 
which critical analysis reveals the dia- 
lectical relationship between knowl-
edge, culture, social relations, and forms 
of power within society and within the 
process of schooling. 

Hence, through the filter of the hidden 
curriculum teachers can interpret the 
relationship between knowledge and 
power, and how classroom knowledge 
always reinforces certain ideologies, 
values, and assumptions about social 
reality so as to sustain the interests of 
some groups at the expenses of ~ t h e r s . ~  

Similarly, educators can clarify the rela- 
tionship between social practices and 
power. That is, injustices and inequities 
of society are not simply nestled in the 
mind, but are embodied in forms of lived 
experiences and social relationships that 
penetrate to the innermost recesses of 
human subjectivity-forms that in this 
society tend to legitimize top-to-down 
models of authority and types of social 
control characteristic of most institu-
tions. As one critic put it, the hidden cur- 
curriculum "comprises one of the maior 
socialization forces used to produce 
personality types willing to accept social 
relationships characteristic of the 'gov- 
ernance structures of the ~ o r k p l a c e . " ~  

In sum, the notion of the hidden curric- 
ulum constitutes one of the "most impor- 
tant conceptual tools"8 with which to 
analyze and critique educational insti- 
tutions in terms of the knowledge forms 
that are produced, and the ongoing social 
practices that are formed to disseminate 
such knowledge. 

Ill. Hidden Curriculum and the 
Design Studio 

Applied to architectural education, the 
hidden curriculum greatly enlarges the 

examination of the design studio. Situ- 
ated in a broader context, the design 
studio, as a producer of knowledge and 
as a social practice, can now be shown 
in its intimate connections to wider pro- 
duction, distribution, and legitimation 
practices of society, manipulated by 
governing social, economic, and politi- 
cal institutions. By focusing on these 
connect~ons, the subjects o t  studio 
knowledge and social relations are put 
in a new light. 

Studio Knowledge 
Knowledge is not a neutral entity. As any 
commodity, it is produced and distrib- 
uted according to particular voices sit- 
uated in relations of power that are 
asymmetrical. To talk about knowledge, 
then, is to talk about power, and there- 
fore the legitimation of some forms of 
knowledge due to their assocation with 
forms of power over others. Thus, it is 
more correct to talk about dominant and 
subordinant forms of knowledge. 

For example, it was not so long ago that 
concern for an architecture of social 
responsibility was central to architec- 
tural discourse. Now within academia 
and the profession the voice for an 
architecture of social responsibility is 
weak.9 In fact, it appears that all those 
things an architecture of social respon- 
sibility would be expressly against-the 
secrecy of esoterica, the desire to build 

"art" to the exclusion of other important 
variables, the tendency for architectural 
drawings to be considered as things-in- 
themselves, the torrent of paper archi- 
tecture and the ability of drawings to 
inform adequately about the end prod- 
uct-are exactly what is in place today.1° 

Scores of architects and critics have 
reacted strongly to this swing towards 
aesthetic formalism. For example, Ada 
Louise Huxtable finds the shift disturbing 
in that the primary dialog is now among 
architects, with a corresponding orien- 
tation of practice "away from sociolog- 
ical to exclusively esthetic concerns . . ."I1 

Tzonis and Lefaivre argue that under- 
lying the seemingly divergent directions 
of "Palladianism," "Chomskyan lin-
guistics," "manneristic versions of 
LeCorbusier and Terragni," "German 

expressionism," and the "French Beaux- 
Arts tradition," and so on, there is a con- 
vergence.12 The convergence is marked 
by the attempt to construct a simple, 
make-believe ideological world where 
professional confidence, stability, and 
prestige can be restored. Architects are 
presuming they can roam freely in the 
realm of mental constructs, disassociat- 
ing themselves from the external world 
of unpleasantries, and turning "inward 
for approval to the closed world of peers 
or of the office drawing board, where 
everything becomes possible."13 

The impetus and prevalence of this con- 
dition cannot be explained solely with 
reference to the profession. Architec- 
ture, in itself, is not capable of totally 
reproducing its own existence, and thus 
the derivation of these tendencies must 
rest within the nexus of forces that con- 
nects architecture to societal institutions 
and forms of power. This points to the 
pressures and practices of prominent 
institutions that bear on the profession 
to influence its direction. As these insti- 
tutions necessitate physical manifesta- 
tion they seek forms and languages 
through which their power will be com- 
municated and legitimized.14 

Schools of architecture are not free of 
these political-economic trends. Thus, 
while architecture is intimately related 
to societal relations of power, it is 
important to judge what effect this rela- 
tionship has on the education of future 
architects. As professional predilections 
and dispositions, become manifest in 
schools, and become the content ot 
design studios, it is clear that studios are 
likewise steeped in the complex inter- 
play of ideology and power, within 
which knowledge is shaped and distrib- 
uted. What is taught in design studios 
plays a strategic role in the political 
socialization of students. 

It is worth repeating that knowledge is 
always based upon ideological consid- 
erations. It is not neutral. Knowledge 
either maintains the status quo, or in the 
service of alternative interests, it can 
become a weapon of resistance and 
opposition with which the constellation 
of interests and ideologies underscoring 
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the status quo can be interrogated and 
challenged. Thus the task before edu- 
cators is to understand and act upon the 
ideological dimensions of knowledge, 
and to recognize the inescapable fact 
that al l pedagogical work is political 
work. Closer to home, this suggests that 
architectural educators critically ana-
lyze the interrelationship between archi- 
tectural schooling, the profession, and 
the wider society in order to illuminate 
the political nature of recent currents in 
the profession. This in turn will reveal 
which histories, cultures, and visions are 
reinforced and legitimized relative to 
what is produced as knowledge in the 
design studio. 

Social Relations 
Turning attention to the design studio as 
a social practice and utilizing the van- 
tage point of the hidden curriculum, there 
is much in the structure of the studio that 
mirrors the structure of most contem- 
porary workplaces. In other words, 
characteristics that have come to be 
common in modern workplaces do take 
form in some way in the design studio. 
Normally these include systems of hier- 
archy which require a strict division of 
labor, "rigorous obedience" and ori- 
entation to means rather than ends,15 and 
an ethic of competition to ensure work 
compliance and intensity. 

Hierarchy: The presence of hierarchy in 
studio organization, though common-
place, is an experimental condition that 
cannot be taken lightly. My position is 
that hierarchy obviates the presence of 
dialog. Dialog here is more than simple 
conversation or discussion. As a fun-
damental precondition dialog requires 
an equality of participants-an equal 
distribution of power-which by defini- 
tion is lacking in any system of hierarchy. 
Gregory Baum writes clearly about this 
position: 

"True dialog takes place only among 
equals. There is no dialog across the 
boundary between masters and ser-
vants, for the master will listen only as 
long as his power remains intact and the 
servant will limit his communication to 
utterances for which he cannot be pun- 
ished. In fact, to recommend dialog in a 
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situation of inequality of power is a 
deceptive ideology of the powerful, who 
wish to persuade the powerless that har- 
mony and mutual understanding are 
possible in society without any change 
in the status quo power."16 

Real dialog rarely exists across the 
boundary between teachers and stu-
dents, even in the design studio. Usually 
structured in vertical relations, teachers 
tend to speak in ways (often uncon-
sciously) that legitimize their power and 
students orient their speech and work to 
that which is approved. Such a setting is 
marked by persuasion (however subtle) 
as the principal tone of discourse. To put 
it in thewords of Paulo Freire, "The mark 
of a successful educator is not skill in 
persuasion-but the ability to dialog with 
educatees in a mode of reciprocity."" 

Competition: In examining competition, 
one finds it is often regarded as the major 
motivator of the studio. As in a market 
economy, competition is considered the 
means of improving the product by pit- 
ting one producer against all others. 
Hence competition is supposed to bring 
out the best in people. I think it also brings 
out the worst. Not only generating need- 
less emotional pressure and antipathy 
among peers, competition tends to pro- 
mote the belief that ideas are unique, to 
be nurtured individually, closely guarded, 
and heavily protected against stealing. 
Such a system portrays ideas as per-
sonal, not meant to be shared, lest 
someone else gain a competitive edge. 

One significant consequence arises out 
of this view. Students come to believe 
that they must work alone, or with those 
who see the world similarly to ensure the 

"purity" of ideas. Design in this view is 
legitimized as a self-indulgent activity, 
negating cooperation and compromise 
as possible vehicles for good design. 
Frequently a severe ranking develops 
among the students which shuts down 
further any desire of collective work: 
obviously good ideas cannot come from 
others who are "less qualified" than 
oneself.18 

Hierarchy and  Competition: Recent 
research supports these claims about the 

effects of hierarchy, competition, and self- 
interest as they are manifested in the 
design studio. In his contribution to the 
Architectural Education Study,19 Chris 
Argyris has accomplished some impor- 
tant work which focuses on the design 
studio primarily in terms of the behav- 
iors and verbal exchanges between 
teachers and students, and secondarily 
on what was taught as content. The study 
encompasses professors exhibit ing 
widely different styles of teaching, in dif- 
ferent universities, and in different year- 
levels of the architectural program. Four 
points became clear in this study. 

First, borrowing from prior research on 
the interrelationship of theory and prac- 
tice in educational settings (conducted 
with Donald Schon), Argyris continually 
found a distinct mismatch between 

"espoused theoriesUand "theories-in-use" 
on the part of both professors and stu- 
dents. Apparently this incongruity is quite 
a common occurrence, as Argyris and 
Schon point out: 

"When someone is asked how he would 
behave under certain circumstances, the 
answer he usually gives is his espoused 
theory of action for that situation. This is 
the theory of action to which he gives 
allegiance, and which upon request he 
communicates to others. However, the 
theory that actually governs his actions 
is his theory-in-use, which may or may 
not be compatible with his espoused 
theory; furthermore, the individual may 
or  may not be aware of the incompati- 
bility of the two theories . . . But as our 
research progressed, we learned that 
people often espoused theories of action 
different from those that actually gov- 
erned their behavior. . ."20 

With regard to the design studio Argyris 
found that what was described in com- 
parison to what transpired in studio set- 
tings were altogether consequences that 
were essentially unsound, and certainly 
not in line with what the espoused the- 
ories purported. 

Second, the interaction between teach- 
ers and students was characterized by 

"both striving to control the learning envi- 
r~nment,"~'but given the power differ- 



ential, students typically lost in this effort. 
This tended to set up a competitive win- 
lose context between teachers and stu- 
dents, and students themselves, with the 
corresponding results of non-dialog and 
attempts to persuade and transform. 
Argyris writes: 

"Students do not utilize each other as 
resources as much as they could. One 
reason is the common fear that other 
students will steal their ideas. An unwrit- 
ten rule among students is that they stay 
away from each other's work, at least 
until its authorship is established. . .We 
do not mean to imply that students never 
talked to each other about their work 
. . . However, in all schools, discussions 
usually concerned technical or engi-
neering problems, building rules, and 
the like. Students worked alone during 
their creative moments."22 

Third, the studio setting became a 
teacher-centered experience, and hence 
the learning of design was productive 
only to the extent that the students under- 
stood and accepted what the professors 
taught. Consequently, dependency upon 
professors remained high with students 
trying to make connections between their 
own problems and  the teachers' 
expectation^.^^ 

Fourth, professors and students rarely 
questioned the assumptions and values 
underlying their theories-in-use. Over 
time, a kind of "mastery-mystery game" 
tac~tly evolved, where "mystery began 
to be taken as a symptom of mastery."24 
Argyris found that rarely did professors 

"help the students recognize the ideas and 
theories that were embedded in their 
work or make explicit their own ideas, 
or reflect about their own work and 
thinking in a way that would help the 
students understand the discovery- 
invention-production p roce~ses . "~~  

IV.  Towards a Transformative  
Pedagogy  

The thrust of the above analysis shows 
that through the means by which knowl- 
edge and social relationships are struc- 
tured, the hidden curricula of schools 

and design studios play a sizable role 
in reinforcing ways of life while making 
others invisible. Herein lies a more pro- 
found understanding of curriculum (both 
formal and hidden): the introduction to 
and affirmation of "forms of knowledge 
and social practices that legitimate and 
reproduce particular forms of social 
life."26 That schools do this is not a mat- 
ter of debate. They do it, and the task 
confronting educators is to recognize this 
and act consciously to structure knowl- 
edge and practices in ways very differ- 
ent from those which tend to reproduce 
the authoritative and competitive pat- 
terns of American schooling and society. 

Thus this analysis is not to declare that 
design studios simply reproduce a social 
order twisted by class power and other 
organizational forms of power charac- 
ter ized by asymmetrical relations. 
Schools and studios are contradictory 
sites; that while there are currents of 
societal reproduction in schools, such 
reproduction is never all encompassing. 
Schools can be (and in many ways are) 
sites for the production of new forms of 
knowledge and social relationships. 

Studio Model 
What follows, then, is a discussion of a 
studio pedagogy that I have been exper- 
imenting with for some years and which 
attempts to respond to the analysis I have 
set forth. While this pedagogy does not 
solve all the problems of the design 
studio, it 

1.  utilizes the subjects of housing design 
and urban development to confront 
directly the value systems of students 
and 

2.  structures the studio to attempt a 
break-down in the social relations of 
hierarchy and competition. 

The project title of the studio is "Hous- 
ing/Mixed Use Development in Down- 
town Cincinnati." Structured into small 
groups of five to eight persons, the task 
set before the students is to develop an 
urban site collectively, devoting a sig- 
nificant amount of space to residential 
use. The project fills the semester. Two 
stipulations must be followed: 

1.  each student must be responsible for 
an individually designed component 
of a larger group scheme, and 

2.  in all decision-making matters there 
must be a consensus within the group. 

Thus unlike typical "group" projects 
where many individuals work on one 
scheme, this model comprises many 
individuals working on their own schemes 
but all must combine to form a larger 
whole. Beyond these stipulations, and 
within the parameters of the general topic 
area, each group generates its own pro- 
gram and focus of knowledge, deter- 
mines its mode of operation, sets its own 
due dates, and selects its own site from 
a set of preselected sites. These sites are 
not arbitrary. At the scale of a downtown 
block they ensure a close proximity 
between individual proiects, necessitat- 
ing collaboration of the interfaces. Also, 
all the sites are in the "in-between" zones 
of the city-places where there is a mix- 
ture of social classes, functional uses, 
new and old buildings, vacant lots and 
buildings, etc. 

This studio marks a different pedagog- 
ical stance regarding how content and 
social relations are structured in order 
to facilitate effective learning among 
students and teachers. This, I believe, 
can be illustrated by the following four 
points. Common to all the points, how- 
ever, and standing at the heart of this 
pedagogy is the primary issue of power. 

First, there is the attempt to balance the 
maldistribution of power between stu- 
dents and professor in order to democ- 
ratize the studio. Though a full democ- 
ratization will likely never be achieved, 
any attempt at democratization without 
a redistribution of power would be a 
sham. My  efforts at redistribution take 
the form of facilitating equal delibera- 
tion in all areas of studio life: the con- 
ditions of work, programmatic consid- 
erations, the direction of the project, the 
scope of readings, the lectures that may 
be necessary, studio scheduling, and 
especially the determination of the stu- 
dent's grade. The granting of the grade 
is clearly one of the most formidable 
weapons in the professor's arsenal. No  
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matter how thorough or sensitive a pro- 
fessor is in approaching grading, there 
is no shift in power if the determination 
of the grade remains solely within the 
hands of the professor. The grading 
process, as it has evolved in the peda- 
gogy I am describing, is such that every 
student of the group, along with myself, 
has a direct say in his or her own as well 
as every other student's grade. To put it 
simply, the final grade represents an 
equal combination of self-evaluation, 
peer evaluation, and my evaluation. 

Second, with regard to power and my 
role in other realms of studio experi- 
ence, I spend most of my time working 
with each group, as a group. Much of 
my effort is in trying to shift the locus of, 
and responsibility for, discussion and 
interaction from the typical teacher/stu- 
dent relationship to that of student to 
student. Shifting social dynamics in this 
way attempts to establish the conditions 
whereby students are encouraged to take 
on the primary responsibility to critique 
one another, and to learn what it means 
to critique and how it might be done 
effectively. Giving criticism is perhaps 
central to what architectural professors 
do but it cannot be a practice mono- 
polized by them. To evaluate and inter- 
pret someone's work (as well as one's 
own) and to do these well, are indis- 
pensable attributes of a critical con-
sciousness. Acquiring these attributes 
does not come naturally. They have to 
be learned, and structuring a context 
whereby students have to rely upon one 
another for guidance, support, and crit- 
icism helps to facilitate this learning. 
Working in these ways, to these ends, 
constitutes the major reason why I avoid 
individual desk crits as much as possi- 
ble. I have found that after working to 
get students to overcome their personal 
anxieties in order to form some kind of 
trust, to turn around and conduct indi- 
vidual crits undermines that trust and any 
growth toward it. Individual crits tend to 
privilege my perceptions and criticism 
to the detriment of a student's peers. This 
is not to say that I abstain from discus- 
sion altogether, or worse, that I see myself 
as a benign facilitator. My role is still 
one of critic, but in a context where all 
participants are struggling to become 
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critics. This pedagogy really begins to 
work when my comments are finally 
considered simply as one of many biased 
observations, and where students come 
to realize that all assertions, including 
mine, can only be accepted critically. 

Third, overcoming the power differen- 
tial between students and teacher is par- 
alleled by similar efforts to balance 
power among students. This is the pri- 
mary reason for consensus decision- 
making where now each student has veto 
power: equal power. Consensus deci- 
sion-making forms a context where 
majority rule has little or no meaning 
because any student at any moment can 
sanction, modify, or alter the group's 
process, direction, field of investigation, 
goals and objectives, etc. As one can 
imagine, student reaction to this context 
is varied. Some students attempt to dom- 
inate, others remain passive. Some try 
to push the group beyond its bound- 
aries,othersfeel comfortable within them. 
But in time, as students test the limits of 
their individual maneuveability by pur- 
suing directions they find personally rel- 
evant, they also come to realize their 
responsibility to the overall project. This 
means they participate to the extent they 
desire, but they know full well they have 
only themselves to  blame fo r  any 
undesired outcome. 

Fourth, the pedagogy facilitates the 
investigation of that which students deem 
important. The studio starts with their 
subjectivities, with the meanings they hold 
and the interpretations they have about 
urban life and the design and provision 
of shelter. However, because the studio 
is an argumentative process, the pursuit 
of one's own goals confronts that of the 
larger social group. Students learn to 
make decisions with others who dis- 
agree with their values, and by neces- 
sity, develop the mechanisms, both ver- 
bal and graphic, to expose and explore 
differences of opinion. For some this is 
a painful process, as it is often painful 
to reveal inner sentiment in any public 
context. But to be effective and success- 
ful in having students examine their sub- 
jectivities in a manner as explicitly as 
possible, such an investigation has to be 
more than private introspection; it has 

to be social. In this way, what is pro- 
duced by the students as meaning and 
knowledge is forged on public terrain 
where it is engaged critically, individu- 
ally and collectively. When this process 
is at its best, the exposure and explora- 
tion of opinions unravel the ideological 
assumptions and the political, economic 
and cultural values underlying such 
opinions. 

In sum, I have found that non-authori- 
tarian relationships, which tend to spring 
from consensus decision-making, have 
been indispensible for the nurturing of 
dialog and critical thinking to a signifi- 
cant degree. Characterized by a rough 
equality of participants engaged in 
dialog, the critical appraisal of knowl- 
edge is paralleled by social practices 
based upon reciprocity. 

V. The Projects 
The subject of housing design takes on 
an instrumental role in this studio. 
Because housing is a key barometer of 
the state of American society, its critical 
investigation on the part of students in a 
collective fashion exposes not only a 
range of assumptions about shelter 
design and its provision and linkages to 
the workings of society, but the organi- 
zation and direction of society itself. In 
the quest to have students learn some- 
thing about their inner selves, to see 
where they stand in relation to societal 
currents and tendencies, and to perceive 
themselves as active agents in the pro- 
duction of meaning and knowledge, the 
subject of housing design provides a 
special means of achieving this. 

It is not the only means, however. This 
pedagogy could workvery well with other 
building types and design problems as 
long as the parametersareexplicitly clear 
as to what constitutes a student's indi- 
vidual design responsibility. If this stip- 
ulation is met, this pedagogy is quite 
possible in various levels of the curric- 
ulum. For instance, I have utilized this 
pedagogy with freshman students where 
the group design problem was to create 
a sculpture to which each member had 
to contribute a moving part. For upper- 
year students this pedagogy could work 
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1 GROUP PLAN (Foll 1983). Situoted in o neighborhood comprised mostly of pre-1900 tenont flots ond townhouses over smoll 
shops, thedesign scheme mokes useof o lorgeorea of vocont lond, mode so by yeorsof neglectond demolition. Responding to . - 
theoxis created by the Center for ~er f0rming~r ts-a lorge mognetschwl fortheentire me~ropoliton region-theeight person 
group created a pedestrian street along which is placed civicfundions, small businesses, and residential unik on upper floors 
for differing incomes. The street is terminated by a community theatre which jointly serves the community and the school. 
Students: Matt Beahm, Steve Brown, Peter Califiuro, Randy Carey, Mark Koeninger, Michael Konzen, Susan Strange. 

2 GROUP AXONOMETRIC (Fall 1983). One stipulation regording group dynamics is thot each student is responsible for on 
individuolly designed component of the wemll scheme. The tension between design rules ond controls mandated by the group 
on the one hand and individual expression on the other is readily seen in the axonometric This specific group collectively 
generated guidelines about edges, heights, the use and hierarchy of interior-block courtyards and their accessibility from the 
street, the role of corners, and the proportion of windows and the relationship between window and wall. Nevertheless, 
individuality is clearly expressed. The overall xheme has the look of many honds-a fad thot evokes the appearances and 
processes characteristic of 19th century city making--and not just of one as is so typical of contemporary urban development. 
Students: Matt Beahm, Steve Brown, Peter Califiuro, Randy Carey, Mark Koeninger, Michael Konzen, Suxrn Strange. 

for design programs that require spatial 
separation or distinction, as in a com- 
plex of buildings, for example. I can 
imagine this pedagogy happening as well 
with the design of one building when 
each student takes responsibility for a 
different kind of design investigation, 
each of which is invariably a part of any 
building design: urban design, land- 
scape design, architectural design, 
structural design, interior design, 
furniture design, etc. 

This point is that a transformative ped- 
agogy is not exclusive to the design of 
housing for it to be successful. I like using 
the subject of housing design because it 
falls within my bailiwick, it fuels the fire 
of conflict and deliberation, and it does 
not provide for easy consensus. Hous- 
ing, by virtue of being deeply influenced 
by the workings of society in its produc- 
tion, distribution, and design, constitutes 
a fountainhead of volatile issues, not the 
least of which are the strong personal. 
opinions people have of housing, due 
to their intimate associations and 
experiences with it. 

Turning toward the designs specifically, 
an important concern beyond that of 
generating good physical design is to 
understand the institutional limitations 
constraining the allocation of major 
resources in the context under study, of 
which housing is only one. Thus issues 
that are debated and explored at length 
include the ones regarding physical 
design and also the ones that illustrate 
housing as a form of culture production. 
Examples of issues regarding physical 
design include the response to context 
in its physical dimensions, the designa- 
tion of edge, the reinforcement of activ- 
ities of the street, and the definition of 
public and private space and the 
sequence from one to the other. Exam- 
ples of issues illustrating housing as a 
form of cultural production include the 
response to context in its social, eco- 
nomic, and cultural dimensions, ways of 
integrating differing socio-economic 
groups, the means of financing, the role 
of governments and developers in the 
provision of housing and city-making, 
and the appropriate response to special 
user groups such as the elderly, single- 
parent families, and unrelated singles. 
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4 GROUP PLAN (Spring 1987). The specific character of 
this site proved to be a significant factor affecting the 
group's overall dynamics. This area of the city is com- 
prised of free-standing buildings thatwere oncea part of 
a continuous fabric. Though the students attempted toes- 
tablish a collective focus for the block by introducing 
semi-public spaces in the block interior fed by pathways 
along alleyways and through key buildings, their collec- 
tive intentions were overcome bv the ~iecemeal nature of , . 
the cbntext itself. Outside of general guidelines concern- 
ing building heights, scale, and the reinstatement of street 
edges, thegroup schemestands as a statement of individ- 
u9lpieces.tudents: Olasunkanmi Dado, Manoi Dalaya, 
Matt Ploucha, Terry Scott, Brent Wilcox. 

5 GROUP AXONOMETRIC (Spring 1987). Students: Ola- 
sunkanmi Dada, Manoi Dalaya, Matt Ploucha, Terry 
Scott, Brent Wilcox. 
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3 SECTION (Fall 1983). This section cuts through the main 
pedestrian street with the new community theatre on 
the left and the existing Center for Performing Arts on 
the right. Students: Matt Beahm, Peter Califiura, Susan 
Strange. 
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6 GROUP AXONOMETRIC (Fall 1983). Students: Mark 
Barnhardt, Chris Diehl, Michael Dingeldein, Michael 
Fernbacher, Jeff Hunter, Steve Scheer, Rick *ipp. 

While all this is so, it may seem that the 
design schemes look rather conven- 
tional. In some ways this is true. Much of 
the student work affirms those qualities 
seemingly dominant in architectural dis- 
course today: historical reference, con- 
textualism, classicism, streets and 
squares, public realm, etc. But this is not 
a problem, and is certainly not incon- 
gruous with the studio pedagogy. There 
is nothing in the pedagogy which sug- 
gests that student projects should auto- 
matically look exceedingly different from 
other studios and pedagogies where 
urban housing is a primary feature. It 
would be wrong to assume that different 
pedagogies neatly generate different 
images, forms, or schemes. Arriving at 
similar visual images and forms can come 
about through many pedagogies. All of 
which is to say that beyond the product 
itself all pedagogies must take seriously 
the kind of studio process that is con- 
structed and experienced. And to be 
specific, the benefits of this particular 
pedagogy lie in the practices of coop- 
eration, participation, and reciprocity that 
are collectively attempted, out of which 
good design can evolve. 

In conclusion, in all its social, economic, 
political, and design dimensions, hous- 
ing touches all our lives in more than a 
tangential way. The studio tries to address 
these dimensions through a pedagogy 
where students and teachers can engage 
critically the knowledge forms and social 
relationships which circumscribe the 
nature of their work. Certainly it is 
important for students to generate a 
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7 GROUP AXONOMETRIC (Spring 1984). Students: Dovid 
Engelhord, Kevin Gonnon, Pot Moore, Jim Singleton, Rob 
Steinkornp. 
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handsome physical design, but more it 
is to understand how the design scheme 
itself is a social, economic, and political 
entity; a value statement about how 
society operates-or might operate-and 
their role within it. In a very real way, 
then, the design of housing becomes an 
instrument for how students come to 
understand themselves in their percep- 
tion of the world. What is more, it is 
hoped that such an understanding can 
illuminate the hidden curriculum of 
knowledge and social relations in those 
realms beyond the studio and university. 
In this way, the contribution of this ped- 
agogy lies in its attempt to produce forms 

of knowledge and dialog useful for the 
critique and transformation of educa- 
tion, and to make clear that these same 
forms represent valid political tools in 
the formation of a better society. 
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