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ONLINE REFLECTIVE INTERACTIONS: USING SOCIAL NETWORK 
SITES TO SUPPLEMENT COMMUNICATION IN INDUSTRIAL DESIGN 

STUDIO COURSE 

SUMMARY 

Design studio course, the core of educational processes of design related disciplines, 
is the fundamental setting, where learning and teaching design take place. The idea 
behind design studio course is imitating the professional design studio, where studio 
teachers assign design students with design projects, and teach them how to design 
through showing them the design process. The basis for such learning-by-doing is 
reflection, which, in design studio, is called “critique”. In studio classrooms, design 
learning and teaching take place in a reflective social environment, which generates 
the necessary “backgorund learning”. “Studio critique”, the medium through which 
teachers and students reflect, is the basic unit of interaction and communication. 
Literature puts forth issues in the generation of these reflective interactions between 
teachers and students, which are related to, teachers’ and students’ access to the 
design process of all students; students getting into free exchange of ideas with each 
other; teachers’ reflection on their own and on other teachers’ teaching. In order to 
address these issues, an online environment is proposed to be used, parallel to the 
studio, as a supplement to the interaction and communication processes. Studies on 
using online platforms in design studio courses show that forming an online 
environment, where teachers and students exchange of ideas is a challenge. In 
addition, studies experimenting on the use of online environments in design studio 
focus more on the technological aspects than the social processes in studio. In order 
to engage teachers and students in an online environment for exchanging ideas, an 
online platform, which fits the processes design studio course, and, which is familiar 
and easy to use for teachers and students, is suggested. Literature points out to the 
similarities between design process, design studio course and the social network 
sites. Users being connected to each other in a network; users creating content by 
their activites; users sharing and using the content they all provide are some of the 
aspects in social network sites, which may address the shortcomings of the reflective 
interactions and communications in studio setting. It is proposed that the social 
network sites, which are online platforms of social interaction and communication 
currently and commonly used, can be taken as examples. 
In order to test how the tools and features of the social network site structures are 
used by teachers and students in a design studio setting, a three-cycle action research 
scheme is put in use, where online social network sites are implemented in a number 
of industrial design studio courses in Istanbul. During the research scheme five 
specific limitations in the implementation studios - temporal, physical, archival, 
relational, hierarchical - are identified. The results show how the use of the social 
network sites address these five limitations and are used to generate a guideline for a 
supplemental online platform to be used parallel to the design studio course 
processes. 
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ÇEVRİMİÇİ YANSIMALI ETKİLEŞİMLER: ENDÜSTRİYEL TASARIM 
STÜDYO DERSİNDE İLETİŞİMİ DESTEKLEMEK İÇİN SOSYAL AĞ 

SİTELERİNİN KULLANIMI 

ÖZET 

Tasarım stüdyosu dersi, tasarım disiplinlerinin eğitim süreçlerinde merkezi bir yere 
sahiptir. Tasarım ile ilgili bölümlerin müfredatlarında baskın bir yeri bulunan bu 
ders, tasarım öğrenme ve öğretme süreçlerinin gerçekleştiği ana eğitim ortamıdır. Bu 
derste tasarım öğrencileri, stüdyo hocalarının danışmanlığında ve gözetmenliğinde 
tasarım yapmayı öğrenirler. Stüdyo dersliklerinde ögrenciler, hocalar tarafından 
kendilerine verilen tasarım problemleri üzerinde çalışırlar. Geleneksel olarak, 
öğrencilerin kendi çizim masaları, dolapları bulunan bu dersliklerde, öğrenciler ve 
hocalar çeşitli sosyal etkileşim ve ileşitim süreçleri içine girerler (Andia, 2002). Bu 
sosyal ortam ve bu etkileşim ve iletişim süreçleri, tasarım eğitiminde gerekli ve temel 
olarak kabul edilir (Schön, 1985). Bu etkileşim ve iletişim süreçlerinin başında 
ögrencilerin projeleri üzerine yaptıkları çalışmalar hakkında stüdyo hocaları 
tarafından yönlendirildikleri “stüdyo eleştirileri” gelir (Goldschmidt vd., 2010; 
Uluoğlu, 2000; Schön, 1985). Stüdyo eleştirilerinde stüdyo hocaları öğrencilere 
tasarım yapma sürecini öğrencilerin projeleri bağlamında birebir gösterirler (Kvan, 
2001; Schön, 1985). Stüdyo hocaları projeler ile “eylem içinde yansıma” üzerinden 
bir diyalog içine girerler (Schön, 1985). Öğrenciler bu diyaloğu izleyerek kendileri 
de bu şekilde yansımalı bir süreç izlerler (Schön, 1985). Bu yansımalı etkileşimler 
tasarım stüydosundaki sosyal ortamda farklı şekillerde yer alır. Öğrenciler kendi 
projeleri ile, stüdyo hocaları ile, diğer öğrenciler ve diğer öğrencilerin projeleri ile 
yansımalı etkileşimler içinde bulunurlar. Tasarım eğitimi bu etkileşim ve iletişim 
süreçleri sırasında gerçekleşir. 
Yapılan çalışmalar, bu etkileşim ve iletişim süreçlerinde varolabilecek bir takım 
eksiklikler ve engeller üzerine vurgu yapmaktadır. Öncelikle öğrenciler, daha iyi 
notlar almak için birbirleriyle rekabet içinde bulundukları bu stüdyo dersi ortamında, 
orijinal fikirlerini birbirlerine göstermekten kaçınmaktadırlar (Craig ve Zimring, 
2000). Stüdyodaki sosyal ortam içerisinde bazı öğrencilerle projelerini ve fikirlerini 
paylaşırken diğerleriyle paylaşım içine girmemeyi tercih edebilirler (Ashton ve 
Durling, 2000). Bu durum öğrenciler arasında gerçekleşmesi gereken yansımalı 
etkileşimleri engelleyecektir. Bir başka konu stüdyo hocalarının kendi öğretme 
süreçleri üzerine yapmaları gereken yansıma ile ilgilidir. Stüdyo hocaları, 
çoğunlukla, kendi tasarım alanlarında çalışan akademisyenler veya profesyonel 
uzmanlardır. Stüdyo eğitimi ve tasarım eğitimi üzerine pedagojik bir eğitimleri 
yoktur (Goldschmidt vd., 2010). Çalışmalar iyi bir tasarımcı olmak ile iyi bir stüdyo 
hocası olmak arasındaki farka vurgu yaparlar (Uluoğlu, 2000). Stüdyo hocaları da 
öğrenciler gibi bir öğrenim süreci içindedirler. Tasarım yapmayı öğretmeyi, bu 
öğretme aşaması içerisinde kendileri öğrenirler. Bu nedenle verdikleri eğitim üzerine 
yansıma yapmaları gerekmektedir. Ayrıca, diğer stüdyo hocalarının eğitim süreçleri 
üzerine de yansıma yapmaları, ve diğer stüdyo hocalarınında kendi süreçleri üzerine 
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yansıma yapmaları gerekir. Stüdyo hocalarının eğitim verme şekilleri stüdyo 
eleştirileri üzerinden olduğu için, yansımalarını da kendi verdikleri eleştiriler üzerine 
yapmalari gerektiği önerilmektedir (Goldschmidt vd., 2010; Schön, 1985). Yapılan 
çalışmaların vurguladıkları bir diğer konu ise öğrencilerin bütün tasarım süreçlerinin 
stüdyo hocaları ve diğer öğrenciler için görülebilir ve ulaşılabilir olması 
gerekliliğidir (Aytaç vd., 2008). Öğrencilerin projeleri üzerine yaptıkları, ilk 
araştırmaları ve eskizlerinden tasarımlarının son haline kadar olan bütün çalışmaları, 
tasarım projelerini oluşturur. Bu süreç bir bütün olarak görüldüğü ve gözlemlendiği 
zaman bir anlam ifade eder. Aytaçve diğerleri (2008), tasarım stüdyosu dersinde, 
öğrencilerin öğrenme dinamiklerinin ve stüdyo hocalarının öğrencilerin öğrenme 
süreçlerini değerlendirme mekanizmalarının, öğrencilerin tasarladıkları son ürüne 
değil, ürünü tasarlama süreçlerine bağlı olduğunu vurgularlar. Bu nedenle, Izmir 
Teknoloji Üniversitesi, Endüstri Ürünleri tasarımı programında yürütülen bir stüdyo 
dersinde, öğrencilerden her derse bütün proje süreçleri içerisindeki çalışmalarını 
getirmeleri istenmiştir. Ancak, bütün öğrencilerin bütün proje süreçlerini tüm stüdyo 
hocaları ve diğer öğrencilerin görmeleri ve takip etmeleri konusunda fiziksel stüdyo 
ortamında engellerle ortaya çıkabilmektedir (Lawson, 2006). 
Tasarım stüdyosundaki yansımalı etkileşim ve iletişim süreçlerinde karşılaşılan bu 
engeller ve eksikler üzerine yapılan çalışmaların bazıları, stüdyoda çevrimiçi 
ortamların kullanımlarına odaklanmaktadır. Bu çalışmalar, öğrencilerin tuttukları 
çevrimiçi yansımalı günlükler (Gulwadi, 2009); öğrencilerin proje süreçlerini 
hikayeleştirerek çevrimiçi bir ortamda birbirleriyle paylaşmaları (McKillop, 2004); 
öğrenciler arasında özgür fikir alışverişinin gerçekleşmesi için yapılanmamış işbirliği 
içine girecekleri çevrimiçi ortamların oluşturulması (Craig ve Zimring, 2000) gibi 
farklı konular işlenmektedir. Ancak bu çalışmalar, stüdyo hocaları ve öğrencilerin 
fikir alışverişi için kullandıkları çevrimiçi ortamlar geliştirmek konusunda sorunlar 
ve zorluklarla karşılaşmaktadırlar (Schadewitz ve Zamenopoulos, 2008; Craig ve 
Zimring, 2000). Bu çalışmalar, stüdyo süreci içerisinde kullanılacak, stüdyo hocaları 
ve öğrencilerinin fikir alışverişi içinde bulunacakları bu tip çevrimiçi ortamların 
tasarım süreci ve tasarım stüdyosu eğitim sürecinden yola çıkılmasını 
önermektedirler (Craig ve Zimring, 2000). Ancak, bu alanda yapılan çalışmalarda 
stüdyo eğitimin temelini oluşturulan sosyal etkileşim ve iletişim mekanizmalarından 
çok, yeni teknolojilerin geliştirilmesine ağırlık verilmektedir (Shao vd., 2007; 
Bradfoot ve Bennett, 2002). 
Bu tez çalışmasında, stüdyo sürecine paralel olarak ve stüdyodaki sosyal ortamı 
desteklemek amacı ile kullanılacak çevrimiçi bir platform için sosyal ağ sitelerinin 
örnek alınması önerilmektedir. Tasarım süreci, tasarım stüdyosu yapısının ihtiyaçları 
ve gereklilikleri ile sosyal ağ siteleri arasındaki benzerlikler yapılan bazı 
çalışmalarda vurgulanmaktadır (Kwan, 2010; Schadewitz ve Zamenopoulos, 2008). 
Kullanıcıların belli bir ağ sistemi içerisinde birbilerine ilişkili olmaları; kullanıcıların 
aktiviteleri yoluyla içerik oluşturulması; kullanıcıların paylaştıkları içeriklere bütün 
kullanıcıların ulaşabilmesi ve bu içerikten faydalanabilmesi gibi özellikler, bu 
benzerliklerden bazılarıdır (boyd, 2010; boyd ve Ellison, 2008; O’Reilly, 2005). 
Böyle bir önerinin test edilmesi amacıyla, stüdyoki yansımalı etkileşim ve iletişim 
süreçlerini desteklemek üzere bir sosyal ağ sitesi yapısının stüdyo ortamında, stüdyo 
hocaları ve öğrencileri tarafından kullanıldığı bir uygulama programı kurgulanmıştır. 
Bir çevrimiçi sosyal ağ sitesinin stüdyo ortamında kullanılmasının, bütün hocaları ve 
öğrencileri birbirleriyle ilişki içine geçirmesi; bütün öğrencilerin proje çalışmalarının 
herkes tarafından görülebilir ve ulaşılabilir olması; stüdyo hocalarının birbirlerinin 
stüdyo eleştirileri ve eğitim süreçlerinden haberdar olmaları gibi sonuçların olması 
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beklenmektedir. Bu amaçla, eylem araştırması yöntemi kullanılarak, üç döngüden 
oluşan bir uygulama programı oluşturulmuştur. 
Bu eylem araştırmasının ilk döngüsü olarak bir pilot çalışma uygulanmıştır. Bu pilot 
çalışma 2010-2011 Akademik yılının Güz döneminde İTÜ Endüstri Ürünleri 
Tasarımı Bölümü 4. sınıf stüdyosunda gerçekleştirilmiştir. Pilot çalışmada, bu stüdyo 
dersini alan öğrenciler ve dersi veren öğretim elemanları, stüdyonun normal 
işleyişine paralel olarak çevrimiçi bir sosyal ağ sitesi platformu kullanmışlardır. Bu 
platformun kullanılmasındaki temel amaç, dersin hocaları ve öğrencileri arasında 
dersin içeriğine dair sosyal etkileşim ve iletişim süreçlerinin, çevrimiçi bir paylaşım 
ortamı ile desteklenmesidir. Çevrimiçi bir sosyal ağ sitesi başlatılmış ve tasarım 
stüdyosuna paralel olarak hocalar ve öğrencilerin kullanımına sunulmuştur. Bu 
kullanımlar gözlemlenerek, ve ayrıca, hocalar ve öğrenciler ile anket çalışmaları 
yapılarak, böyle bir çevrimiçi sosyal ağ sitesi platformunun bir tasarım stüdyosu 
dersindeki kullanım dinamikleri, temel kullanım süreçleri, olumlu ve olumsuz 
yönlerinin tespit edilmesi amaçlanmıştır. Bu bulgular, araştırmanın sonraki döngüleri 
için temel oluşturmuştur. Bu ilk döngü sonucunda, sonraki döngülerde Facebook 
sosyal ağ sitesinde grup yapısının kullanılması, ve ayrıca İTÜ’deki stüdyo 
dersliklerinin teknolojik altyapısının geliştirilmesi için başvuruda bulunulması gibi 
iki temel karar verilmiştir. Stüdyodaki teknolojik altyapının geliştirilmesi için İTÜ 
Fen Bilimleri Enstitüsü’nün doktora araştırmaları için verdiği bursa başvurulmuştur. 
Eylem araştırmasının ikinci döngüsünde yer almaları için, Türkiye’deki devlet 
üniversitelerinde yer alan endüstriyel tasarım bölümlerine öneride bulunulmuştur. 
Bunun sonucunda İTÜ Endüstri Ürünleri Tasarımı Bölümü ve Mimar Sinan Güzel 
Sanatlar Üniversitesi Endüstriyel Tasarım Bölümü araştırmaya katılmıştır. 2010-
2011 Akademik yılı, Bahar döneminde, İTÜ 3. ve 4. sınıf tasarım stüdyolarında ve 
MSGSÜ’daki tipik bir dikey proje stüdyo dersinde, her bir stüdyo için ayrı kurulan 
gizli Facebook grupları kullanılmıştır. Bu uygulamaların sonuçları kendi içlerinde ve 
karşılaştırmalı olarak değerlendirilmiştir. Uygulamalarda veriler, Facebook 
gruplarındaki birebir kullanımlar, bölümlerdeki akademik kadro üyeleri ve 
öğrencilerle yapılan görüşmeler ve yine stüdyo hocaları ve öğrenciler ile yapılan 
anket çalışmaları aracılığıyla toplanmıştır. Facebook gruplarının, görüşmelerin ve 
anketlerdeki açık uçlu soruların içerik analizleri yapılarak bulgular derlenmiş ve 
yorumlanmıştır. Görüşmeler, aynı zamanda bu iki bölümde, stüdyo derslerindeki 
yansımalı etkileşim ve iletişim süreçlerinde karşılaşılan engeller ve sorunları 
belirlemek için de kullanılmıştır. Belirlenen bu bölüm özelindeki sorunlar ve 
stüdyoda yapılan yenilikler sonucunda, 2011-2012 Akademik yılı Bahar döneminde 
İTÜ’deki 3. sınıf stüdyosunda son bir uygulama yapılmıştır.Bütün bu uygulama 
döngülerinin verileri analiz edilerek, araştırma sonuçlandırılmıştır. Araştırmanın 
sonucunda, böyle bir sosyal ağ sitesinin, kullanımı zorunlu kılınması halinde, stüdyo 
hocaları ve öğrencileri tarafından proje teslimleri ve kritik alışverişi için kullanıldığı  
belirlenmiştir. Uygulama yoğun olarak, stüdyo hocaları ve öğrencilerin bir araya 
gelerek fikir alışverişi içinde bulunduğu jüri ortamlarında kullanıldığı 
gözlemlenmiştir. Araştırmanın son aşamasında, stüdyo dersinde kullanılacak ve 
stüdyo dersindeki yansımalı etkileşim ve iletişim süreçlerini destekleyecek bir 
çevrimiçi ağ yapısı için öneriler belirlenmiştir. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Design studio course is the core of the educational processes of design related 

disciplines, such as industrial design. In the studio classrooms, learning and teaching 

takes place in a reflective social environment, which accomodates the necessary 

“backgorund learning” (Schön, 1987). “Studio critique”, the medium through which 

teachers and students reflect, is defined as the basic unit of interactions and 

communication in the social environment of studio (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; 

Uluoğlu, 2000; Schön, 1985). Literature puts forth issues in the generation of these 

studio critiques, i.e. reflective interactions, between teachers and students, which are 

related to aspects such as, teachers and students having access to all the design 

process of all students; students getting into free exchange of ideas with each other; 

teachers’ reflection on their own and on other teachers’ teaching (Goldschmidt et al., 

2010; Aytaç et al., 2008; Ashton and Durling, 2000; Craig and Zimring, 2000). In 

order to address the issues in critique mechanisms, an online environment is 

proposed to be used as a supplement to the interaction and communication processes 

between teachers and studios, parallel to the studio. Previous studies on using online 

platforms parallel to design studio courses show that forming an online social 

environment, where teachers and students get into free exchange of ideas is a 

challenge (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008; Craig and Zimring, 2000). In 

addition, studies experimenting on the use of online environments in design studio 

focus more on the technological aspects of such a platform than the social processes 

in studio education (Shao et al., 2007; Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002). In order to 

engage teachers and students in an online environment for exchanging ideas, an 

online platform, which fits the processes of design studio course, and, which is 

familiar and easy-to-use for teachers and students, is suggested. Along these lines, it 

is proposed that the social network sites, which are the online platforms of social 

interaction and communication currently and mostly commonly used, can be taken as 

examples. Literature suggests that there are similarities between design process, 

design studio course and the social network sites (Kwan, 2010). Users being 

connected to each other in a network; users creating the content by their activites; 
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users sharing and using the content they all provide, are some of the aspects in social 

network sites which may address the shortcomings of the reflective interactions and 

communications in studio setting (boyd, 2010; boyd ve Ellison, 2008; O’Reilly, 

2005). By using a social network site as a supplement to the design studio course 

process it is intended to address the above mentioned issues; namely, teachers and 

students having access to the complete project process of all students; free exchnage 

of ideas among students; teachers’ reflection on themselves and on other teachers. As 

a means of testing how the tools and features of the social network site structures are 

used by teachers and students in a design studio setting, online social network sites 

are put in use in a number of industrial design studio courses in Istanbul. 

This study consists of two major parts. The first part constitutes the theoretical 

background behind the problem definition and the proposition; and the second part 

involves the implementation process in which the proposition is tested in real-life 

situations. The second and the third chapters, namely “Learning and Teaching 

Design” and “Social Network Sites in Design Studio Course”, introduce the 

theoretical background, the problem definition and the proposition. The fourth and 

the fifth chapters, “Methodology and Methods” and “The Action Research Cyclic 

Scheme” presents the methods used and the research plan and the implementation 

process in detail. The sixth, seventh and eighth chapters, “The First Cycle”, “The 

Second Cycle” and “The Third Cycle” lays out the results and the analysis of the 

three cycles of the implementation stage. Finally, the ninth chapter “Conclusion and 

Recommendations” includes a guideline on the nasis of the findings and make 

suggestions for further studies. 

Throughout the study the basic terminology of “teacher” and “student” are chosen to 

be used. There are several terms used for studio teachers, such as tutors, studio 

masters, etc. Besides, there are several roles attributed to them as well, such as coach, 

mentor, etc. Within the richness of meaning and attribution, the relatively simple and 

basic term “teacher”, and the similarly basic “student”, are chosen to be used. The 

Oxford Dictionary defines “teacher” as “a person who teaches, especially in a 

school”; while the definiton of Cambridge dictionary is “someone whose job is to 

teach in a school or college”. Similarly, a student in the Oxford is defined as “a 

person who is studying at a university or other place of higher education”; while in 

the Cambridge the definition is “a person who is learning at a college or university, 
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or sometimes at a school”. In this study, these basic terms are used, while the variety 

of roles attributed to both teachers and students in design studio course setting are 

discussed. 

1.1 Purpose of Thesis 

The aim of this research is to test the use of the tools and features within the existing 

online social network sites parallel to the design studio course. It is intended to find 

out in what ways teachers and students of the design studio course use an online 

social network site to supplement the interaction and communication processes. Also 

to be tested is whether the use of such an online platform would address issues such 

as the accessibility of teachers and students to the project processes of students; the 

free exchnage of ideas among students; and teachers’ reflection on theirs and other 

teachers’ teaching. A set of cycles of implementation are held in a number of 

industrial design studio courses in Istanbul in order to test the proposition in real-life 

situations. Through the implementation, the first aim is to find out the basic technical 

and operational processes of the use of such an online platform parallel to the studio 

process. In addition, the social network site, which the teachers and students of the 

industrial design studio course find familiar and easy-to-use, is identified. After the 

first step, a current and commonly used social network site structure was used to 

supplement the interaction and communication processes of industrial design studio 

courses of different structures and routines. Furthermore, the issues and problems 

specific to the interaction and communication processes in the studio courses of the 

implementation departments are found out, by interviews and questionnaires. The 

intention is to test the differences in how teachers and students of different studio 

courses, with different structures and different routines, tend to use the network site 

parallel to the studio. In the next stage of the implementation, the social network site 

is used in a studio course similar to the studio, where the online platform was used 

the most effectively in the previous step of the research. The aim is to test the use of 

the site as a supplement, in an industrial design studio classroom with enhanced 

technological equipment, and on the basis of the specific issues and problems 

identified. Finally, on the basis of the test uses of the tools and features of the social 

network sites, the purpose is to generate a guideline for the structure of an online 
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social network platform, to supplement the exchange of verbal and visual ideas, and  

studio critiques mechanisms, between teachers and students in design studio courses. 

1.2 Literature Review 

All processes and mechanisms in design studio course, in other words learning and 

teaching design, depend on reflective interactions, namely “studio critique”, the 

medium through which design knowledge and ideas on design are transmitted and 

communicated (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Uluoğlu, 2000). Literature emphasises the 

importance of “reflection” in design studio course, the possible obstacles and 

limitations in implementing them, and how they can be enabled and augmented with 

the use of online platforms in studio setting. The foundation of the studies on the 

importance of reflection in design studio context lies in the work of Donald A. Schön 

(1987; 1985) and his propositions on design process. Schön (1988) suggests that 

“with its webs of moves, discovered consequences, and implications” the act of 

designing is a “reflective conversation with the materials of a situation”. He (1987; 

1985) describes design process on the basis of his prominent idea of “reflection-in-

action”, which suggests that when desigining, the designer takes action, then reflects 

on her/his action, and then takes action on the basis of her/his previous reflections. 

Through intense and prolonoged observations of design studio dynamics and the 

interaction and communication processes between students and teachers in design 

studio, Schön (1988; 1987; 1985) proposed that design studio education is based on 

the teacher showing the student how to “reflect-in-action”. According to this idea, 

students and teachers reflect on both each other’s and their own works and ideas 

during “action”; i.e. whilst student’s working on design project and teacher’s giving 

critique (Schön, 1987; 1985). In this regard; the ideal social environment for learning 

and teaching design is a fully reflective one, where students have the opportunity of 

reflecting on their work, teachers’ comments, other students’ works, other students’ 

comments, etc.; while teachers can reflect on their interventions, students’ reactions 

to their interventions, other teachers’ interventions and students’ interventions as 

well. Basically, design studio could be defined as a network of people and their work 

(either as design work of students or interventions of teachers), all of which needs to 

be both accessible to all the studio people, and also, in interaction with one another in 

various combinations. Aytaç et al. (2008) concentrate on assessment by teachers, and 
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by students, as an essential form of reflection and conduct an experiment in Izmir 

University of Economics. In their experiment, they implement various types of 

reflective assessment and critique techniques, both for students and teachers to give 

feedback on design projects. They suggest that in order for teachers to be able to 

assess students’ projects in a fair way, and for students to be able to judge their own 

design activity, and reflect on other students’ works, assessment of projects should 

be viewed and implemented as a constantly ongiong process throughout the design 

projects (Aytaç et al., 2008). The criteria for assessment and reflection, and also, the 

whole project material of each student in a given project, should be common 

knowledge and accessible to all studio people at any time, respectively. Reflection 

occurs in a social environment, where there is a rich network of interactions and 

communications between students and teachers and their ideas in the form of proects 

and critiques. Here, the duration of a design assignment is best be perceived as a 

seamless process; where a teacher is able to access a students’ sketch from a few 

weeks before in order to reflect on it and share the outputs of this reflection with the 

student; while a student can go back and review a talk with a friend about her/his 

project to reevaluate that idea or feedback. Aytaç et al. (2008), in their experiment, 

aiming to reach this kind of complex network of reflections, asked all students to 

bring all their process material from research to alternatives and to refinement, to 

each critique session, i.e. to each class hour.Considering the physical body of work a 

design student produce throughout a project process, from a 2D sketch in the corner 

of a bookpage to a full scale mock-up, such a requirement would be a challenge both 

for students to carry back and forth regularly, and also for students and teachers to 

see and evaluate when faced with such numerous collections in a short time. Even 

though the intention is invaluable – “seeing all the process in order to be able to 

assess properly and fairly” – such an implementation would not be an easy, or a 

complete, or a long term one. 

Gulwadi (2009) suggests reflective journal writing as a method of learning in design 

studio. In her article, Gulwadi (2009) emphasises the distinction between 

“knowledge-in-waiting” and “knowledge-in-use”, the theoretical and the practical 

aspects of learning, respectively. She (2009) suggests that knowledge-in-waiting 

constitiutes the material for critical thinking; reflection, on the other hand, can be 

applied as a “catalyst for critical thinking”. Gulwadi (2009) emphasises the four 
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types of reflection – decriptive (non-reflective), descriptive, dialogic, critical – which 

can be described as progressing from passive to productive reflection. The reflective 

journal writing is proposed as a tool for reaching critical reflection in design learning 

(Gulwadi, 2009). Design student, by writing journals and reflecting on what s/he 

writes, practices a form of reflection-in-action. Furthermore, when learning 

numerous new concepts and trying to put them in practice at the same time, having a 

written or recorded archive helps make the new information, and the learning 

process, visible and tactile. McKillop (2004) focuses on the importance of reflection 

in art and design education, too. However, there are several issues related to 

reflection in design education. First of all, reflection may focus only in the final 

product instead of the learning process. Lawson (2006) pointed out the same problem 

suggesting that one weakness of the traditional studio structure was that “students, in 

paying so much attention to the end product of their labours, failed to reflect 

sufficiently on their process”. Secondly, there can be the assumption that only 

teachers are capable of reflecting (McKillop, 2004). Furthermore, the reflection may 

not be effective or permanent (McKillop, 2004). Storytelling is suggested to be a tool 

for effective reflection, where the student her/himself makes sense of her/his own 

learning as a continuing process; and students as a group reach a common 

understanding of the learning process (McKillop, 2004). When students share their 

stories in an online environment, and interact with each others’ stories, they gain 

confidence in their own assessment, and also, they reflect on their own and each 

othes’ learning processes (McKillop, 2004). 

Facilitating the reflective interactions in studio, as explained above, depends on a 

complex social environment. Ashton and Durling (2000) emphasise the “importance 

of reflection in design learning” and propose “the social means by which design 

students reflect”. Design studio has always accomodated a social structure, both in 

physical and contextual senses. Lawson (2006) describes the studio as the physical 

“place where students gather and work under the supervision of their tutors”. The 

physical studio space is a not only a working area. It is a social environment where 

students and teachers engage in different types and levels of social interactions and 

communication. Free exchange of ideas is regarded as important for design learning 

as are the informal or formal talks on design projects. Such casual social encounters 

together form the grounds for “background learning” which is defined as a must in 
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design studio education (Schön, 1985). Bruckman and Resnick (1995) state that 

“serious exchange of ideas often takes place because of, not in spite of, more 

informal social interaction”. Thus, ideally, studio setting should accomodate a 

comfortable and, to some extent, informal environment, where especially students, 

and also, teachers can feel comfortable enough to get engaged in casual talk and 

interaction. For this purpose, the social environment of design studio could be 

designed to be part of the casual social life of the studio people, and include the 

already existing online environments, which present “natural opportunities for 

casual, social interaction” (Bruckman and Resnick, 1995). Ashton and Durling 

(2000) emphasise the importance of reflection in design studio education, stating that 

reflection is only possible in a social context through social interaction. They (2000) 

present the connections between regular social relationships, such as friendships, and 

subgroups within classes, and the occuring reflections between students. Students 

naturally generate social groups within themselves, regardless of each other’s 

designing capabilities; but they tend to share and evaluate their design processes 

within these social groups that they are in (Ashton and Durling, 2000). In other 

words, during their design processes, students tend to reflect within a selected 

network of people, which may not necessarily be an ideal network for fruitful 

reflections. Similarly, those students who lack the social skills to get into these 

groups would be left out, not only of the social networks within the studio, but also 

of the reflective interactions occuring among students (Ashton and Durling, 2000). 

Design studio course provides a space and a means for the necessary social 

environment; though it does not generate a social network where all the studio people 

are uniformly connected to each other. Similar to Gulwadi (2009), Ashton and 

Durling (2000) also point out the difference between passive and active ways of 

reflection; which they call observational and verbal reflections. They (2000) suggest 

that, in order to improve design learning and teaching, the more common 

observational reflections could be transformed into less frequent verbal interactions. 

For the purpose of triggering verbal interactions, they suggest real two-way 

dialogues, and in addittion, keeping logs or diaries and using them as material during 

the critiques, instead of product outcomes (Ashton and Durling, 2000). In relation to 

the social roles in design studio course, Goldschmidt et al. (2010) emphasise that, 

often, studio teachers do not have pedagogical training in design teaching. The studio 
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teacher learns how to teach design by doing, too, and needs to reflect on her/his 

teaching, and on other studio teachers’ teaching processes (Goldschmidt et al., 2010). 

Literature suggests that there are many similarities between the social environment of 

design studio and the online social network sites (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 

2008; Shao et al., 2007). According to Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos (2008), the 

newsfeed function in Facebook creates an “ambient awareness” about other people’s 

“moods, interests, views”, which matches the reflective “observations” Ashton and 

Durling (2000) refer to in the context of social environment in design studio. A very 

similar kind of relatedness is referred to as “situation awareness” by Aytac et al. 

(2008) which they propose to achieve by reflecting on the studio class as a group. 

The distant connections between not-so-close students, or between students and 

teachers, may remain very limited and thus be an obstacle for reflective interactions. 

However, sometimes a good design idea may generate from a fresh view of a distant 

classmate rather than a close friend with familiar views and opinions (Schadewitz 

and Zamenopoulos, 2008). The structure of social network sites allows such “weak 

ties” to be active within one’s network, allowing the distant people to get closer and 

share to a certain extent (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008). In addition, through 

the personal profile pages in a social network site, people can see a section of each 

other’s personal lives, which creates a portion of a mutual trust necessary for sharing 

and working together both between students and also between students and teachers 

(Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008). The formal, educational social atmosphere in 

studio, i.e. the formal relations between teachers and students, which is essential for 

learning and teaching design, can be supplemented with the casual social atmosphere 

of the social network site, which is also necessary for design studio education (Craig 

and Zimring, 2000). Social network sites can provide a setting, which includes 

students, teachers, projects and critiques – in other words the formal roles and 

activities of design studio – in a platform designed for more casual and informal 

social interactions and communications (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008). This 

social environment in design studio includes collaboration between students and 

teachers, not only because of the necessary reflective interactions, but also to prepare 

the students to the collaborative processes of design profession itself. Sagun (2003) 

suggests that since collaboration is inherent in design profession, “design education 

needs to prepare students for the collaboration process throughout the design 
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project”. Many studies in literature agree on the idea that online platforms are 

collaborative environments, and they support and enhance collaboration in design 

process (Shao et al,. 2007; Simoff and Maher, 2006; Sagun, 2003; Kvan, 2000). 

Wojtowicz et al. (1994) state that “design collaboration is of particular interest due to 

the growing importance of distributed, high-performance computing, high-speed data 

transfer, and the emergence of global networks”. 

There is an extensive body of literature in design studies which deals with online 

collaborative environments. Kvan (2000) describes collaboration as “joint problem 

solving” where a group of people work together with “shared goals” to reach a 

common solution. Sagun (2003) emphasises the importance of collaboration between 

design studio course and other courses in the curriculum. Lim and Sato (2001) 

discusses the structure of a computer-based collaborative environment where 

designers can share their knowledge and processes with other disciplines involved 

within the process of design. Russo et al. (2007) explore the role of social media in 

connecting users and designers, and suggest that “designers who are more conscious 

of the expertise they bring to a collaboration are better positioned to consciously and 

explicitly engage in community relationships”. Studying online collaborative 

environments in design disciplines, Engeli and Mueller (1999) focus on “the 

architecture of collaborative environments, communication in these environments 

and the processes inherent to creative collaboration”; while, Gross et al. (1997) 

concentrate on “shared drawing; an archive of rationale; and coordination of 

decision-making”. The aspect of shared drawing is realised in a collaborative 

drawing environment called NetDraw, which is explored by Qian and Gross (1999). 

Gül et al. (2008) discuss their experience of collaborative learning and teaching 

activity, which was conducted with the partnership of University of Sydney and 

Istanbul Technical University. Similarly, Öztoprak and Erbuğ (2005) explore the use 

of online collaborative environments in a distant joint course where the product 

design departments in Middle East Technical University and Delft University of 

Technology took part. Kolarevic et al. (2000) document an online design 

collaboration exercise realised between three universities: University of Hong Kong, 

ETH in Zurich, and University of Washington. Another online collaborative design 

project is demonstarted by MacGregor and Ion (1999), which took place with the 

involvement of students from four higher educational instituations in Scotland. 
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Iacucci and Wagner (2003) focus on augmented collaborative environments in 

design education. Craig and Zimring (2000), on the other hand, approach the social 

environment in design studio and the nature of collaboration between students and 

teachers from a point of view, which is directly related to this thesis. Their study 

focuses on what they call “unstructured collaboration” or “collaboration without 

shared goals”, which aims to achieve “background learning” through casual, free 

exchange of ideas between students and teachers (Craig and Zimring, 2000). They 

(2000) point out the importance of such casual interaction in studio course for design 

learning, and they suggest that the physical design studio environment, with its 

formal structure and with the obvious competition among students for better grades, 

is an obstacle againts such necessary free talks. In order to facilitate the casual social 

interactions Craig and Zimring (2000) suggest the use of online environments 

parallel to the physical studio processes. They (2000) explain that “online 

environments can provide contexts for communication that are to some degree 

autonomous from offline contexts and can potentially support independent 

communities on their own”. 

Online environments in design profession and design education also provide the 

temporal flexibility the generic design process requires. Sagun (2003) suggests that 

“the collaborative design environments on the Web enable the flexibility for time and 

place constraints in teaching and learning”. The unique temporal requirements of 

design process is explained by Cross (2011) as “the need to maintain periods of 

intense activity, but interspersed with periods, usually away from the normal work 

environment, of more reflective contemplation”. Fischer and Nakakoji (1997) state 

that “design provides a perspective that weaves the acquisition of knowledge into 

meaningful activity, which takes place in rich social contexts and over extended 

periods of time”. The same temporal flexibility is necessary in the work process of 

design student, possibly even more, as s/he is learning the ways of designing. Aytac 

et al. (2008) emphasise this temporal aspect of learning to design suggesting 

that“students need adequate time and opportunity to engage in a “reflective 

conversation” with the situations in which they find themselves, as Schön described”. 

Design process has certain spatial demands, too. As discussed above, reflection on 

the actions conducted throughout the design process is essential for designing Schön 

(1987). For a designer to reflect on a previous stage of the process, s/he needs to 
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physically experience the actual work done on that stage; i.e. a sketch, a model, a 

research outcome, etc. Brown (2006), when explaining the work environment in 

IDEO, makes a special emphasis on the importance they give to the “accessible 

project archive” in their work. There is a project room dedicated to each project 

group, which is accessible to everybody in the design group for the duration of the 

project (Brown, 2006). All the room, with walls, boards and all the surfaces covered 

with project material none of which is removed until the project is finalised (Brown, 

2006). The importance of archiving the body of information and work produced in 

design process for reflection in studio education was discussed above by Aytac et al. 

(2008), Gulwadi (2009) and Ashton and Durling (2000). Having the whole process 

as solid material throughout the process is not only importanta for the design student 

to reflect on her/his work, but also to share her/his ideas with teachers and other 

students, and to collaborate. Blevis et al. (2008) suggest that “setting up a workspace 

as a design studio with work-in-progress in clear view invites critique and fosters the 

practice of showing work and eliciting feedback early and often”. In their article, 

Blevis et al. (2008) explain the use of a wiki-based online studio space for a graduate 

studio course, which did not have a phsyical studio space assigned to it.Finally, the 

online environments bring the advantage of documenting and sharing the materials 

that make up the design process with anyone at any time, with no temporal and 

spatial limitations; a natural consequence of using online media. As Laiserin (2002) 

summarises “students no longer need to gather at the same time and place to tackle 

the same design problem. Critics can comment over the network or by e-mail, and 

distinguished jurors can make virtual visits without being in the same room”. 

The Internet has introduced the age of information and communication, where any 

piece of information is accessible by anyone within the network of online 

communications and transmissions (Laiserin, 2002). The develoments in “CAD” 

applications, “visualisation” tools, “image processing, modeling, simulation, 

multimedia data representation” paired with the advancement of “computer 

networking” and “technologies to communicate images, data and live action” 

brought about the possibility of inter-related virtual environments, computer 

supported cooperative/collaboartive work (CDCW), computer mediated and 

supported instruction (CMSI), in various contexts (Simoff and Maher, 2006; Sagun, 

2003; Laiserin, 2002). Sagun (2003) suggests that the world wide web and the 
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Internet “provide an environment for exchanging ideas and critiques”. Web 2.0 

initiated the “personal, social and flexible” online “platforms” as an alternative to 

“websites” which were used for “online publishing”, “social media services” and 

“architecture of participation” (O'Reilly, 2005 qtd. in Shao et al., 2007). Russo et al. 

(2007) suggest that, in terms of information production and sharing, social media 

played a role in creating a tendency towards the “production of social knowledge” 

instead of the “consumption of authoritative knowledge”. Social media are powerful 

web services as they reshape the way people interact and communicate with one 

another (boyd, 2007). According to Kaplan and Haenlein (2009), “the concept of 

social media is top of the agenda for many business executives today”. Kwan (2010) 

states that “web 2.0 has the potential to bring enriching experiences to online design 

education”. Research on design education, and design studio as the core of it, has 

already been exploring the ways various online tools and social media can be used 

for educational purposes. However, the majority of this research is still limited and 

they focus more on the technologies used rather than the “pedagogical” aspects 

(Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002). There is a need for diverse studies, which aim to find 

better and designerly ways of using online technologies and social media to serve 

design learning and teaching; and also progressive ways in which design education 

can be reformed to encompass these tools and technologies within its processes 

(Kwan, 2010; Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008; Shao et al., 2007). Design 

studio pedagogy relies heavily on the social context and in order for the online 

design studios to fully function, and be fully used by students and teachers in design 

education, studies need to focus on this social aspect. Social platforms offer services 

for sharing information, and for interaction and communication showing similarities 

to the social structure within design studio setting; thus could be a route to 

experiment and create online design studios (Kwan, 2010; Schadewitz and 

Zamenopoulos, 2008; Shao et al., 2007). The Internet, social media and other web 

services are already being used in design education, and also in design-related 

professional practice, where design students start working after they graduate 

(Norman, 2010; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2009; Chen and You, 2003). In order to create 

healthy and working relations within the educational field itself, between educational 

and professional fields, and also, in order to provide design students with a 

contemporary, up-to-date educational system, current and commonly used 

technologies need to be tested and used in the best ways to serve the processes of 
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design education (Norman, 2010). Russo et al. (2007) suggest that “design education 

will need to become more skilled at articulating the methods and processes used in 

order to meaningfully fulfill future professional experiences”. 

In design education, like in many educational fields, the most common use of online 

technologies is to provide students with low cost, distant education. The pioneering 

higher education institutions and design schools have already been offering online 

courses and creating their e-learning platforms to reach as many students as possible 

from all around the world. The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) started 

working on its Open Course Ware (OCW) in 1999 and initiated it in 2002. Today 

MIT/OCW is offering online courses in over 36 departments, including Architecture. 

The online courses in Architecture cover several Architectural Studio courses which 

include the syllabuses, course content, lecture videos, student projects and other 

course material about the studio process. They do not have a fully interactive open 

structure, where a studio environment is created through interaction and 

communication between students and teachers; rather, the Architectural Design 

Studio classes are treated as other lecture based courses. The Design and Innovation 

program in the Open University offers fully distant online studio courses, 

experimenting on using social media as a way of creating an online studio 

environment for students and teachers to interact and communicate throughout the 

design projects (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008). In the context of online 

higher education and e-learning, online design education holds a unique place in 

terms of its structure, needs and processes (Kwan, 2010; Tauke et al., 2003; Kvan, 

2001). Today, many lecture-based courses adopt e-learning processes by using the 

default online platforms of the universities known as the Learning Management 

Systems (LMS) (Kwan, 2010). As mentioned above, other specialised and advanced 

e-learning platforms such as the MIT/OCW do not have specific standards for studio 

courses. Design Studio education holds a very specialised process, and thus, online 

design education and online design studios need to be formulated in their own unique 

ways. For this reason, online design education has been relatively late to develop its 

own platforms and processes compared to other areas in online education (Kwan, 

2010). There is a need to develop ways by which design studios can be structured 

and executed in online environment as their nature requires. As the uniqueness of 

design studio is based on the generic design process and the pedagogical structure of 
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design learning and teaching, online design studios would best be shaped taking 

design and design studio processes as their foundation (Kwan, 2010; Shao et al., 

2007). 

Literature on online design education includes an extensive body of research 

focusing on the use of online technologies to experiment on instantenous 

collaboration in a global context, and online distance education. These new practices 

make it possible for design students and educators to be in touch with a worldwide 

crowd, at all times and at very low costs. A most influential series of studies on using 

online platforms in design studio setting is the Virtual Design Studios (VDS), which 

first emerged in the early 1990s (Wojtowicz ed., 1995). VDS projects first initiated 

in architectural design studio courses and were then carried onto the educational 

processes of other design disiplines (Shao et al., 2007). As a consequence of the 

advances in e-learning, the “VDS has become a new method for implementing 

studio-based design education in online environments” (Shao et al., 2007). The term 

VDS was coined in 1993 (Tong and Çağdaş, 2005), as an extension of the 

“conventional” design studio, and the first series of virtual studios were being 

conducted between MIT, University of Hong Kong, University of British Columbia 

and Washington University (Simoff and Maher, 2006; Tong and Çağdaş, 2005). The 

VDS implementations were particularly intense between 1995 and 1997, a time, 

which was called the “watershed in Virtual Design Studio (VDS) evolution” 

(Laiserin, 2002). Many universities in Australia, Japan, South East Asia, Hong Kong, 

Canada, USA and Europe got connected and collaborated to test the uses of online 

technologies in VDS settings (Laiserin, 2002). There have been many online design 

studio experiments which are gathered under the term VDS, some of which are; the 

first asynchronous VDS project called the ‘Distanced Collaboration’ held between 

the University of British Columbia and Harvard University in 1992 (Shao et al., 

2007); four separate VDS experiments initiated in the University of Sydney in 1995 

and 1996 (Simoff and Maher, 2006); “Internet Studios” between Universidad 

UNIACC, Universidad de Buenos Aires, Florida International University, 

Universidad del Zulia, Universidad Nacional de Rosario, Universidad Tecnica 

Federico Santa Maria, Universidad Central de Venezuela, Universidad de Guayaquil, 

Taller Zero U. Bio Bio, Concepcion, Center for Design Visualization, U.C. Berkeley, 

EEUU in 1999 (Andia, 2002); a VDS experiment initiated in Bilkent University in 
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1999; “An Experiment in Design Collaboration” implemented between University of 

Hong Kong, Swiss Federal Institute of Technology (ETH) and University of 

Washington in 2000 (Kolarevic et. al., 2000); “Virtual Design Studio (VDS 2000) 

between University of Sydney and Istanbul Technical University in 2000 (Çağdaş et 

al., September, 2000); “The First Virtual Environment Design Studio” between the 

University of Hong Kong (HKU) and Bauhaus University Weimar (BUW) 

conducted in 2001 (Schnabel et al., 2001; Schnabel and Kvan, 2001); “Virtual 

Design Studio ID 319/ Mediated Discourse BKMVK05” held between Middle East 

Technical University and Delft University of Technology in 2003 (Öztoprak and 

Erbuğ, 2005; Öztoprak, 2004); and a 2002 dated VDS implementation between 

Istanbul Technical University and University of Uludag (Tong and Çağdaş, 2005). 

Shao et al. (2007) describe VDS as a “networked design studio”, which “broadens 

time and space boundaries”; involves “designing and communicating with computer-

mediated and computer-supported platforms”; presents “process and outcomes with 

electronic forms”; is “accessed through the Internet”; provides “asynchronous and 

synchronous communication” and also “supervision by professional practitioners”. 

VDS projects have several advantages such as bringing together participants from 

geographically distant design studios to collaborate and work together; making it 

possible for the design schools to work with design professionals in specific design 

projects; offering low cost educational possibilities for the students (Simoff and 

Maher, 2006; Öztoprak and Erbuğ, 2005; Öztoprak, 2004; Wojtowicz ed., 1995). 

Laiserin (2002) points out that the VDS have the “potential to favor collaboration 

over competition, diversify student experiences, and redistribute the intellectual 

resources of architectural education across geographic and socio-economic 

divisions”. By working with others in distant geographies and cultures, students 

come across “different values and approaches to design” and realise that “many 

fundamental aspects of the design process are unchanged around the world”. Such 

important advantages brought by the VDS environments challenge the design 

schools to overcome the disadvantages of the current VDSs such as the technical 

infrastructure necessary for the VDS environments, or in the case of some VDS 

experiments, the lack of face-to-face or social interaction among instructors and 

students, which is a crucial part of the traditional design studio (Öztoprak and Erbuğ, 

2005; Schnabel et al., 2001). Laiserin (2002) indicates the importance of VDS 
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environments in equiping design students with the “tools to reconclie communication 

environments and physical space”. 

In this study, the virtual design studio environment is proposed, not to connect 

distant partcipants, but to supplement to the social interaction and communications 

processes within physical studio courses. ETH in Zurich, one of the leading 

institutions in VDS implementations, defines VDS “as a platform for creating a new 

hybrid of virtual and physical architecture for 2010 and beyond” (Laiserin, 2002). 

Cheng, upon her experience of VDS in University of Oregon, proposes that “where 

students can supplement mediated communication with face-to-face talk, they see 

their contributions become part of a useful repository” (Laiserin, 2002). Simoff and 

Maher (2006) explains that the two major components common to both traditional or 

virtual studios are “course materialsto be delivered to the students, and 

communicationbetween students and instructors”. Laiserin (2002) discusses the 

nature of collaboration in VDS settings in two categories; “single-task collaboration” 

where all participants work on a whole project together and “multiple-task 

collaboration” where each participation works on a separate, individual part of a 

single project. The technologies used in the VDSs vary depending on the structure of 

the studio. One of the most important distinction is the synchronous or asynchronous 

communication in VDS processes (Simoff and Maher, 2006; Laiserin, 2002). 

Synchronous interaction involves the participants connecting simultaneously and 

interacting with one another at the same time (Simoff and Maher, 2006; Laiserin, 

2002). Some of the most common synchronous communication tools are text-based 

chat programs and video-conferencing (Laiserin, 2002). In asynchronous processes, 

different participants of a VDS connect at different times, thus receiving what the 

previous participants have done and leaving their contribution for the participants 

who will connect to the VDS system later (Laiserin, 2002). Asynchronous emails or 

messages, or “file transfer protocols (FTP)”, “shared electornic whiteboards” are the 

most widespread forms of such non-simultaneous interactions (Laiserin, 2002). 

There are numerous studies which explore using digital and online technologies 

within design and design studio course processes. Adler et al. (2004) propose a 

multimodal intelligent design studio model, which is based on understanding the 

tools designers use to communicate their design ideas, such as sketching. Casalegno 

and Sass (2006) focuses on using videoconferencing to connect distant design 
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workshops. Chen and You (2003) proposes a framework for an online design 

learning environment (ODLE), which involves four basic components – “course, 

instructor, learner, internet”; four types of relationships between these component – 

“delivery, organisation, process, access”; and finally, a three-level platform for these 

components and their relationships – “community, classroom, studio”. Oxman 

(2004) explains a study on “a pedagogical framework” called Think-Maps, which is 

put in practice using a “computational tool” called Web-Pad. Think-Maps framework 

suggests that “by constructing a conceptual map that reflects one’s thinking in a 

domain”, the “knowledge learned” can be made “explicit”. Sagun et al. (2001) 

demonstrate a framework for a web-based studio course, which aims to “integrate 

design concepts and skills with practical and theoretical knowledge throighout 

collaborative learning” by “enabling global access to course material as well as 

allowing interaction of participants at distributed learning environments at anytime”. 

Tauke et al. (2003) present a specific web site, which aims to “support the teaching 

and the study of universal design”. They also discuss the “trends in industrial design 

education” that are in line with online learning and teaching environments: 

“increasing use of digital media, boundary blurring between design disciplines, 

multidisciplinary design development teams, expansion of the definition of “the 

product,” and increased reliance on online resources”. 

The focus of many of the VDS experiments is creating platforms for distant design 

studios to work in collaboration on design projects. A group of other research on 

online design studios primarily takes the studio processes and social structure of 

design studio course into consideration and studies the possibilities of using Web 2.0 

technologies and social platforms within the studio context. Blevis et al. (2008) point 

out the similarities between the wiki technologies of Web 2.0 and the design studio 

culture, such as the visibility and accesibility of works-in-progress, the privacy and 

security tools; and suggest to use the wiki structure in order to create a flexible online 

virtual design studio functioning as a course management system for a human-

computer interaction design course. They (2008) emphasise the possibility and the 

necessity of “simulating distinct design spaces” in online environment, which 

connect individuals, groups, and finally, whole societies of designers, creating “a 

global community of designers linked together by an ecology of virtual design 

studios in a manner that goes well beyond what is possible in the physical world 
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alone”. In the first phase of their experiment, the wiki environment failed to make the 

students be interested in each other’s work, and lacked the “mechanisms” to trigger 

“creating shared knowlegde” (Blevis et al., 2008). In the second phase, they set the 

standards for “attribution and personal control of permissions” by “allocating virtual 

spaces for different degrees of private and public content” (Blevis et al., 2008). 

Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos (2008) write that the two major aspects of design 

studio course are the direct involvement in design projects and the social 

environment within design studio. Approaching from a distance education point of 

view, they indicate that the first aspect is achieved through distance design learning 

whereas the social environment or “a community” cannot be provided to the students 

of distance education (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008). Shao et al. (2007) 

proposes that VDS studies need to encompass the “social and technological” 

advances, which are increasingly effecting the educational processes. The social 

focus of Web 2.0, which takes information sharing, “collaboration” and “user 

generated content” as essential, suggests a new, “innovative” approach to online 

education (Russo et al., 2007; Shao et al., 2007). There are very few experiments on 

using Web 2.0 technologies and social media in design studio context. A Facebook 

group was used in a fully distant design studio setting in the Open University for the 

duration of a design project in 2008. Russo et al. (2007) approaches the use of social 

media in design education from a users’ and audiences’ point of view, with the 

intention of creating a “more transparent” design process which can accommodate 

the participation and input of a “broader” and diverse crowd of people. Within the 

contexts of design profession and design education, the emergence of online 

platforms, which are shaped by user-generated content, participation and sharing, 

alters the role of designer “from sole author and producer to facilitator of design 

process” (Russo et al., 2007). They suggest that social media brings about issues for 

discussion and consideration in design education, such as “the role of community in 

the creative process; the relatisonship between designer and outcome; the role of 

designer in user-generated production and distribution; and the long term effects of 

social media on design education and practice” (Russo et al., 2007). In relation to the 

use of social network sites in design education, it is important to be aware of the 

recorded advantages and disadvantages of using online social platforms within 

educational processes. Heiberger and Harper (2008) point out the digital divide, or 

the “cyberdivide”, between teachers and students; while teachers are only checking 
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their emails and a few websites, students are checking their social media accounts 

several times a day. Using the latest technologies in the classroom all together can 

overcome these divisions between teachers and students, which may lead to other 

social divisions within educational processes (Heiberger and Harper, Winter 2008). 

In the social environment of the design studio course, the social relationships 

between teachers and students can directly effect motivation, involvement, and most 

importantly, the learning. According to Heiberger and Harper (2008) Facebook 

triggers involvement in “extracurricular activities, peer group interactions, social 

integration, and faculty-staff interactions”. It can also “help create small 

communities within large institutions, making students more comfortable and 

connected” (Read, 2004 qtd. in Heiberger and Harper, 2008). Using social network 

sites such as Facebook, where teachers and students have their personal profiles 

exposed, in educational processes brings about the issue of self-disclosure. Students 

may feel uncomfortable with seeing their teachers’ personal details, or with the 

possibility of teachers seeing their own personal lives (Heiberger and Harper, 2008). 

There are fewer studies in electronic and online design process and design studio 

literature focusing on the critique mechanisms, i.e. the use of digital and online 

technologies for critique exchanges, between design professionals, and also, between 

teachers and students. Lawson and Loke (1997) discuss the use of CAD applications 

in “conversations on design” from the perspective of “aiding creativity”. They (1997) 

suggest that the focus should be on the exchange of words more than pictures, as the 

ambiguous, uncertain and parallel lines of thought within the creative process are not 

well represented by the use of CAD tools. On the grounds of Schön’s notion of 

“reflection-in-action”, they propose a “text-based CAD tool” which was developed 

for exchanging ideas in design process. Danahy (1990) proposes the use of 

computers by studio teachers during critique sessions, such as desk critique or the 

final assessments in juries, in order to enrich the visual input by teachers while 

giving critique. He (1990) argues that the majority of the ideas exchanged by 

teachers during critiques are in verbal format, and suggests that the use of computer 

can change this proportion in favour of the visual ideas. Sagun and Demirkan (2009) 

share their analysis of the use of the online collaboration platform called Design 

Collaboration Model (DCM), which was developed for collaboration among design 

courses. They (2009) focus on critiques as the media of exchanging information and 
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ideas, and conclude that the quality, and not the quantity, of the critiques 

“determined the success level of proposed design solutions”. The use of online 

technologies within design studio context effects the structure of the traditional 

design studio, such as its pedagogical grounds, the roles of teachers and students, the 

course materials, the temporal and spatial requirements (Luke 2000; Shao et al., 

2007). According to Russo et al. (2007), the use of social media in design education 

may lead to design disciplines to be more engaged with and informed about the 

“social systems, communities, audiences and motivations”. Laiserin (2002) suggests 

that similar to the foundational impact of the “hand-rendered communication media” 

of the atelier culture on contemporary design education, the “virtual media” of the 

VDS or “e-telier” culture influences and shapes design education in a digital world. 

The relationship between online technologies and design studio education has many 

independent variables stated by literature, which should be thought individually as 

well as all together. 

Finally, one of the most important aspects of design education is its relationship with 

the professional practice of design. Design studio is described as a practicum, the 

simulation of the professional design studios, where teachers take the role of clients 

and students are expected to act as designers (Lawson, 2006; Schön, 1985). As such, 

design education is supposed to be flexible enough to update itself according to the 

changes in design profession, so that design students graduate as competent 

professionals in their areas. Today, design profession, specifically industrial design, 

is going through a number of changes (Norman, 2010). First of all, as discussed 

above, design profession is a collaborative and social practice. From receiving the 

design brief to the final delivery of the product to the client, or to the user, the 

designer needs to work within a network of people. Therefore, the design profession 

requires its practitioners to be literate in recent interaction and communication 

technologies (Kvan, 2001). Secondly, the processes and the priorities in design 

practices depend on the nature of the products. As the “products”, which the 

contemporary society needs and uses change, the subject matter of design 

professions, i.e. the to-be-designed products, change, too (Norman, 2010; Buchanan, 

1992). In these respects, design education is supposed to monitor the current 

tendencies in design profession, both in terms of the range of products and the 

processes of the practice, and apply these tendencies within the focus and processes 
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of its own program. Literature points out to the shortcomings of the current design 

studio structure in adopting both the established and changing features of design 

profession. Schön (1987) points out to the “gap” observed by the design teachers, 

who are also design professionals, between what the design education offers the 

students as the “professional knowledge” and how actually professional practice 

operates. A similar concern is expressed by Lawson (2006), where he emphasises the 

risk of the studio setting to be too isolated within itself, and thus, not having the 

necessary ties with the actual processes of the professional life. In the enclosed 

environment of design studio, design students may not meet the realities of the 

professional practice and get into a “self-reflective” process, where the only people 

they are reflecting on are themselves, other students and studio teachers. Kvan 

(2001) writes about the social nature of design process, where the designer works 

within a network of “engineers, consultants”, and “non-design professionals, such as 

clients, bankers, users, etc.” suggesting that the design studio content should aim to 

include a similar complex network of different roles within the design processes of 

students. In addition to the network of people involved in a design process, Kvan 

(2001) explains the physical and temporal relationships between these people, and 

how they interact and communicate in today’s design profession. With the 

introduction of online technologies into the design process for the purposes of 

interaction, communication and collaboration, design practitioners now work in 

global scales with no temporal and spatial boundaries (Kvan, 2001). Kvan (2001) 

suggests that educating the students with the new modes of communication is as vital 

as teaching them the means of designing. The use of online technologies in design 

studio education “promise to bridge this gap” (Simoff and Maher, 2006) and “train 

the students for a global market” (Laiserin, 2002). A different perspective on the 

same topic is presented by Norman (2010), who points out the change in the subject 

area, and consequently, the “products” of industrial design practice, moving from 

physical objects to interaction, service and experience design, where designers work 

on “organisational” and “social” problems. Designers who are traditionally trained 

and equipped with the knowledge and skills towards solving the problems of 

physical products, such as “forms and materials”, “sketching, drawing and 

rendering”, are expected to work on design problems of very different nature 

requiring other additional sets of knowledge and skills (Norman, 2010). Norman 

(2010) suggests a change in the industrial design curriculum, which will enhance 
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design education to encompass other areas, with which today’s industrial designer 

has come to tackle, such as “human and social behaviour”, “social and behavioural 

sciences”, “technology”, “business”, “the scientific method” and “experimental 

design”. While each of these areas are equally important in relation to the profession 

and education of today’s industrial design, the focus of this study intersects with two 

of them; the social context and the technology. 

1.3 Hypothesis 

In relation to the above discussions, the following hypothesis and research question 

are generated. 

Hypothesis: An online social network site structure to supplement the reflective 

interactions and communication in design studio course setting can provide teachers 

and students with a familiar and easy-to-use online platform to exchange verbal and 

visual ideas, namely design projects and studio critiques. Such a supplemental 

platform can be a means of addressing issues, such as, the accessibility of teachers 

and students to the project processes of students; the free exchnage of ideas among 

students; and teachers’ reflection on theirs and other teachers’ teaching. 

Research Question: Does an online social network site structure, which is used as a 

supplement to the reflective interactions and communication in design studio course, 

provide a familiar and easy-to-use platform for teachers and students to exchange 

visual and verbal ideas? How does teachers and students use such an online social 

network site for reflective interactions parallel to the design studio course process? 

Does the use of such an online platform parallel to the design studio course address 

issues, such as, the accessibility of teachers and students to the project processes of 

students; the free exchnage of ideas among students; and teachers’ reflection on 

theirs and other teachers’ teaching? 
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2. LEARNING AND TEACHING DESIGN 

In this chapter, the setting and mechanisms of learning and teaching design are 

covered. Learning and teaching of design are conducted in design studio course, the 

core of the educational processes of various design disciplines. The idea behind 

design studio course is imitating the professional design studio by assigning design 

students with real-like design projects, and teaching them how to design through 

designing. The basis for such learning-by-doing is reflection, which, in design studio 

terms, is called the critique. 

2.1 Design as a Reflective Process 

Design is defined as anything that is “man-made”, “synthesised” and “artificial” 

(Cross, 2011; Archer et al., 2005; Simon, 1996). According to some scholars, it is the 

activity “we humans engage in when we are not satisfied with our reality and we 

decide to intentionally change it” (Stolterman, 2011). Buchanan (1992) defines the 

subject matter of design as “indeterminate”, which is made “specific and concrete” 

by the designer. He (1992) states that “design has no special subject matter of its own 

apart from what a designer concieves it to be”. Because, the subject matter of design 

is indeterminate, design problems are described as“ill-defined” and “wicked” (Cross, 

2011; Buchanan, 1992). It was Horst Rittel, who first defined the wicked problems as 

a "class of social system problems which are ill-formulated, where the information is 

confusing, where there are many clients and decision-makers with conflicting values, 

and where the ramifications in the whole system are thoroughly confusing” 

(Buchanan, 1992). Wicked problems are “ambiguous” and “indeterminate” 

(Buchanan, 1992; Rittel and Webber, 1973). Consequently, design process not only 

includes generating a solution, but also the design problem itself. In fact, design 

process is defined as formulating a problem and a solution to it, simultaneously. 

Buchanan (1992), by referring to Rittel’s definition, suggests that “wicked problems 

have no definitive formulation, but every formulation of a wicked problem 

corresponds to the formulation of a solution”. Cross (2011) emphasises the role of 
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the designer in defining the design problem by stating that the “clear, generative 

concept” is not within the problem but “largely created by the designer”, and that the 

designer does not find a “pre-existing pattern” but builds a pattern which“re-

formulates the problem and suggests directions towards a solution”. Defined as such, 

design process involves “framing” or “representing” a problem by “making moves 

towards a solution and evaluating those moves” (Reffat and Gero, 1999; Schön, 

1987). Designer takes action, reviews the consequences of her/his action, and takes 

action again on the basis of her/his review. Schön (1987) calls these instants of 

reviewing “reflection” and suggests that the generic design process is made up of 

repetitious cycles of “action” and “reflection”. The designer and the design situation 

gets into a “dialogue”, “a reflective conversation”; a phenomena which Schön (1987; 

1985) refers to as “reflection-in-action. 

Rowe noticed in all three studies that the architects’ attention switched regularly between 

solution concepts and problem exploration – between developing ideas for building form and 

investigating the implications of those ideas in terms of the design brief and technical 

feasibility. He characterised the progress of the design activity as ‘episodic’, or as a kind of 

‘series of related skirmishes with various aspects of the problem at hand (Cross, 2011). 

These actions of the designer are attempts for possible solutions, they are instants of 

generating design ideas; they are sketches of ideas for a solution. They are sketches 

in a literal sense (Cross, 2011). The designer, who is involved with visual 

phenomena – e.g. product designer, architect, graphic designer – naturally generates 

ideas in visual media. These visual materials that s/he produces, such as drawings, 

mock-ups, etc., are tools for “imaging, imagining or discovering something that he 

cannot construct just in his mind”, for “thinking aloud”, or “talking to her/himself”; 

and also “for communicating with others” (Cross, 2011; Aytaç et al., 2008). The 

designer is not the only person who gets involved in the design process. There are 

clients or customers, who give the design brief; there are producers and 

manufacturers, who materialise the design; and there are users who will be 

experiencing the end product. The designer has a responsibility for all these people, 

who are involved in the process, and thus needs to reflect her/his ideas on them, too 

(Brown, 2008). Design process is not a conversation between the designer and the 

design situation, which takes place in isolation; it is the opposite (Murray, 1993). It 

occurs within a social network of people and things, and their preferences, 

tendencies, needs, abilities, characteristics, properties, etc. The designer gets into a 
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network of people and things, not only because s/he has to, but also because s/he 

needs to. As mentioned earlier, the designer generates ideas to define the design 

problem itself. Part of these ideas come from the facts and necessities of the people 

and things – such as materials, product settings, etc. – and the other essential part of 

these ideas come by experiences such as inspiration, intuition, etc. (Cross, 2011). In 

the process of reflection-in-action, the instants of reflection may last minutes, hours 

or even days. The designer gets into interaction with many people and things, related 

to or involved in the design process or not, and is effected by all these interactions. 

One of the most important part of designing is described as these chance encounters 

the designer gets into, with who or what is around her/him (Cross, 2011). The 

designer reflects on these people and things as well, consciously or not, throughout 

the design process. S/he may meet friends, read books, watch films, look at pictures, 

go through other projects; s/he may “draw upon a repertoire of precedents, of 

remembered images and recollections of other objects that helped him to give a more 

coherent, practicable and attractive form to the concept” (Cross, 2011). As such, 

design process is described as instants of action and reflection, “drawing and 

talking”, which Schön (1987) calls the language of design. Because both the solution 

and the problem are defined, bit by bit, throughout this process, they are the sum and 

the synthesis of all the actions and reflections, all the drawings and the talks within 

the design process. That is why the designer needs every instant of the process, as 

they “become a record of the “moves” and their implications” (Cross, 2011). The 

design output – the end product – only makes sense within the complex network of 

people and things with which the designer got into contact, throughout designing. In 

this study, the connections between the nodes of this complex network are referred to 

as “reflective interactions”. 

2.2 Design Studio Course and Reflection-in-Action 

Design studio course is the core of design education and the major setting, where 

design learning and teaching take place (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Aytaç et al., 2008; 

Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008; Laiserin, 2002). The name “studio” refers to 

the course in the design curricula, the physical space where this course is undertaken, 

and the “unique” pedagogical system on which the course is built (Shao et al., 2007; 

Bradfoot and Bennett, 200; Dinham, 1988). It has been given various names by 
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different educational institutions, such as “atelier”, “workshop”, “project”, but its 

structure varies little from one institution to another. Origins of design studio 

education and pedagogy are rooted in the “atelier” tradition of the French Ecole des 

Beaux Arts of 1819, which is “the first formal architectural education framework” 

(Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Kwan, 2010; Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008; 

Casalegno and Sass, 2006; Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002; Laiserin, 2002). In this 

educational setting, students or “pupils”, are assigned to studios or “ateliers”, that are 

lead by individual teachers or “masters” (Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002). In the ateliers, 

students work on art or design assignments under the supervision of teachers, who 

are scholars and/or practitioners in their areas of profession (Bradfoot and Bennett, 

2002). Teaching and learning take place in the course of students’ working on these 

assignment, and teachers’ making interventions on students’ works, from “atelier 

talks” to final juries (Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002). In 1919, following the atelier 

tradition of Ecole des Beaux Arts, the Bauhaus “workshops” became the prominent 

culture in art and design education, which are still considered as the basis of the 

pedagogical system of many educational institutions in art and design today 

(Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002). Similar to the “atelier” structure of the 1800s, teaching 

and learning in the workshops of Bauhaus are based on students’ working on 

assigned projects under the guidance of master teachers (Bradfoot and Bennett, 

2002). Today, the framework and the processes of design studio course in many 

design domains are structured on the basis of these two essential cultures of art and 

design education (Bradfoot and Bennett, 2002). 

Broadly speaking, design studio is a high credit course, which usually takes the most 

hours per week, and is the foundation of the curricula of design disciplines such as 

architecture, urban planning, industrial design, graphic design, interaction design, 

etc. (Dinham, 1988). It dominates each semester of the educational process. In the 

first one or two semesters, it is usually called Basic Design Studio, which focuses on 

the key concepts and principles of design. In the following semesters, it takes a 

common design studio format, where students are assigned to work on design 

projects. In the last one or two semesters, it is often referred to as Graduation or 

Diploma Project Studio. The processes and methods, which the students follow and 

learn in a design studio course replicate, simulate those which the professional 

designers conduct in real-life design projects (Lawson, 2006; Andia, 2002; Laiserin, 
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2002; Schön, 1987). A typical design studio course project consists of a common 

process, whose steps are introduction of a design assignment or a “design brief” by 

teachers; development and finalisation of individual design projects by students 

under the supervision of teachers; and students’ final presentations of their design 

projects to a crowd of teachers, students and others (Kwan, 2010; Andia, 2002; 

Kvan, 2001). Usually, a group of teachers, collectively giving a studio course, get 

together before the classes start to prepare the design assignment(s) of the semester. 

They present the design brief to the students in the beginning of the course process, 

where a discussion may take place among teachers and students, allowing everybody 

to share their ideas about the details of the brief (Kvan, 2001). After the introduction 

of the brief, students start their individual design processes, which consists of 

research, alternative generation, refinement of a selected design idea, and finally, 

presenting the refined idea to a final jury. They are expected to work in and outside 

the studio classroom, going out to make research by finding books, journals, 

materials, and also by getting in touch with people, and by being involved in the 

professional practices of the subject matter of the assignment (Kvan, 2001; Dinham 

1988). From the introduction of the brief to the final presentations, students work on 

their projects in and outside the studio hours, while regularly presenting their 

processes to the teachers to recieve their ideas, comments, opinions, suggestions; i.e. 

reflections. These reflective interactions and communications on students’ projects 

between students and teachers take place in various formal and informal ways, and 

are traditionally called “studio critiques” (Kvan, 2001; Uluoğlu, 2000). In regular 

studio classes, the common “desk-critiques” are held, where a teacher and a student 

meet around a desk to talk about the student’s project. Other students and teachers 

can participate in by watching the critique session and commenting (Kvan, 2001). 

There are frequent “pin-up” or “wall critiques”, where students present their progress 

with their sketches and other project materials on a board or a wall, to a group of 

teachers and students (Andia, 2002). The most formal occassions of critique 

exchange are the preliminary and final juries, where students are required to prepare 

a list of presentation material, such as technical drawings, perpectives, 3D mock-ups 

and models to a jury of teachers, students and other invited jury members, such as 

experts, visiting teachers, etc. (Kvan, 2001). All these types of critique exchange take 

place in the studio space, and include the typical steps of the student’s introducing 

the project, and then a discussion session, which can include everybody watching the 
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presentation. They are invaluable opportunities for students to learn about design in 

general, as many ideas are put forward by various points of view (Kvan, 2001). After 

the final presentations of the students, i.e. the final jury, teachers get together for one 

last time, to evaluate students’ overall work. 

Traditionally, this educational process is realised in design studio classrooms, which 

are large, open-plan, “loft-like” rooms (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008; Schön, 

1987). There are individual “drafting desks” for each student, where they work on 

design projects, keep or store their 2D and 3D sketches such as drawings and mock-

ups, and get critiques from teachers and other students (Andia, 2002; Mitchell, 

1994). Apart from the students’ desks, which are the more private spaces in the 

studio, there are shared areas such as the pin-up boards, walls or communal tables, 

sofas, etc., which studio people use to exchange ideas, hold juries and socialise in 

and outside the studio hours (Mitchell, 1994). Ideally, a studio room is assigned to 

one class of students for the duration of at least a semester, where each student has 

her/his own desk for the whole period of time. Here, students work on their 

individual or sometimes group projects, exchange ideas with other students and 

teachers, receive critiques and comments from teachers and students about their 

projects, and present their projects in the reviews and juries (Andia, 2002; Kvan, 

2001). The physical design studio is a social environment open to “communication” 

and “collaboration” where students, teachers and sometimes people, who are invited 

from outside the studio, engage in reflective interactions on the basis of the assigned 

design tasks (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008; Öztoprak, 2004). In studio 

hours, students work on their projects while interacting with each other, teachers 

observe students' progresses and give desk reviews and critiques, which other 

students can observe and participate in. In certain times of the semester juries take 

place, where students present their projects on a pin-up wall or board to a group of 

people, the jury and other students and instructors (Andia, 2002). In other words, 

design studio is the setting where “students learn to become practitioners through 

learning by doing rather than the more conventional transmission of knowledge 

content” (Shao et al., 2007). The educational model conducted in studio courses falls 

under the general title of problem-based learning, which includes the “setting of a 

problem and allowing the student to direct their own learning through the seeking of 

solutions to the problem. Under the watchful eye of a teacher, they engage in a 
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search for solutions, learning not only the facts of the situation and the solutions but 

also the process” (Kvan, 2001). The process of “learning by doing” involves a 

“dilemma”, where students actually start designing without knowing how to (Kwan, 

2010; Schön, 1987; 1985). While the student experiments on designing a project, the 

teacher guides the student by showing the student how s/he her/himself would act in 

a similar situation. The student observes – in other words, reflects on – the teacher’s 

personal way of designing, and through “trial and error”, builds a personal 

understanding and approach to design and design process (Uluoğlu, 2000; Casakin 

and Goldschmidt, 1999). In this regard, Schön (1987) defines the role of the studio 

teacher as “coaching” instead of teaching. In the early times of studio education, a 

student would be accepted to one master’s “atelier” and would gain all her/his 

education in that same atelier, learning the particular approach and methods of that 

one master. Today, design students take different studio classes every semester, 

which are led by different teachers or groups of teachers, and thus are exposed to a 

number of different approaches and methods from different “masters”. They have the 

chance and expectation of developing their own approach and methods by processing 

and reflecting on these different studio experiences. 

What the teacher performs in front of the students, and what the students observe and 

then try to do by themselves, is the act of “reflection-in-action”, as explained in the 

previous section (Schön, 1987). Aytaç et al. (2008) state that “to learn how to design 

is to develop a reflective understanding of the design process”. Since reflection-in-

action is the foundation of the process of designing, and since, the teacher can only 

show the students her/his own way of designing as an example, it is only natural that 

the basic material of the talks between the teacher and the student is “reflecting while 

doing” (Schön, 1987; 1985). The student watches the “conversation between the 

teacher and the design situation” and develops an understanding and style of how 

s/he can get into conversation with a design situation, her/himself (Schön, 1987; 

1985). It is important that the student is exposed to many different ways of reflection, 

by teachers and also by other students. It is also necessary that the student reflects on 

design situations in the company of teachers and other students. Therefore, design 

studio process consists of multiple, simultaneous performances of reflective 

interactions within a network of students, teachers, design projects and the ideas 

about them. Similar to the actual design process, the process the students go through 
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in a design studio project is also indeterminate and ambiguous (Schön, 1987). The 

design problem given to the students by teachers is also ill-defined, and students 

define the problem, again, by proposing solutions to it. Consequently, the design 

project of a student is the whole process that the student goes through, from the first 

piece of research to the final presentation material. The end product is the synthesis 

of this whole process. Teachers can only understand and assess a student’s project by 

looking into the process s/he has been through. Students can only make sense of each 

other’s projects by accessing their processes. Especially in the educational setting, 

the process is vital to make sense of the end product (Aytaç et al., 2008). Sketches, 

such as the 2D drawings and the 3D mock-ups, have various functions in design 

studio process. First of all, as explained in the previous section, they are the means of 

students to think about the design problem and its possible solutions, in other words, 

to reflect-in-action. They are fragments of the student’s ideas in visual form. 

Therefore, they are the actual material on which the studio critiques – i.e. reflective 

interactions – take place. Not only the student reflects on her/his own sketches but 

also teachers and other students reflect on them. Without the sketches there would be 

almost nothing to think about or talk about. Finally, they constitute the whole design 

process, they represent every single step the student took, and thus, together they are 

the student’s personal definition of the design problem and the personal proposal of a 

solution. Design studio is made up of the students, their sketches, and their 

reflections on their and each others sketches; the teachers and their reflections on 

students’ sketches; a network of people and their ideas on the design assignment in 

visual and verbal form. All the nods in this network are inter-related to each other in 

many different combinations, and this complex network structure of reflection stands 

on the social context of design studio. 

2.3 Design Studio Course and Social Environment 

The social environment of design studio course is essential and crucial for design 

learning and teaching (Schön, 1988; 1987; 1985; Kvan, 2001; Ashton and Durling, 

2000; Craig and Zimring, 2000). Kwan (2010) suggests that “design cannot be 

learned in isolation”. On the grounds of uncertainty and ambiguity of the given 

design assignment, students find their way through the design process and learn how 

to design by interacting within their social surrounding. The complex network of 
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reflections in studio, as described above, creates the foundation for design studio 

process. This networked environment creates the setting for “background learning”, 

where students learn from the sum of all the influences that they are exposed to 

(Schön, 1988; 1985). Therefore, the more connected a student within this network, 

the more chances s/he has in enriching her/his personal design process. The learning 

environment of studio is described as “many-to-many” by Kvan (2001), where 

students learn from their own experience of “doing”, learn from their teachers’ 

doing, and from each other’s – their peers’ – doing (Andia, 2002; Zimring, et al. 

2001; Schön, 1988). 

Design studio class accommodates a complex social environment, which induces 

multi-directional, diverse interactions and communications (Demirbaş and Demirkan, 

2000). The multi-directionality is created by the distributed emphasis on the studio 

people, i.e. students and teachers (Kvan, 2001). The many-to-many nature of the 

social environment in studio can be observed from different aspects. Typically, there 

is more than one teacher giving a studio class, which distributes the emphasis among 

the studio teachers. Similar to the physical setting of generic design process, the 

spatial composition of the studio is an important factor, too (Blevis et al., 2008; 

Brown, 2006). Each student has her/his desk and her/his personal environment on 

and around the desk. Desks represent the students’ working and also private areas, 

dividing the open plan studio space into personal spaces. In these personal spaces, 

students mostly work; but they also have a coffee, visit each other’s desks; teachers 

visit their desks to give critiques or sometimes to have casual talks with a gathered 

group of students. When a submission date is approaching, some students may 

choose to live in the studio for a few days and use their desks as everything, 

including a bed. Thus, desks are important spatial elements that divide up the 

emphasis in the social environment in the studio, making the studio space a relatively 

more homogenous educational habitat; the students the inhabitants; and the teachers 

the visitirs. This spatial organisation helps the networked social structure in the 

studio. An important aspect of a student’s desk is its being the personal working 

space of the student, where s/he keeps her/his ideas-in-progress. In such a social 

environment of students and their original design ideas, isues of public vs. private 

spaces also rise (Blevis et al., 2008; Craig and Zimring, 2000; Demirbaş and 

Demirkan, 2000). Therefore, the studio space accomodates a dynamic social setting. 
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Such a unique spatial organisation in an educational setting directly effects the social 

context, and that is why the design studio rooms are an essentail part of design 

education. 

In design studio, the social roles of students and teachers, and the interactions and 

communications among these social characters, are essential for design learning and 

design teaching (Kwan, 2010). When teachers present the design briefs to students 

and evaluate the projects in critique sessions, they take the role of a client, a 

customer commissioning a project and monitoring the progress; while the students 

become professional designers working on a design project (Davies, 2004). Teachers 

hold the role of “authority” or “expertise” in general, as they are the source of 

knowledge and also assessment; they also are “coaches” or “facilitators” guiding the 

students’ in their process of learning-by-designing; and sometimes they are friends or 

“buddies” of students supporting them in their complicated route of graduating into 

the professional design world (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Shao et al., 2007; Schön, 

1985). Students, when giving each other feedback, take the role of a client or a 

customer evaluating a design project, they sometimes become teachers in critique 

sessions (Schön, 1988). In addition, teachers assign various roles to students as part 

of the requirements of the projects; students become researchers, interviewers, 

engineers, artists, presenters, inventors to complete the different tasks of a single 

design project (Sagun, 2003; Kvan, 2001; Zimring, et al. 2001). As mentioned 

earlier, design activity is a collaborative process, shared not only between designers 

themselves but also among many different practitioners, who get involved in the 

design process. In studio courses, such collaborations are enacted by students when 

completing some of the tasks teachers assign for these purposes. Such diverse social 

roles, interactions and communications, are necessary in design learning and 

teaching, so that students can view and evaluate the design process from different 

perspectives. This complex social environment in design studio is created by and 

built on the interactions and communications, which take place within the network of 

students and teachers. The basic form of interaction in studio is the “studio critique”. 

Consequently, the studio critique is the medium of communication within the social 

environment. Through studio critiques, teachers transmit their design knowledge to 

students; and students communicate their ideas to teachers and other students 

(Uluoğlu, 2000). 
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2.4 Critique as the Medium of Interaction and Communication 

The critique culture in design studio is rooted in the origins of the studio culture, i.e. 

the atelier in Ecole des Beaux Arts (Kwan, 2010 p. 3). It is the way the “master” 

communicates her/his knowledge of practice to the novice. Throughout the history of 

studio, critique has always been the cornerstone of design education (Goldschmidt et 

al., 2010; Uluoğlu, 2000; Dinham, 1988). The content of studio critique is reflection-

in-action, itself (Schön, 1985). While giving critique to students, teachers show them 

how they reflect-in-action when working on a design problem (Aytaç et al., 2008; 

Kvan, 2001). Goldschmidt et al. (2010) describe critique, or the “crit”, as the “major 

feature” of design studio, which occurs in the form of “regular and frequent 

discussions” between teacher and student. They also refer to it as the “setting” where 

students gain “design knowledge” with the help of teachers’ “guidance” 

(Goldschmidt et al., 2010). Critiques are diverse ways of interaction and 

communication about design ideas, which take different forms. Uluoğlu (2000), on 

the basis of the protocol analysis conducted on studio critiques, suggests fourteen 

forms of “moulds” teachers use to communicate their design knowledge: “(1) 

interpretation, (2) coaching, (3) questions, (4) demonstration, (5) description, (6) 

completions, (7) examples, (8) reminders, (9) positive evaluation, (10) analogies, 

(11) problem statement, (12) scenarios, (13) conflict statement, (14) negative 

evaluation”. 

In design studio course, a basic form of critique is the “reflection-in-action” that 

takes place between a student and her/his project. As mentioned earlier, this process 

is described as a “conversation between the designer and the situation” (Schön, 1987) 

and is the basic tool of the student to evaluate her/his work. In a more general sense, 

critiques may vary from the informal talks between two students in a routine studio 

class, to the formal comments made by teachers and students in preliminary and final 

juries (Goldschmidt et al., 2010). In studio hours, while students work on their 

projects, teachers give desk-critiques either by going to students’ desks, or by 

students going to where teachers are. Desk-critiques may take place as one-to-one 

discussions between a teacher and a student, or as group discussions, where one or 

more teachers and one or more students gather together to talk about one or more 

projects (Uluoğlu, 2000). Students are always encouraged to participate in other 
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students’ critique sessions (Aytaç et al., 2008). As they all go through similar phases, 

it is important for them to be able to see alternative solutions and ways of thinking, 

and to comment, i.e. reflect-in-action, on other design projects. In addition, the free 

exchange of ideas between students is defined a crucial part of the reflective 

interactions in studio and an important form of “peer-learning” (Craig and Zimring, 

2000; Schön, 1985). More formal critiques include pin-up or wall critiques, where 

students present their work-in-progress to a group of students and teachers to receive 

feedback, preliminary juries where students are required to make presentations to all 

teachers and students, and the final juries for which students prepare final 

presentations of their finished design projects to all teachers and students and other 

invited guests from outside studio (Andia, 2002). 

Similar to the components of reflection-in-action, which are the visual material 

produced by the designer and the verbal ideas on them, teachers and students 

communicate using visual and verbal media in studio critiques (Schön, 1985). 

Besides, the teacher performs her/his reflection-in-action in front of the student, 

which consists of the teachers words and “performances” on the design project 

(Schön, 1985). The “verbal” critiques are the talks, the words exchanged between the 

teacher and the student. They are the ocassions when the teacher “tells” her/his ideas 

to the student, who, in turn, “listens” to what is being told (Schön, 1985). The 

“visual” critiques are the exchanges where the teacher shows or “demonstrates” 

her/his ideas to the student, and the student is expected to “imitate” what is being 

shown to her/him (Schön, 1985). Besides this distinction between verbal and visual 

critiques, Schön (1985) also emphasises the importance of these two forms to 

complete each other during the studio critique. He (1985) calls this mutual 

relationship between verbal and visual critiques “reciprocal reflection-in-action”. The 

main reason of Schön’s emphasis on the reciprocality of words and images is the 

unclear ambiguous nature of design process and design knowledge. When given an 

assignment, the student processes it and comes up with ideas, which s/he then 

reflects onto visual and verbal media, forming the material for communication with 

the teacher. In a typical critique session, the student shows her/his sketches 

accompanied by verbal explanations. The teacher examines student’s work and 

listens to the explanations in relation to the given assignment. S/he understands 

student’s perspective and where the student needs supervision, and communicates 
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what s/he understands to the student, again verbally and visually. Reflecting on their 

verbal and visual interactions the teacher and the student try to find a common 

ground and establish “convergence of meaning” (Schön, 1985). Similar to the verbal 

and visual critiques that are described by Schön (1985), Uluoğlu (2000) emphasises 

the importance of “thought” and “act” processes to work mutually in studio. She also 

discusses the relationship between the general design knowledge and personal design 

approach in design process, and the way these two attributes are communicated in 

studio critiques critique (Uluoğlu, 2000). The same reciprocal relation between two 

types of critique is suggested by Uluoğlu (2000) with reference to the personal 

concrete and general contents of studio critiques. 

The studio critique is the context where not only the student learns how to design, 

but also the teacher tests her/his own teaching, and learns how to teach design. As 

mentioned earlier, the studio teachers are scholars or professional practitioners in 

design, but most of the time, they do not receive pedagogical training about design 

and studio teaching (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Ashton and Durling 2000; Uluoğlu, 

2000). They do have knowledge of and experience in design but, mostly, they are not 

trained to be design studio teachers. It is an important aspect in studio that teachers 

are aware that they are learning to teach while teaching. For this purpose, they need 

to reflect on their own teaching and on other teachers’ teaching. 

In relation to the above topics, the following issues are identified in the interaction 

and communication processes in the social environment in design studio, on the basis 

of the existing literature. The diverse social roles and relations in the studio may be 

an issue in the interactions between teachers and students. Teachers are the source of 

design knowledge and they transmit it through critiques. Though it is also 

emphasised that the knowledge is created within studio critiques between teachers 

and students, and also between students through peer learning; in a many-to-many 

structure (Kvan, 2001). Literature points out to two aspects of the social roles. 

Firstly, because teachers do not have pedagogical training, and also because design 

problems are ambiguous, teachers need to be reflecting on their own, and also on 

other teachers’, teaching (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Schön, 1985). Secondly, an 

important part of learning in studio takes place though the interactions between 

students; though the competitive atmosphere for better grades in the studio course 
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may inhibit such interactions (Craig and Zimring, 2000). Besides, students, also 

taking the roles of designers in the studio, may want to keep their original ideas to 

themselves, and not share them with others (Craig and Zimring, 2000). The 

importance of all visual and verbal ideas, which are produced during the design 

process is emphasised. In design studio education, students need to be able to see 

each other’s processes to be able to make sense of each other’s designs and learn 

from them. The works of the students, the critiques they take from teachers and other 

students; in other words the designs that are produced and the ideas exchanged about 

them, need to be recorded and accessible to all teachers and students in the studio 

setting, for the realisation of design learning and teaching (Aytaç et al., 2008; Ashton 

and Durling 2000). Related to these issues, a social network structure is suggested to 

supplement the design studio course process in order to connect all teachers and 

students and their verbal and visual ideas. 



 37 

3. SOCIAL NETWORK SITES IN DESIGN STUDIO COURSE 

The focus of this chapter is the common structure of social network sites and its 

connections with the generic design process and the design studio education. Within 

the social network sites, Facebook, as the most popular one and as the network site of 

the implementation in this study, is scrutinised. The first part explores the social 

network sites with a special emphasis on their fundamental tools and features, 

drawing upon the connections with design studio processes. The second part follows 

a similar path, taking Facebook as an example of the social network sites. 

3.1 Social Network Sites and Design Studio Course 

Social networks in the Internet are today’s predominant forms of interaction and 

communication between people and groups of people. In a very broad sense, social 

network sites are the websites where these online social networks are formed and 

operated. Garton et al. (2006) suggest that “when a computer network connects 

people or organizations, it is a social network”. However, as they form a very recent 

phenomena having a very wide range of varied examples and applications, their 

definition is still in-progress (boyd 2010; Beer, 2008; boyd and Ellison, 2008; 

Donath, 2007). In this study, online social networks are discussed under the umbrella 

term “social network sites”, due to its emphasis on “network”, its relative clarity and 

literal meaning – websites housing social networks. Other terms, which are closely 

related to social network sites, refer to very similar or even the same contents, and 

which encompass corresponding concepts are also introduced and briefly defined, in 

order to project their similarities and differences, and most importantly, to point out 

their relevance within the context of design studio course. 

The term “social network sites” was first coined and defined by boyd and Ellison 

(2008) in their introductory article “Social Network Sites: Definition, History and 

Scholarship”. Their definition, which refers to network sites of diverse contents and 

purposes, blogs/microblogs such as LiveJournal and Twitter; image sharing sites 

such as Flickr and Fotolog; video sharing sites such as YouTube and Vimeo; music 
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sharing sites such as MySpace, Last.FM and SoundCloud; professional networking 

sites such as LinkedIn and Acedemia; non-thematic social networks such as 

Facebook, suggests that social network sites are “web-based services that allow 

individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded system, 

(2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, and (3) view 

and traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the system” 

(boyd and Ellison, 2008). Their definition suggests that social network sites are 

virtual environments, where an enclosed group of connected people get together over 

the Internet via their online personal “public profiles”, look at and interact with each 

other, and with other people connected to the each other. Similarly, design studio is a 

closed group of already connected people, interacting with each other through their 

personal “public profiles” (as people, students, classmates, designers, etc.). However, 

the key aspect in this definition is the function of these sites of making the users’ 

social circles “articulate” and “visible”, both to the user her/himself, to other 

members of the network, and to selected non-members or outsiders (boyd and 

Ellison, 2008). The complex and expansive web of social connections of a person, 

including all the people connected to that person, all the inter-relations among all 

these people, and the contexts and materials of these connections and inter-relations 

can actually be “seen” within an online social network. This collective social 

formation or organism, the sum of all the content of all the interactions and 

communications between the people and their “data”, is the equivalent of the 

collective design knowledge created within design studio course by the reflective 

interactions between students, teachers and their ideas. All the fragments of this 

collective design knowledge is there, visible and solid as scattered in bits and pieces, 

within the individual interactions and communications between students and 

teachers, but can never be perceived as a whole by anyone. One of the aims of the 

proposed use of the tools and features of social network sites is to make the whole 

design knowledge created within the studio network visible and accessible to all the 

members of the network. On a macro-level, this visibility can lead to the reflective 

interactions between the collective knowledge created in different studios of a 

department; and then create reflective interactions between departments until many 

design departments around the world can interact on the basis of the collective design 

knowledge they create and make articulate and visible, globally (Blevis et al., 2008). 

In a more recent article boyd (2010) defines social network sites as “a genre of 
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networked publics”. According to boyd (2010) “networked publicsare publics that 

are restructured by networked technologies. As such, they are simultaneously (1) the 

space constructed through networked technologies and (2) the imagined collective 

that emerges as a result of the intersection of people, technology, and practice”. In 

relation to this description, boyd (2010) suggests that networked technologies, which 

are made out of “bits” instead of “atoms”, reformulate the way people within a 

network “interact” both with each other and with the “information” existing within 

the network. The key points emphasised in these definitions show great similarities 

with the elements outlining the essence of design studio course: the “networked 

public”, i.e. the studio people related to each other within an inter-related web 

structure; the “space” of the network, i.e. design studio classroom; the group of 

people that make up the network, i.e. students and teachers of design studio; and the 

“information” with the network, i.e. the ideas of students and teachers in verbal and 

visual form. 

The dialogue is not only between student and instructor; it is also between students and their 

classmates and between students and their work. Social media that has expanded and 

enhanced the communication space of the Internet points to increasing possibilities for online 

design courses without compromising the core principles of design learning (Kwan, 2010). 

While boyd (2010) categorises social network sites (including blogs and image, 

video, music sharing sites, etc.) as a “genre” of “social media”, Kaplan and Haenlein 

(2009) position “blogs”; “social networking sites” such as “Facebook”; 

“collaborative projects” such as “Wikipedia”; “content communities” such as 

“Youtube”; “virtual social worlds” such as “Second Life”; and “virtual game worlds” 

such as “World of Warcraft”, all under the term “social media”. They (2009) define 

social media as “a group of Internet-based applications that build on the ideological 

and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation and exchange 

of User Generated Content” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2009). Kaplan and Haenlein 

(2009) date former examples of social media to the earlier days of the Internet in the 

1970s, when users shared information such as “software, data, messages and news” 

within a “Bulletin Board System (BBS)”, such as the 1979 “worldwide” forum called 

“Usenet”. The early models of information sharing within an online network are the 

precedents of another recent web phenomenon called “User-Generated Content 

(UGC)” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2009). According to Vickery and Wunsch-Vincent 
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(2007) User-Created Content (UCC) refers to the content “(1) made publicly 

available over the Internet, (2) which reflects a certain amount of creative effort, and 

(3) which is created outside of professional routines and practices”. Essentially, these 

former versions of online networks were similar to today’s social networks in terms 

of their basic structure and ways of content creation. However, the contemporary 

revival of online environments for sharing the collective information generated 

within a network of users was brought about with the introduction of the Web 2.0 

and its social platforms (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2009). The term Web 2.0 was first 

used in 2004 to refer to a “new way in which software developers and end-users 

started to utilize the World Wide Web” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 2009). Structured in 

this new way, the web now is “a platform whereby content and applications are no 

longer created and published by individuals, but instead are continuously modified 

by all users in a participatory and collaborative fashion” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 

2009). 

Web 2.0 refers to a new understanding in the Internet and the world wide web, which 

are presented by O’Reilly (2005) in the form of eight design patterns of Web 2.0, and 

whose foundational principles are analogous to the social structure and 

characteristics of design studio course. The first pattern is called the “The Long 

Tail”, which suggests the reach for the small sites (and the developers of these sites) 

that make up the web, aiming not only the centre but also the periphery (O’Reilly, 

2005). The focus in design studio, as explained above, is not directed towards a 

central teacher figure, but is spread among all the studio people including all teachers 

and all students, i.e. the network of people. The interactions and communications, 

and also, the “flow of information” is multi-directional (boyd, 2010). The second 

one, “Data is the Next Intel”, indicates the importance of the richness and diversity 

of content (O’Reilly, 2005), which refers to the importance of all the verbal and 

visual material produced by students and teachers in studio process; i.e. that all 

design knowledge which is produced within the network takes part within the 

network. “Users Add Value” is the third pattern, which emphasises the significance 

of the contribution of anyone and everyone (O’Reilly, 2005). Such as students and 

teachers of a design course together build the substance within the design studio 

course which they take and give, respectively. The fourth pattern, which is “Network 

Effects by Default” suggests that the interaction between the users and the web 
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platforms should be designed to create content or “data” naturally (O’Reilly, 2005). 

This principle directly projects the foundation of design process and design studio 

course, where design knowledge is produced, created through “reflection-in-action”, 

from within the reflective interactions between the nods of the network, i.e. people 

and their ideas materialised. The fifth one, “Some Rights Reserved”, is concerned 

with the collective authorship, or the “intellectual property” licensing within such a 

shared production and creation space (O’Reilly, 2005). O’Reilly (2005) suggests that 

Web 2.0 platforms need to be “hackable” and “remixable”, holding as little 

“licensing restrictions” as possible. The issue of “authorship” is always central in 

design studio course, as design students work side by side on their individual, unique 

ideas and creations; there is always a sensitive balance about how much of their ideas 

they share with who, what is public and what is private. They need to share and 

reflect their ideas in order to learn design and improve their design work; 

nevertheless, they feel a natural and normal need to protect their original ideas, too. 

In their Wiki-based design studio space, Blevis et al. (2008) encounter this 

contradiction and suggest that even though “a permissions system may run counter to 

the wiki philosophy of open authoring of content, it is a necessity here to provide 

student designers with a safe environment to develop projects”. “The Perpetual 

Beta”, the sixth principle, is to do with the development of applications in online 

services, which suggests a constant user-testing process by introducing new functions 

as they are built to be tested by actual users (O’Reilly, 2005). This issue highlights 

“process” over a ready “end-product”, and can actually be considered as another 

definition of “reflection-in-action”, by developing ideas during the actual 

implementation of the sites, which again is a basic concept in design process and 

design studio. Likewise, in studio classes, the emphasis is suggested to be on the 

process of each student’s project, their “reflections-in-action”, and not the final 

output (Aytaç et al., 2008). The seventh one, “Cooperate, Don’t Control”, suggests 

the common use of online data, the reusability of data thorughout applications and 

services (O’Reilly, 2005). In design studio, apart from the original and unique ideas 

of each student, is a general and common design knowledge created through 

reflective interactions and embedded within the verbal and visual materials produced 

in studio process. This collective knowledge enriches each student’s design process 

and everybody’s design knowledge, including the teachers. For that reason, sharing 

and reflecting; i.e. cooperating is vital in studio. Finally, the eight pattern is called 
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“Software Above the Level of a Single Device”, which in Web 2.0 terms refers to all 

other devices, such as hand-held ones, etc., by which you can connect to the Internet 

and thus to the web (O’Reilly, 2005). In studio terms, the analogy suggested here is 

that, in our day, the design knowledge, the collective process and output of any 

studio course should, to a certain extent, be open and accessible to outside; it should 

leave the confines of design studio class, or even the department or the university, 

and get global. Such an openness and accessibility in studio class level would make 

the reflective interactions and communications among studios all around the world 

possible. 

These analogies drawn above treat design studio course as a Web 2.0 application or 

service. The students and teachers of the studio are the users and/or developers of the 

application; all the visual and verbal material produced within studio process – such 

as sketches or critiques – are the data within the software. Furthermore, these parallel 

issues emphasise the key concepts common to both Web 2.0 and design studio 

course: collective creation of information/knowledge, collaboration, network, 

interaction and communication. Web 2.0 and social network sites indicate the 

fundamental change in the ways today’s products and services are designed, 

developed and used (Russo et al., 2007). The emphasis is shifting from centre to 

periphery, from end-products to processes, from consumption to participation, from 

one-to-many to many-to-many (Kvan, 2001). The value of accumulation of people’s 

contributions is realised and used both within the development of products and 

services, and their actual uses. Along with these new approaches in services, learning 

and teaching processes get transformed, too (Kvan, 2001). Student-centred, process-

driven, network-driven, participatory educational environments and structures are 

being built and introduced (Shao et al., 2007). Consequently, e-learning, possibly the 

most important component of the currrent distance education practices, focuses more 

on the use of the new social platforms of Web 2.0 that are based on “architecture of 

participation”, “collaboration" and social networks (O’Reilly, 2005; Shao et al., 

2007).  

Web 2.0 has enabled an innovative mode for online courses through the use of social 

networking platforms based on the principle of collaboration and co-development. This shift 

from delivery to collaboration has resulted in the role of teachers transforming from provider 

to participant in the learning process (Shao et al., 2007). 
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The “bit-based” tools that “support group interaction” and communication within 

such an environment of “networked publics” are usually gathered under the term 

“social software” (boyd, 2007; Coates, 2005; Allen, 2004; Shirky, 2003). Coates 

(2005) suggests that social software “supports, extends, or derives added value from, 

human social behaviour – message-boards, musical taste-sharing, photo-sharing, 

instant messaging, mailing lists, social networking”. It is important to point out that, 

as emphasised in the above definitions, these digital social tools function as 

supplements to the actual networks of people to support interactions within groups. 

In the same way, the online platform to be used within the design studio processes in 

this study is proposed to be a supplement to the reflective interactions and 

communications between students and teachers. This is one of the main reasons why 

the tools and features of social network sites are suggested to be used as examples or 

models to an online platform within the traditional design studio setting. Social 

software, too, is associated with the early concepts and terms related to computers, 

digital environment and hypertext. Allen (2004) writes that the 1945 dated “memex” 

of Vannevar Bush and the other early phenomena such as “augmentation”, 

“groupware”, “computer supported cooperative work” (CSCW) are all precedents of 

social software. Kaplan and Haenlein (2009) suggest that “the current trend toward 

Social Media can therefore be seen as an evolution back to the Internet’s roots, since 

it retransforms the World Wide Web to what it was initially created for: a platform to 

facilitate information exchange between users”. Similar to Web 2.0, social software 

is defined as representing a contemporary “movement” or “attitude”, which is about 

online platforms based on user-generated, user-centred content formed by people 

interacting within these platforms (boyd, 2007). It enables social interaction among 

people through the content that they provide themselves; lets “people interact with 

people and data in a fluid way” and is “all about the collective” (boyd, 2007). This 

“collective” attitude of social software, both in principle and in practice, goes 

directly parallel with the needs of today’s design studio course. What is proposed in 

this study is an online platform, which can only exist with the “collective” work of 

the network of teachers and students. Besides, any contribution of any member of the 

network, creates a “visible” difference in the web of information, not just by the 

mere amount of data, but also by the effect it creates within the web of interactions 

and communications. Just like the collective design knowledge created within a 

design studio context, the information created within the network of social software 
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is only possible by people interacting with each other and the data within the 

network. 

boyd (2007) defines three effects of social software, on technologies, on participation 

and on behaviour, which are directly related to some patterns of Web 2.0 O’Reilly 

(2005) suggests. Firstly, social software changes the way technologies are developed 

and evolve (boyd, 2007), which refers to the “The Perpetual Beta” principle 

(O’Reilly, 2005). These services are launched as raw applications, and are improved, 

by the users, with designers/developers working in direct dialogue with the users, 

through dynamic, rapid, real “user-testing” processes within the network of actual 

users (boyd, 2007). Users are even let hack and make changes in the software, 

making not only the content of the software but also its actual development and 

design user-generated (boyd, 2007). Secondly, social software changes the way 

people learn about and start using these online services. They are launched as 

software used by a small group of people, probably friends of designers/developers, 

and they spread by word of mouth, from person to person, through the connections or 

the network of people (boyd, 2007). In relation to this effect, boyd (2007) states that 

“organic growth is at the heart of social software”. Thirdly, social software changes 

social behaviour (boyd, 2007). The early social applications were built around a 

certain topic and then people interested in that topic were invited to join and 

participate (boyd, 2007). Lately this process reversed, where the developers started to 

observe people, their common interests and develop software accordingly (boyd, 

2007). Thus the software is created, developed and improved depending on what the 

users need and want. Ultimately, social software, as contemporary online services, 

are not only centred around their users but also shaped, formed, built within the 

network of their users. 

The web services which share the general principles and patterns of Web 2.0 and 

social software are categorised in various ways (boyd, 2010; Kaplan and Haenlein, 

2009; boyd and Ellison, 2008). In this study, boyd and Ellison’s (2008) inclusive title 

“social network sites” is taken as reference, while some classifications of Kaplan and 

Haenlein (2009) are adopted, too. As mentioned briefly in the beginning of this 

section, boyd and Ellison (2008) groups blogs, microblogs, image, video and sound 

sharing sites, thematic and non-thematic (e.g. professional, etc.) networking sites, 
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together under the umbrella term “social network sites”. The very popular purchasing 

websites, such as Amazon or Ebay, or vast range of wiki-based websites such as 

Wikipedia: The Free Encyclopedia are not mentioned in their classification, even 

though they also are user-centred websites, where people interact with each other and 

with the collective information they create all together. Within the scope of this 

thesis, the term “social network site” refers to a user-centred website, which extends 

and supports the actual social interactions and communications of a network of 

people, who are gathered together under any theme and interact with each other 

through the information they provide themselves, which creates the collective 

content of the network site. In reference to this context, the range of “social network 

sites” boyd and Ellison (2008) refer to are accepted, also including the wiki-based 

sites and the purchasing sites as mentioned above. In other words, four of the sub-

categories of “social media” of Kaplan and Haenlein (2009) – “blogs, social 

networking sites, collaborative projects, content communities” are all included under 

the term “social network sites”, whereas their two sub-categories “virtual social 

worlds” and “virtual game worlds” are not included, as these sites tend to create their 

own social environments instead of supporting the actual ones. 

boyd (2010) suggests that social network sites share four common features, which 

identify them as “networked publics”: “profiles, friends lists (Friends in Facebook; 

Blogroll in Blogs, etc.), public commenting tools, stream-based updates (NewsFeed 

in Facebook)”. It is proposed in this study that all these features hold important roles 

and functions within the social network of design studio course, too. First of all, 

“profiles” are personal and public (or semi-public) virtual spaces, where the person 

and her/his activities within the network are presented and represented. Donath 

(2007) states that social network sites “provide a new way to organize and navigate 

an egocentric social network”. The profile pages include personal information about 

the owner of the profile, and also a “reverse-chronological” journal, where all 

activities on that person’s profile are automatically recorded and listed (Schmidt, 

2007). They are the equivalent of students’ desks in the studio, where students reflect 

themselves and their design processes, and in addition, where their interactions with 

students and teachers occur such as desk critiques, etc. They may also represent the 

presentation boards in juries, where, similarly, students compose their presentation 

material to represent themselves and their design process, and where all interactions 
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and communications take place. In both cases though, both in the form of student 

desk or the jury board, the physical places of profiles do not fully and truly represent 

and present the student her/himself, her/his design process and the reflective 

interactions. The students design process can never be completely seen, nor all the 

ideas shared about it. By contrast, any information once located on a profile page in a 

social network is recorded there permanently with the information of date, time, and 

the author (unless erased by the owner of the profile). Profiles are “an important part 

of identity management” as they carry “clues” about the person’s “interests and 

affiliations” (Schmidt, 2007). They also present “a site of control, allowing 

participants to determine who can see what and how” (boyd, 2010); which is a 

crucial aspect, in relation to the above discussed issue of design students’ both 

sharing and keeping their design ideas. Finally, the profiles have the potential to 

show one’s personal change throughout years, which, in terms of the development of 

a student’s designer identity, seems like an important aspect in design studio 

education. The second feature boyd (2010) discusses is the “friends lists” of the 

user’s within the social networks. Friends list can, and most of the time do, include 

close friends, “current and past friends”, aquaintances, colleagues, relatives, and 

“peripheral ties” (boyd, 2010). Two people in a social network site can become 

“friends” by mutual confirmation. Being friends gives both sides the permission to 

see each other’s profiles, activities and also to perform certain activities in each 

other’s profiles, such as writing on each other’s walls, commenting on each other’s 

posts, etc. However, one can also limit the permissions given to each friend 

separately. According to boyd (2010), “people’s imagined – or at least intended – 

audience is the list of friends that they have chosen to connect with on the site”. 

Schmidt (2007) suggests that blogrolls in blogs have similar functions such as 

“recommending certain blogs, expressing personal acquaintance or friendship, or just 

being a sign of reciprocity if someone else blogrolled one’s own blog”. Friends list 

can be seen as the equivalent of a student’s circle of people in design studio course, 

who the student shares her/his ideas with and are allowed to share their ideas on the 

student’s design process. One’s friends list can be visible to all the friends in the list 

and even to other people outside the friends list, which makes one’s circle of people, 

including close friends, aquaintances, colleagues, relatives, “articulate” (boyd, 2010). 

That way, a person in a social network not only presents and represents her/himself 

but the “social context” in which she/he exists; because friends are “the people with 
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whom the participants see themselves connecting en masse” (boyd, 2010). In design 

studio setting, such an articulate, visible, personal circle of contacts shows everyone, 

who a student is in touch with, or exchanging ideas; an information, or record, which 

is not available or accessible to anyone in a traditional design studio environment. In 

the third and fourth features, “tools for public communication” and “stream-based 

updates”, boyd (2010) lists the major functions of social networks, such as “groups”, 

“comments”, “bulletins”, “status updates” and their being published within the social 

space of the friends. Apart from having a general friends list, one can be a member in 

specific groups created under various topics or within privacy of circles. Friends can 

comment on each others’ activities, which are also recorded by time and author, and 

are designed so that a chain of comments can be created about an activity, endlessly. 

They are public conversations between two or more people within a circle, which can 

be private, semi-public or public by choice. boyd (2010) states that comments are 

“not simply a dialogue between two interlocutors, but a performance of social 

connection before a broader audience” (boyd, 2010). In this study, comments are one 

of the most important features of social networks in terms of design studio context, 

as they reflect the studio critiques, from the most informal talks between two 

students to the formal final jury critiques amongst teachers and students. Finally, 

social networks include common spaces, updated constantly in reverse-chronological 

order, where one can see her/his and all her/his friends acitivites, sometimes 

depending on the privacy settings of each activity. 

In short, social network sites are publics both because of the ways in which they connect 

people en masse and because of the space they provide for interactions and information. They 

are networked publics because of the ways in which networked technologies shape and 

configure them (boyd, 2010). 

Design studio course is a networked social environment, which is, by definition, 

student-centred, process-driven, and also based on participation. The importance of 

the reflective interactions and communications within the social network of the 

studio, necessitates an online platform with similar tendencies and functions. Social 

network sites seem to be addressing many of the requirements of online design 

studios in terms of creating the necessary social atmosphere, and thus proposed be a 

way of intergating an online platform into the traditional studio processes, in order to 
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supplement the reflective social environment necessary for design learning and 

teaching. 

3.2 Facebook in Design Studio Course 

Facebook was established in 2004 in Harvard University as an online face book, “a 

directory of student ID pictures that classmates use to check each other out” 

(Lashinsky, 2005). The young founder of Facebook, then a Harvard University 

student Mark Zuckerberg and his friends, launched the website to be the “electronic 

freshman directory” managed by students (Heiberger and Harper, 2008; Lashinsky, 

2005). Initially, only the university students were allowed to the directory; a dot-edu 

e-mail account was a requirement for membership. Today everybody can join 

Facebook. The site, which serves as a “communication tool” among people and 

groups of people, is the most commonly used social network site worldwide, hosting 

more than one billion users (Zuckerberg, 2012; Heiberger and Harper, 2008). This 

widespread use of the site is one of the reasons, why it was proposed to be used by 

the students and teachers of design studio courses in the second cycle of the 

implementation in this research. In this study, the aim is to supplement the social 

interaction and communication processes between teachers and students by using an 

online platform; in other words proposing a simple and familiar platform, which can 

easily be used by students and teachers of the studio without being an effort to learn 

and adapt. Within this context, the most commonly used social network site is 

presumed to be relatively the easy and familiar to use by teachers and students 

(Heiberger and Harper, 2008). Another reason for the selection of Facebook as the 

implementation site is its inclusive quality housing many of the tools and features 

other social network sites offer. Heiberger and Harper (2008) define Facebook as the 

“synthesis” of many existing but “disconnected” interaction and communication 

tools, such as personal web pages – the “profile pages” on Facebook, synchronous 

chats – the chat feature on Facebook, asynchronous messages – wall posts and 

comments on Facebook, picture and video uploads – image based wall posts and 

photo albums on Facebook, groups, “events”, “RSS feeds” – the Newsfeed on 

Facebook, “blogs” – the profile pages and homepage on Facebook, microblogs – 

status updates on Facebook, “e-mail” – one-to-one or group messages on Facebook, 



 49 

and “networks and friends”. Therefore, Facebook offers a rich platform of tools and 

features of social network sites to be tested within this study.  

The structure of Facebook is built on the idea of a shared homepage, which is 

constantly updated to show friends’ activities in reverse-chronological order, 

including status and profile picture posts; verbal wall posts; image, video and audio 

posts; event posts; link posts such as web pages and articles; activities on other social 

networks; and most importantly, any comments made on these posts. All the latest 

activities within one’s friends circle are automatically located at the top of this shared 

page; when a friend posts a video it appears at the top, and also, when a friend’s 

friend comments on an image, which was posted a year ago, that image with all its 

existing comments moves to the top of the page, too. This feature of Facebook, 

which is called Newsfeed, enables one to be “aware” of all the information flow 

within her/his closed circle of friends in a chronological sequence (Schadewitz and 

Zamenopoulos, 2008). All the verbal and visual material posted by everyone is 

collectively “visible” on a long vertical scroll surface permanently recorded with the 

date, time and author. In addition, the feature makes sure that you see any 

information entered the moment it is posted. In other words, it is a collective surface, 

where all users are able to interact with their own ideas and contributions as well as 

other’s, while all the bits of information are related to each other by being on the 

same surface. From a design studio course perspective, it can be used as an endless 

vertical presentation scroll board, where all the students’ design processes – 

including all their sketches, drawings, found research material, teachers’ and other 

students’ critiques and comments – are gathered together, and constantly organised 

by records of date, time and author, and the inter-relations between (Blevis et al., 

2008). 

Another basic space in Facebook is the personal profile page, which is one’s private 

area; here connected to a student’s desk in the studio. The profile page is a user’s 

verbal and visual personal description and presentation of her/himself, with profile 

picture, and other background information. In the centre of the page is the “wall”, 

where all of one’s posts such as written messages, photo or video posts, link posts, 

written comments on those posts, likes, events, other people’s posts or comments are 

located and presented; coinciding to the whole design process of a student. 

Everything a user does on Facebook is posted on her/his wall in reverse-
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chronological order functioning as a personal online journal, log, or a “weblog” or 

“blog” (Schmidt, 2007). The structure and the use of the profile pages in Facebook 

are very similar to another type of social network site, blogs, (in September 2011 

Facebook launched the new design of the profile pages, the “Timeline”, which bases 

the wall on an even more blog-like structure) which people use mostly for “creative 

expression” and “documentation of personal experiences” and also to “influence 

other people” or “meet new people” (Schmidt, 2007; Lenhart and Fox, 2006 and 

Nardi et al., 2004 qtd. in Schmidt, 2007). The first three of these motivations to use 

blogs and blog-like features are proposed to correspond to the intentions of a student 

in a design studio course. The profile pages in Facebook are based on the inter-

related relationship between visual and verbal posts. The importance of the use of 

images and words together in mutual support of each other in studio critiques is 

emphasised previously (Schön, 1985). Facebook may provide a platform for the 

reciprocal relationship between the visual and verbal material in critique sessions. 

Any photo and/or video one posts on Facebook is open to comments by that person’s 

friends, depending on the privacy settings. Comments are lined up vertically and 

chronologically under the visual posts, the oldest comment being on top and the most 

recent being at the very bottom of the line, all with the information of day, time and 

author. The comments sequences have no limits and can be extended endlessly. In 

terms of design studio context, the photo and/or video may function as the visual 

work, i.e. skecth, drawing, model, short film, research material, etc., of the student, 

while the comments line as the critiques given to it by teachers and students. This set 

up also reveals the inter-relations between different pieces of critique, such as the 

comments made on other comments (critiques). Comments can also be in the form of 

links, thus one can comment on a visual by referring to a different webpage. Another 

feature for commenting on photos is tagging, which is principally aimed to label the 

people in the photos, but often used by Facebook users to describe the images, or 

parts of them, by writing short notes over the relevant area of the image. There is 

also the alternative feature of creating photo albums, where a group of photos can be 

posted within a photo album under a name, and thus viewed all together, 

thematically. Each photo can be viewed individually one after another, and they can 

be viewed all together as thumbnails in a grid, as well. Similarly, each photo can be 

commented separately while the photo album can be commented as a whole. The 

feature of photo album is proposed to function as a presentation board in a studio 
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jury, where students hang their presentation sheets on the vertical board, mostly 

within a grid-like arrangement, and the teachers and students comment on both 

individual sheets and the whole presentation. Facebook provides its users with 

“groups” feature, where a group of people can start a common homepage to share 

ideas and material within that allocated space with that selected group of people. 

Groups can be “open groups”, where any user on Facebook can find and see the 

group and its content, and also join or leave without permission or confirmation; 

“close groups”, where  any user can see the name and members of the group but the 

content is visible and available only to the members of the group, and membership 

needs approval from the group admin(s); and “secret groups”, where any information 

about or material within the group is only vsible and available to the group members, 

and membership is only possible by a group member adding someone in her/his 

friends list. A Facebook group is thematic, separated area, with its own homepage, 

members list, photo and video collection, etc. It represents a group of students and 

teachers getting together as a team to work on a particular task; it can also represent 

the supplemental online space of a design studio course, i.e. the online platform 

porposed in this study. Design studio course holds complex relations and levels of 

public and private areas and activities (Blevis et al., 2008). On one hand, it is an 

open-plan, physical and social environment housing personal – and mostly private – 

ideas, inventions and creations, produced over a duration of time next to one another 

(Blevis et al., 2008). On the other hand, it stands on and operates in a public, social 

network of interactions and communications, multi-directional reflections; constant 

sharing of ideas to receive the reactions and “critiques” of studio people (Kvan, 

2001; Craig and Zimring, 2000). This complicated balance and arrangement of 

private and public within the social setting of design studio is suggested to be 

addressed through the similarly complex public and private spaces within Facebook.  

Finally, the central idea behind Facebook is that people have social connections such 

as family, friends, etc. in their actual, offline lives, and they want to communicate 

and share information with those people who they already know (Heiberger and 

Harper, 2008). Locke (2007) points out that Facebook was designed for, and still 

functions as, not as a community space but a network of connections among people 

who already know each other. He (2007) also states the importance of Facebook as a 

service for people to share information and data. Facebook aims to facilitate 
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information and data sharing among the users who already know each other. This 

perspective of Facebook is another major reason, why it is proposed as a model for 

the online environment in this study. The online platform here is proposed to be a 

supplemental tool for the already connected studio people to share visual and verbal 

data representing their ideas on design projects. In addition, it can offer a more 

casual and comfortable interaction and communication space than design studio 

class, which is proved to be a necessary characteristic for informal interactions 

between students and teachers of the studio (Heiberger and Harper, 2008; Craig and 

Zimring, 2000; Zimring, 2001). 
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4. METHODOLOGY AND METHODS 

The methodology of the research and the research methods throughout the study are 

presented in this chapter. The first part outlines the structure of the research and the 

sections following that dicsuss the research methods, individually. (For the diagram 

of the methodology/research process, please see Appendix A.) 

4.1 Methodology 

Social networks in the Internet are today’s predominant forms of interaction and 

communication between people and groups of people. In a very broad sense, social 

network sites are the websites where these online social networks are formed and 

operated. Garton et al. (2006) suggest that “when a computer network connects 

people or organizations, it is a social network”. However, as they form are recent 

phenomena having a very wide range of varied examples and applications, their 

definition is still in-progress (boyd 2010; Beer, 2008; boyd and Ellison, 2008; 

Donath, 2007). In this study, online social networks are discussed under the umbrella 

term “social network sites”, due to its emphasis on “network”, its relative clarity and 

literal meaning – websites housing social networks. Other terms, which are closely 

related to social network sites, refer to very similar or even the same contents, and 

which encompass corresponding concepts are also introduced and briefly defined, in 

order to project their similarities and differences, and most importantly, to point out 

their relevance within the context of design studio course. 

The methodology of this research constitutes of three major stages. First of all, the 

preliminary issues and problems are discussed in reference to literature on the subject 

of reflective interactions and communication in design studio course processes, and a 

hypothesis is generated. Secondly, a three-cycle implementation phase is conducted 

in desing studio courses to test the hypothesis. Thirdly, a guideline for using a social 

network platform to supplement the design studio course is formed on the basis of 

the analyses and evaluation of the results of the implementation stage. The first part 

of the research starts with introducing the existing studies related to the subject area 
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of the study. Afterwards, design process, design education and design studio are 

discussed. Next, social network site structures are described in relation to the design 

studio processes. In the end of this first part, it is proposed that using the tools and 

features of social network sites as a supplement to the studio processes may address 

the formerly stated issues and problems. In the second part of the research, the above 

proposition is tested through an implementation. The implementation is based on an 

action research scheme, where social network sites are used as a supplemet to actual 

design studio courses. The action research scheme consists of three main cycles; the 

first cycle is the pilot study, which is followed by two other cycles of 

implementation. In each cycle, the previous data is used to design the cycle itself and 

the findings are used to determine the structure of the next one. The first cycle uses 

the information gathered from the literature. The findings of the first cycle are used 

to prepare for  the second cycle. And, finally, the results of the second cycle are used 

in the third. The basic structure of each cycle is based on the use of a social network 

site by teachers and students as a supplement to the processes of a number of design 

studio courses in Istanbul. The researcher guides the implementation process, such as 

starting the social network site platform, introducing it to teachers and students, 

monitoring the use, being in contact with teachers and students periodically and 

when necessary, through the network site and also face-to-face. The social network 

site as the supplement is the intervention to the studio processes, and apart from that 

the researcher stays mostly inactive, leaving the studio processes run as usual. 

Findings of the implementation are gathered using three methods: content analysis of 

the Facebook groups, periodical questionnaires with teachers and students, and 

interviews. The findings of these three techniques are gathered together to analyse 

the implementation process. The details about the processes of each cycle are 

discussed in detail in the next chapter. 

The technical aspect of the implementation stage, i.e. the initiation and management 

of the social network platform, is designed and monitored by the researcher herself, 

who has a background in industrial design and visual communication design, and has 

no programming skills. The aim is to test the uses of the tools and features of social 

network sites in a familiar, easy-to-use online environment for teachers and students, 

so that they are able to utilise the site easily and without much extra effort. In 

addition, the network site is supposed to be easy to set up and managed, thus the 
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researcher can monitor the implementation process single-handedly without being 

dependant on a technical person, such as a computer programmer. In this regard, 

first, a custom-made social network site is initiated for the first cycle. Taking the 

results of this implementation into account, the decision is made to use a much 

familiar and common network structure, which led the research to the use of 

Facebook groups for the next two cycles. 

The scope of the implementation stage of this research is limited to the departments 

of industrial design in Turkey. The two main reasons for the limitation of the 

research within industrial design discipline are, firstly, the research is held in the 

department of Industrial Product Design in ITU, and the researcher has a BA degree 

in industrial design from Middle East Technical University (METU). The three cycle 

of the implementation are conducted in design studio courses in two individual 

industrial design departments in Turkey. However, the research presented here is 

closely related to other design disciplines, since industrial design studio course 

education, is rooted in the educational processes of other design disciplines, such as 

architecture and interior architecture. Literature on design processes, design studios 

and online design studios show that, design studio courses given in departments of 

different design disciplines follow very similar processes, especially when the focus 

is the social environment and the critique mechanisms within studio (Lawson, 2006). 

In this thesis, studies on the educational processes of architecture, interior 

architecture, and other design disciplines are found very relevant. Similarly, this 

research can be used in further studies on the educational processes and design studio 

courses of other design disciplines. Besides, the established categories or titles of 

design disciplines, as well as their scopes and “products”, are constantly analysed 

and redefined by leading scholars, which suggests a more flexible view on the 

borders and definitions of design disciplines all together (Norman, 2010; Buchanan, 

1992). 

The selection of the industrial design departments for the implementation stage, is 

based on the two main types of universities in Turkey: state universities and 

foundation universities. The state universities are the selected group of universities, 

in this study. State universities are rooted in an older tradition than foundation 

universities in Turkey. All the state universities, which currently have active 
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industrial design departments, are older than fifty years, some with a history going 

back a few hundreds of years. The industrial design departments in these universities 

are a few decades old, one of the youngest departments being the Department of 

Industrial Product Design in ITU, which is seventeen years old. In comparison, 

“Foundation University” is a new formation in Turkey. All the foundation 

universities, which have active industrial design departments, were founded in the 

second half of the 1990s, the youngest being two years old and the two oldest ones 

being fourteen years old. The industrial design departments in these universities are 

even younger, most founded within the last ten years. Some of these departments do 

not have active design studio courses in all four years of their educational period, yet. 

Since this study focuses primarily on design studio course, the better-established and 

traditional design studio courses of the state universities are approached for 

implementation. The first cycle is implemented in the Department of Industrial 

Product Design at ITU, the state university, where this thesis is conducted. With the 

results and findings of this cycle, the other state universities with active industrial 

design departments are approached. The Department of Industrial Design in MSUFA 

agreed to be part of the implementation, and thus, ITU and MSUFA are set as the 

two implementatio sites for the second cycle. 

The criteria for the selection of the year of design studio courses for the 

implementation stage depend on the context and nature of the social environment in 

the studio courses of each year in design studio education. In industrial design 

departments in Turkey, the first year design studio courses are often called “Basic 

Design” studios. These studios focus on the general, basic principles of design and 

the majority of the projects given in these studios, do not involve product design, 

except for the final projects of the year in some departments. In addition to the 

content of the projects, the social structure and the relationships within these studios 

are different than a regular design studio course. The students’ relations with other 

students, teachers, projects, studio environment, and also their designer identity, 

matures slowly in time. Product design projects start in the second year of the 

education and become more complex in the third year studios. The third and the 

fourth year students have sufficient experience to apply design principles in product 

design projects; they are used to the studio environment, its processes, and also the 

complex social relations within it, and it is relatively easier for them to use additional 
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tools such as the online supplement, which is proposed in this research. The first 

cycle is implemented in a 4th year design studio class in ITU; the second cycle is 

implemented in the 3rd and 4th year studios in ITU and a regular vertical studio in 

MSUFA, and finally, the third cycle is implemented in a 3rd year design studio 

course in ITU. 

4.2 Action Research 

The research scheme on which this study is based is action research, which is widely 

used in educational and pedagocical studies (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008) 

and in “the introduction of information and communication technologies into 

educational settings” (Somekh, 2006). It is “used to understand the effects of 

implementing a new initiative or technology where one is uncertain how effective it 

might be” (Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos, 2008). Somekh (2006) describes action 

research as “a means, whereby research can become a systematic intervention, going 

beyond describing, analysing and theorizing social practices to working in 

partnership with participants to reconstruct and transform those practices”. This 

research is carried out as a “systematic intervention” within real-life social 

environments, where the use of social network sites is introduced to the actual 

processes of selected design studios. Throughout these interventions, the researcher 

works with the participants; i.e. teachers and students of the design studio courses, in 

order to make changes in the given social environments or “practices”. Avison et al. 

(1999) defines action research as “an iterative process involving researchers and 

practitioners acting together on a particular cycle of activities, including problem 

diagnosis, action intervention, and reflective learning”. Altrichter et al. (2002) define 

action research by presenting definitons by other scholars in the area of action 

research. According to Altrichter et al. (2002), Dick, in his 1991 article Action 

Research and Evaluation, defines action research as “a family of research 

methodologies which pursue action (or change) and research (or understanding) at 

the same time”. Also in Dick’s definition, it is stated that the action research plan 

includes cycles of “action and critical reflection” on that action, “continuously 

refining methods, data and interpretation in the light of the understanding developed 

in the earlier cycles” (Altrichter et al., 2002). A second definition of action research 

presented by Altrichter et al. (2002) is one proposed by Zuber-Skerritt in her 1992 
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dated book Professional Development in Higher Education: A Theoretical 

Framework for Action Research. In her definition, Zuber-Skerritt suggests that all 

practices of action research “adopt a methodical, interactive approach embracing 

problem identification, action planning, implementation, evaluation, and reflection” 

(Altrichter et al., 2002). Her definition, similar to the one proposed by Dick, is also 

followed by explaining the relations between different cycles of action research 

practices, stating that “the insights gained from the initial cycle feed into planning of 

the second cycle, for which the action plan is modified and the research process 

repeated” (Altrichter et al., 2002). The four basic steps of action research, as defined 

by social psychologist Kurt Lewin, and later elaborated by Kemmis and McTaggart, 

in the 1988 book The Action Research Planner are “(1) Planning, (2) Acting, (3) 

Observing, (4) Reflecting” (Altrichter et al., 2002). Below is the graphical 

respresentation of this cyclic scheme as it is presented in the 2001 article by Zuber-

Skerritt named Action Learning And Action Research Paradigm Praxis And 

Programs. 

 

 

Figure 4.1: The Spiral of Action Research Cycles (Zuber-Skerritt, 2001). 

In her article, Zuber-Skerritt (2001) defines action research in terms of four “cyclic” 

processes: (1) “strategic planning”, (2) “implementing the plan”, (3) “observation” 

(“evaluation and self-evaluation”), and (4) “critical reflection” of the results and 
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findings. Other scholars also define action research as a research practice, which 

involves individual successive cycles consisting of planning, acting and reflecting; 

and also researchers and practitioners taking part together within the research. 

Avison et al. (1999) defines action research as “an iterative process involving 

researchers and practitioners acting together on a particular cycle of activities, 

including problem diagnosis, action intervention, and reflective learning”. Swann 

(2002) describes three qualities of an action research practice: first, “a social practice 

that needs to be changed”; second, a “participatory” process where the researcher is 

in “equitable collaboration”; and third, the “cyclic” procedure of “planning, acting, 

observing and reflecting”. Rearick and Feldman (1999) define action research in 

terms of the action researcher being located in the action research space; and state 

that “once [the researcher is] located [in the research space], it can then be said, at 

this time, in this situation, this is action research”. 

Somekh (2006) defines action research on the basis of eight basic “methodological 

principles”. Firstly, he describes action research as a research scheme, which 

involves “series of flexible cycles” of action and research, that are related to each 

other “holistically rather than as separate steps” (Somekh, 2006). She (2006) 

describes these steps as “the collection of data about the topic of investigation; 

analysis and interpretation of those data; the planning and introduction of action 

strategies to bring about positive changes; and evaluation of those changes through 

further data collection, analysis and interpretation”. In this study, a research process 

consisting of three cycles is conducted. In all three cycles, the four steps of collecting 

data, analysing the data, planning and applying an action plan on the basis of the 

data, and evaluating the findings of the action are held. Secondly, action research is a 

collaborative practice in which “participants and researchers” work together in 

conducting the research (Somekh, 2006). In relation to the same topic, Altrichter et 

al. (2002) finish their paper by stating that action research is “collaborative” and that 

“the researcher is not an expert doing research from an external perspective, but a 

partner working with and for those affected by the problem”. The implementation 

stage of this study is a collaborative process held by the researcher, teachers and 

students of the design studio courses. Thirdly, Somekh (2006) suggests that the 

“knowledge and understanding” gained through action research – and then shared by 

publications – is unique, thanks to the involvement of “participant-researchers” as 
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insiders, as opposed to a “researcher coming from outside”. Fourthly, action research 

is rooted in a “vision of social transformation”, by which the researcher aims to bring 

about changes in the context of a social environment for “greater social justice”, 

being aware of the limitations within such a process (Somekh, 2006). Parallel to this 

principle, the research in this study aims to supplement the social interaction and 

communication processes in design studio course. As the fifth principle, Somekh 

(2006) suggests that there is a “high level of reflexivity” in terms of the “self of the 

researcher” in action research practice, where the “role” and the “identitiy” of the 

researcher is defined and “constructed” by the relationships within the social context 

of the research scheme. In each cycle of the implementation, the reseacher took 

diverse roles depending on the needs of the participants and the process of the cycle. 

The sixth principle indicates that action research involves “exploratory engagement” 

with the knowledge of various areas of social sciences to work with its “explanatory” 

processes (Somekh, 2006). In the seventh principle, Somekh (2006) emphasises the 

experience of the practitioners throughout the research, as they “reflect on their 

practice” and learn about their own “personal-professional values and assumptions”. 

Finally, the eight principles suggest that, with the collaboration of the insider 

practitioners and outsider researchers, action research “locates the inquiry in an 

understanding of broader historical, political and ideological contexts” (Somekh, 

2006). 

4.3 Content Analysis 

Krippenddorf (1981) defines content analysis as a research method for “making 

replicable and valid inferences from data to their context”. According to Kripendorf 

(1981) “in content analysis, data result from the procedures the researcher has chosen 

to answer specific questions concerning phenomena in the context of given texts. 

Hence, data are made, not found, and researchers are obligated to say how they made 

their data”. Neuendorf (2002) explains content analysis as the “summarising, 

quantitative analysis of messages that relies on the scientific method”. She suggests 

that it is “not limited as to the types of variables that may be measured or the context 

in which the messages are created or presented” (Neuendorf, 2002). Content analysis 

method is applied to a wide range of material; namely “the texts to which meanings 

are conventionally attributed” (Krippendorff, 1989). These texts can vary from 
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written texts or documents to transcribed speech, verbal interactions and discourses, 

visual images or representations, and to “characterisations, nonverbal behaviours, 

sound events, or any other message type” (Neuendorf, 2002; Krippendorff, 1989). 

Examples of such texts include “childrens’ talk, answers to open-ended interview 

questions, computer conferences”, “websites” and also, “newpapers, magazines, 

books, radio broadcasts, films, comics, television programming” (Neuendorf, 2002; 

Krippendorff, 1989). In other words, content analysis can be used to analyse the 

content of any piece of communication, independent of the subject that is 

communicated and the media through which the communication is conducted. In this 

study, content analysis is used in order to analyse the content of the Facebook group 

pages used throughout the cycles of the implementation; the interviews and the open-

ended questions in the questionnaires. 

According to Neuendorf (2002) content analysis can be explained in terms of its six 

characteristics that: it “relies on scientific method”; the message is “the unit of 

analysis or the unit of data or both”; it is “quantitative”; it is “summarising”; it can be 

applied to “all contexts”; and “all message characteristics” can be content analysed”. 

First of all, content analysis is based on scientific method, which includes 

“objectivity-intersubjectivity, a priori design, reliability, validity, generalisibility, 

replicability, and hypothesis testing” (Neuendorf, 2002). Objectivity requires that the 

research process is independent of the researcher’s biases; “that it does not matter 

who performs the analysis or where and when” (Krippendorff, 1989). Neundorf 

(2002) emphasises the difference between objectivity and intersubjectivity. On the 

basis of the view that “all human inquiry is inherently subjective”, the sceintific 

method can be decribed in terms of intersubjectivity, which, instead of posing the 

question “Is it true?”, poses the question “Do we agree that it is true?” (Neuendorf, 

2002). In this study, intersubjectivity is aimed to be addressed by laying out all the 

details of the context and process of analysis, with the decision taken and the steps 

used for the analysis. A priori design refers to the planning of the analysis, such as 

the “variables, their measurements, coding rules” to be made beforehand (Neuendorf, 

2002). Though such planning is, and needs to be, flexible throughout the analysis, a 

process which is described as “a combination of induction and deduction” 

(Neuendorf, 2002). The content analysis of the Facebook groups in this study is 

based on the questions, units and variables determined in the beginning of the 
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analysis process, as discussed in the next chapter. Reliability, a key concept in 

scientific method and in content analysis, suggests that “when other researchers, at 

different points in time and perhaps under different circumstances, apply the same 

technique to the same data, the results must be the same” (Krippendorff, 1981). In 

content analysis, one of the key issues related to reliability is “intercoder reliability”, 

which is not within the context of this study, as there is only one coder: the 

researcher. Apart from the coders, reliability depends on the coding scheme, which is 

vital in this study. Krippendorff (1981) defines three types of reliability design: 

stability, reproducibility, and accuracy. Reliability is defined as the “necessary but 

not sufficient condition” of the next characteristic of the scientific method: validity 

(Neuendorf, 2002; Krippendorff, 1981). Validity of a research refers to its findings 

being acceptable as “indisputable facts” (Krippendorff, 1981). Krippendorff (1981) 

relates the term with “empirical truth, predictive accuracy, and consistency with 

established knowledge”. Accroding to Krippendorff (1989) “content analysis may 

also parallel other research techniques and check or shed light on the validity of 

either’s findings”. The parallel uses of different methods “enhance the analysts’ 

confidence in the validity of their findings and justify their substitutability” 

(Krippendorff, 1989). In this study the content analysis of the Facebook groups, the 

answers to the interviews and the questionnaires are used all together to evaluate the 

results and findings of the implementation. Generalisability refers to the applicability 

of a research to broader ranges of study, such as the “population” from which the 

sample of inquiry was drawn (Neuendorf, 2002). Population is the “set of units being 

studied, the set of units to which the researcher wishes to generalise” and is defined 

by the researcher (Neuendorf, 2002). Here, the “representativeness” of the sample 

within the population is important (Neuendorf, 2002). Replicability suggests that 

when the research study is repeated in a different context similar results can be 

achieved (Neuendorf, 2002). Finally, the scientific method requires that a hypothesis 

and a research question are generated before the research process starts (Neuendorf, 

2002).  

The second characteristic of content analysis is that the message is “the unit of 

analysis, the unit of data, or both” (Neuendorf, 2002). A unit is an identifiable 

message or message component, and can be in the form of “words, characters, 

themes, time periods, interactions, or any other result of “breaking up a 
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‘communication’ into bits” (Carney, 1971, p.52)” (Neuendorf, 2002). There are three 

types of units in content analysis: units of sampling or sampling units; units of data 

collection or recording units; and units of analysis or recording units” (Neuendorf, 

2002; Krippendorff, 1981). Units of sampling or sampling units “serve as the basis 

for identifying the population and drawing a sample” (Neuendorf, 2002). They are 

“those parts of observed reality or of the stream of source language expressions that 

are regarded independent of each other” (Krippendorff, 1981). “Sampling units make 

possible the drawing of a statistically representative sample from a population of 

potentially available data” (Kripendorf, 1989). Units of data collection or recording 

units are those “on which variables are measured” (Neuendorf, 2002). Krippendorff 

(1981) suggests that they are “separately described and can therefore be regarded as 

the separately analysable parts of a sampling unit”. He (1981) quotes Holsti (1962) 

who defines recording units as “the specific segment of content that is characterised 

by placing it in a given category”. Recording units are defined within sampling units 

because sampling units are usually “too large, too rich, or too complex to serve as a 

unit for description” (Krippendorff, 1981). In some cases, recording units can be 

defined as the co-occurrence of smaller units within one bigger recording unit. 

Finally, the units of analysis or the context units, “serve as the basis for reporting 

analyses” (Neuendorf, 2002). According to Krippendorff (1981), context units “set 

limits to the contextual information that may enter the description of a recording 

unit”. The three kinds of units, the populations and the variables specific to the 

content analyses made in this study are defined and described, in detail, in the next 

chapter.  

The third characteristic of content analysis is that it is quantitative, which suggests 

that it is based on numerical mesaurements of the data. The data in hand is 

categorised according to the research theme, and the units are counted in order to 

find meaning within the general context. Fourthly, content analysis is summarising; 

in other words, it aims to achieve “generalisable conclusions” instead of presenting 

“all details concerning a message” (Neuendorf, 2002). Fifth property of content 

analysis, as mentioned above, is its applicability to all texts or contexts. Under this 

topic, Neuendorf (2002) lists a number of different contexts, such as “individual 

messaging, interpersonal and group messaging, organisational messaging, mass 

messaging, and, applied contexts”. Finally, all types of messages can be the subject 
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matter of content analysis, which are defined by Neuendorf (2002) as “manifest 

versus latent, content versus form, and text versus other types”. 

Krippendorff (1989) defines six steps in the process of making content analysis: 

“design; unitising, sampling, coding, drawing inferences and validation”. The first 

step, the design, is described as a “conceptual step”. Here, the “framework of the 

analysis” is formed by defining the “context” in three features: defining what the 

desired information is which cannot be observed directly; “exploring the source of 

relevant data that either are or may become available”; and “adopting an analytical 

construct that formalises the knowledge available about the data-context relationship, 

thereby justifying the inferential step involved in going from one to the other” 

Krippendorff (1989). The second step is unitising, where the sampling, recording and 

context units, as described above, are defined. Sampling is “the process of selecting a 

subset of units for study from the larger population” (Neuendorf, 2002). Here, the 

focus is to “undo the statistical biases”, and also, “to ensure that the hierarchy of 

chosen sampling units becomes representative” (Krippendorff, 1989). Neuendorf 

(2002) defined two types of sampling: “random and non-random sampling”. In order 

to be able to generalise the findings of a content analysis “to some population of 

messages, the sample for the analysis should be randomly selected” (Neuendorf, 

2002). The findings of non-random sampling are not generalisable to the population. 

Coding, the step, which includes an “elementary notion of meaning”, involves the 

“classification of the recording units in terms of the categories of the analytical 

constructs chosen” (Krippendorff, 1989). The fifth step, which is drawing inferences, 

“applies the stable knowledge about how the variable accounts of coded data related 

to the phenomena the researcher wants to know about” (Krippendorff, 1989). 

Validation in content analysis, which is the final step, “is limited by the intention of 

the technique to infer what cannot be observed directly and for which validating 

evidence is not readily available” (Krippendorff, 1989). 

In this study, a combination of random and non-random sampling techniques is used 

in the implementation stage. First of all, in order to establish the implementation 

sites, a nonrandom, purposive or judgement sampling is made in favour of all the 

departments of industrial design in all state universities in Turkey, out of the 

population of all the departments of industrial design in all universities in Turkey. 

The results of the analysis are not aimed to be generalised to all departments in all 
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universities, thus the population is redefined as the departments of industrial design 

in all state universities in Turkey. All departments in state universities are contacted 

for the Facebook group implementation in their design studios. The departments that 

accept to be part of the implementation are the selection of the first stage of the 

sampling. After establishing the implementation sites, the Facebook groups are used 

in each of them; while also, interviews and questionniares are held with teachers and 

students of the departments. In sampling the interviewees out of the whole 

populations of teachers, random sampling method was used. In sampling the 

students, the teachers of the studio were asked for their advice in the selection of 

students to be interviewed. In the 3rd year studio of the second cycle, a socially active 

student was adviced. In the 3rd year studio of the third cycle, a student who is very 

positive about the use of Facebook group, a student who was very negative about it, 

and one with neutral opinions were interviewed. 

4.4 Interview 

The interview is “a face-to-face verbal interchange in which one person, the 

interviewer, attempts to elicit information or expressions of opinions or belief from 

another person or persons (Macoby and Macoby, 1954)” (Denzin, 2009). There are 

three kinds of interviews, which are based on how structured, or standardised the 

content of the interview is, and also the characteristics of the group of interviewees. 

The first type of interview is the “schedule standardised interview in which the 

wording and order of all the questions is exactly the same for every respondent” 

(Denzin 2009). The respondents should have a common vocabulary and infer the 

same meaning from the standard wording; in other words they need to be 

“homogenous group of samples” (Denzin, 2009). Denzin (2009) refers to 

Richardson, Dohrenwend, and Klein (1965) who suggest that in standardised 

interviews, not only the meaning and the context of each question but also their 

sequence must be identical. In this type of interview, the interviewer intends to 

receive the same set of information from all respondents; and, according to Macoby 

and Macoby (1954), it is “the best suited for hypothesis testing and rigourous 

qualification of results” (Denzin, 2009). The second type is the “non-schedule 

standardised interview”, in which the content of the questions is the same for each 

respondent, but the phrasing and the order of questions differ (Denzin, 2009). In the 



66 

non-standardised interview, which is the third type, there are no specific set of 

questions nor a schedule. In this study, interviews were held with staff members and 

students of the two implementations sites. The first set of interviews were non-

scheduled and non-standardised. They were exploratory, in the form of casual talks 

with the staff members in ITU, with no set questions. The second set of interviews 

can be defined as both explanatory and exploratory, and they were more structured. 

The intention of the interviews was to receive the same set of information from all 

interviewees. The staff members of each site were homogenous sample groups, 

individually, while students were homogenous within themselves. However, all 

interviewees also form quite a homogenous group, considering the subject of 

industrial design studio course. The interviews were scheduled standardised within 

the 3 different sample groups; namely, the staff members of ITU, the staff members 

of MSUFA, and the students in ITU. 

Another concern in interview as a method, is the questions asked. Denzin (2009) 

suggests that the questions should “accurately convey meaning to the respondent”, 

motivate the respondent, be clear, and be precise. The questions in the interviews in 

this study were prepared to cover all the situations in the design studio course. The 

interviews were presented in sections each referring to a topic, and then detailed 

questions were introduced under each topic. The questions were scheduled and 

standardised, but the interviews were held in a flexible manner, where the order of 

the questions could change, and the interviewee could lead the interview, if s/he 

wanted. In other words, the interviews were conducted in a flexible schedule of 

topics and questions. Denzin (2009) emphasises the common deficiencies of the 

three types of interviews. The first one is the “difficulty of penetrating a group’s 

language and mechanisms of symbolisation” (Denzin, 2009). Secondly, the 

interviewees may not want to tell the straight answer. And, thirdly, the hieararchy in 

the group of interviewees may create answers with different values or meanings 

within the group itself. In the interviews conducted in this study, the interviewer (the 

reseacher) shared very similar backgrounds, especially with the staff members and 

students in ITU: she studied the same subject in a department with very similar 

structure. She also worked in a design department as a research assistant and a 

lecturer, which gave her the insight of the staff members. In MSUFA, the educational 

system is different than the experience of the researcher, but the interviewees had 
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similar background which made it easier to share a common language. In ITU, the 

number of interviewees, and the friendly relationships of the researcher with some of 

the interviewees were ways of addressing the shortcoming of interviewees not 

wanting to give some information, and also, having different values or meanings to 

their words. In MSFUA, such deficiencies were perceived, but were difficult to 

address, as an outsider to the department. 

4.5 Survey 

Survey is a technique which “requires the systematic collection of data from 

populations, or samples through the use of the interview or the self-administered 

questionnaire” (Denzin, 2009). Denzin (2009) defines six types of survey designs, 

which include three common characteristics: “the use of interviewing and/or 

questionnaires as the major mode of data collection; collection of data from large 

numbers of persons; and the use of multivariate analysis as the major method of data 

analysis”. Furthermore, these six types of designs differ from each other in that they 

may or may not have the following features: “randomisation; comparison groups”; 

and “repeated observations” (Denzin, 2009). 

The six survey designs fall under two main topics: the non-experimental survey 

designs and the quasi-experimental survey designs. The non-experimental surveys 

lack “one or more of the critical features of the experimental model”, which are 

“randomisation, control groups, repeated observations, investigator control over 

experimental variables” (Denzin, 2009). There are three types of non-experimental 

surveys: the one-shot case study; the one-group pre-test-post-test design; and the 

static-group comparison. In one-shot case study, the “analyst randomly samples from 

a larger population a group of subjects who have been exposed to a series of critical 

events” (Denzin, 2009). There are no control groups and also only one observation is 

recorded. Though, because there is only one observation, the problems of “reactivity, 

time and subject-observer changes are reduced” (Denzin, 2009). The one-group pre-

test-post-test survey includes two sets of observation on the same group of samples. 

This design “lacks a control group” and “reactive effects of repeated observation” 

and also the problem of “changes in the subject and observer” are present (Denzin, 

2009). In the static-group comparison, two random or non-random groups are 

observed together, for once. The quasi-experimental surveys involve “repeated 
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observations, randomisation, a focus on naturally induced experimental treatments, 

an the optional use of comparison groups” (Denzin, 2009). Similarly, there are three 

types of quasi-experimental survey designs:  the same-group recurrent-time-series 

survey without comparison groups; the different-group recurrent-time series survey 

without comparison groups; and the same-group recurrent-time series survey with 

comparison groups design. In the same-group recurrent-time-series survey without 

comparison groups the same group of samples are observed repeatedly with no 

control groups (Denzin, 2009). It is a strong design, as the continuous observations 

of the same group “increases the investigator’s ability to adopt the perspective of 

those stuied” (Denzin, 2009). The different-group recurrent-time series survey 

without comparison groups differs from the first one, in that here the investigator 

observes a different sample group, in each observation. This type of design aims to 

overcome the problem of “repeated observations”, which may cause “new 

behaviours” in the samples (Denzin, 2009). In the same-group recurrent-time series 

survey with comparison groups, the investigator makes multiple observations, for 

each of which a comparison group is created. This way, the investigator can both 

observe changes in the sample group, and also detect and exclude the “reactive 

effects” of repeated observations. Denzin (2009) defines this survey design as the 

most sophisticated of all. 

In this study two types of survey designs are used. In the first and third cycles of the 

implementation, the one-shot case study was conducted, where there was one sample 

group which was asked to fill-in one set of questionnaires. In the second cycle, same-

group recurrent-time-series survey without comparison groups design was used 

within each implementation site, where the same group of samples were handed out 

questionnaires three times throughout the research. The results of these three sample 

groups were compared to test certain aspects; though none of them were control 

groups. 
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5. THE ACTION RESEARCH CYCLIC SCHEME 

The structure of the implementation stage of this study is based on action research, 

which, as explained in the previous chapter, is a cyclic research scheme. This 

research consists of a series of three flexible cycles (Somekh, 2006). Firstly, a 

preliminary data is used to enter the first cycle; an action scheme is planned and 

implemented to gather more data; and, when acquired, the new body of data is 

analysed and interpreted to enter the second cycle. The second cycle includes a new 

action scheme planned and implemented to collect more data. The data gathered 

from the second cycle is used to plan and implement the third cycle. Finally, the 

resulting data gathered from the third cycle constitutes the final outcome of the 

research. Chapter 5 unfolds the planand the process of the cyclic scheme. The first 

part, “The First Cycle” explains the first cycle of the implementation. Here, the data 

with which the cycle is set, the intentions, the process and the findings are presented, 

briefly. The second part, “Setting the Implementation Sites for The Second Cycle” 

explains the preparatory process for the second cycle, which leads to the next part 

“The Second Cycle”. In this section, the preliminary data, the aims, the process and 

the results of the second cycle are introduced. The part entitled “Interviews 

Regarding the Issues in the Implementation Sites” explains the interview process 

with the staff and students of two universities where the implementations were held. 

This section ends with the presentation of the specific issues and problems gathered 

from the interviews, on which the analyses are based. The “Structure of the 

Analysis” puts forth the details of the analysis, and finally, “The Third Cycle”, 

discusses the final cycle of the process. (For the diagram of the action research 

scheme, please see Appendix A.) 

5.1 The First Cycle: Pilot in Istanbul Technical University (ITU) 

The first cycle of the implementation was held in the Autumn semester of 2010-

2011, in the Department of Industrial Product Design in Istanbul Technical 

University (ITU). The preliminary data, with which the first cycle starts, is gathered 
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from the literature review, on reflection in design education, processes of interaction 

and communication in design studio course. In addition, the existing research which 

aim to address these issues are studied, leading the research scheme into the body of 

literature on the use of online platforms in design studio course. Finally, the 

similarities between the generic design process, which constitiutes the foundation of 

design studio course process, and the structure of the current social network sites of 

the world wide web complete the body of data used to enter the first cycle of the 

implementation. The first cycle of the implementation is a pilot stage of the 

implementation. It aims to (a) test the basic technical and operational processes of 

the application of a social network site in a design studio course; (b) understand how 

teachers and students use the common tools and features of a social network site 

environment; (c) find out the individual steps of such an implementation, the major 

failures that can be encountered and the benefits which should be encouraged. In this 

cycle, a ready template of the web service SocialGO for building custom social 

network sites is used. This choice is rooted from the necessity of a secure, private 

and enclosed online social network platform, which could only be reached by the 

teachers and students of the selected course. The site contained the basic features and 

tools of a typical social network site – namely profiles, friends lists, public 

commenting tools, stream-based updates. The private and custom-made social 

network site provided both a protected, enclosed online platform, and also, a simple 

and easy-to-use structure. As the physical implementation site of the pilot stage, an 

irregular studio course in ITU, where the PhD study was conducted, was chosen. The 

irregular studio consisted of a more manageable, low number of students, and 

teachers, one of whom was the supervisor of the PhD study. The site 

“www.designstudio.socialgo” was used throughout the 2010-2011 Autumn Semester, 

as part of the 4th year Graduation Project design studio course. In order to gather 

information on the process of the implementation two methods were used: the 

content analysis of the social network site and questionnaires with teachers and 

students. The content analysis was used to collect information on how the site was 

used. The questionnaires aimed to learn the personal opinions of teachers and 

students. The findings of the cycle are discussed in detail in Chapter 6. To 

summarise, two major decisions were made: Facebook groups were going to be used 

in the second cycle; and the technological infrastructure of the studio classrooms 

were going to be enhanced. 
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5.2 Setting the Implementation Sites for The Second Cycle 

The first step in the second cyle of the implementation was setting the 

implementation sites – i.e. the design studio courses – in which Facebook groups 

were going to be used parallel to te studio processes. Firstly, all departments of 

industrial design in Turkey were listed and analysed in terms of how established the 

studio course culture was in the departments. Later, as explained in the previous 

chapter, the departments of industrial design in the state universities were chosen to 

be the group to be approached for the implementation. The second cycle was 

initiated in the departments which agreed to take part in the research. These stages 

are unfolded in detail, below. The information on the departments of industrial 

design in Turkey were gathered during the first cycle, in preparation for the second 

cycle. In other words, the information below was retrieved in November, 2010. The 

two websites from which the information was acquired were the official website of 

the Council of Higher Education, http://www.yok.gov.tr; and official website of the 

Student Selection and Placement Center, http://www.osym.gov.tr/. Past tense is used 

in this part, as the information given is approximately 2 years old. The updated 

information on the departmenst can be retrieved from the mentioned websited. 

5.2.1 An overview of the industrial design departments in Turkey 

Design studio course is the foundation of design education, in almost all design 

domains, across all geographies (Goldschmidt et al., 2010; Dinham 1988). In Turkey, 

as well as in many other countries, as noted in previous chapters, the educational 

structure and processes of design-related disciplines are influenced by the French 

Ecole des Beaux Arts ateliers and the German Bauhaus workshops (Goldschmidt et 

al., 2010; Aytaç et al., 2008). Industrial design education in Turkey, which celebrated 

its 40th anniversary in 2011, is an established constituent of the faculties of fine art or 

architecture, adopting the same educational culture, based on design studio course 

setting, (Norman, 2010). In Turkey, by November 2010, including The Turkish 

Republic of Northern Cyprus, there were 29 industrial design departments, 17 of 

which (58.621%) were founded in state universities and 12 of which (41.379%) were 

founded in foundation universities (The Eastern Mediterranean University was a 

state-foundation university, and was included in the state universities list, here.). 9 of 

the 17 industrial design departments in the state universities (52.941%) were not 
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offering education, yet (Department of Industrial Product Design in Dicle University 

and The Department of Industrial Product Design in Mustafa Kemal University could 

not be reached and thus were considered as inactive). All of the industrial design 

departments in the foundation universities were actively offering education. 11 of the 

17 industrial design departments in the state universities (64.706%) were established 

in the faculties of architecture, or architecture-related, faculties (5 of which were 

active and 6 inactive), 1 of which offered education only in graduate level. 4 of the 

industrial design departments in the state universities (23.529%) were established in 

the faculties of fine arts, or fine arts-related, faculties (2 active and 2 inactive). 1 

industrial design department in a state university (5.882%) was established in the 

faculty of engineering, and was yet an inactive one called the Department of 

Industrial Design Engineering. 1 industrial design department in a state university 

was established in the school of industrial arts. 7 of the 12 industrial design 

departments in the foundation universities (58.333%) were established in the 

faculties of fine arts, or fine arts-related, faculties. 2 industrial design departments in 

the foundation universities (16.667%) were established in the faculties of 

architecture, or architecture-related, faculties. 1 industrial design department in a 

foundation university (8.333%) was established in an architecture- and fine arts-

related faculty. 2 industrial design departments in the foundation universities 

(16.667%) were established in architecture- and engineering-related faculties.  

Table 5.1 : Active and inactive industrial design departments in state and foundation 
universities in Turkey and The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. 

 State Universities Foundation Universities 
Faculties of Architecture or 
Architecture-related faculties 

5 Active (1 Active in Graduate Level) 
6 Inactive 

2 Active 

Faculties of Fine Arts or Fine 
Arts-related faculties 

2 Active 
2 Inactive 

7 Active 

Both Architecture and Fine Arts-
related faculties 

 1 Active 

Engineering Faculties 1 Inactive  
Both Architecture and 
Engineering-related faculties 

 2 Active 

School of Industrial Arts 1 Active  

As explained in the methodology section, the industrial design departments in the 

state universities constituted the scope of the implementation stage. All active 

industrial design departments in state universities were approached to implement a 

case study in their design studio courses. The answers from these departments are 

explained below, because they are valuable information on the current problems and 
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issues about online design education and online design studios. In the beginning of 

the second cycle, when the implementation sites were being set, there were 5 active 

industrial design departments in the state universities in Turkey; which are the 

Department of Industrial Product Design in Gazi University, Ankara; the Department 

of Industrial Design (ID) in Middle East Technical University (METU), Ankara; the 

Department of Industrial Design in Marmara University, Istanbul; the Department of 

Industrial Design in MSUFA, Istanbul; and the Department of Industrial Product 

Design in ITU, Istanbul. Gazi University and Middle East Technical University in 

Ankara were contacted online; while Marmara University, Mimar Sinan University 

of Fine Arts, and Istanbul Technical University in Istanbul were contacted both 

online and in person. First of all, when the Department of Industrial Product Design 

in Gazi University in Ankara was approached, they pointed out the conditions of the 

department, which they thought were not convenient for such an implementation. 

The department wrote that because of the very few number of students and the 

specific course system they developed to overcome the spatial limitations of the 

classes in the department, they did not think the research could be effectively tested 

in their department. Gazi University chose not to take part in the implementation 

stage, but the dialogue with the department was fruitful in pointing out to an issue in 

the industrial design departments; physical spatial limitations of the studio classes 

may interfere with the way studio classes are conducted. Secondly, in the 

Department of ID in METU, the head of the department was approached. The ID 

department in METU was already participating in online design studio education and 

virtual design studio projects (Öztoprak and Erbuğ, 2005; Öztoprak, 2004). They 

regularly initiate joint programs with Delft University of Technology (TUDelft) in 

graduate level called “Design for Interaction – International Joint Master of Science 

Programme”, http://www.metudelft.net/interactiondesign/, where virtual design 

studio courses are conducted. With the experience and the interest of the department, 

the invitation for the implementation was discussed but not accepted among the third 

and fourth year studio teachers of the department for the following reasons: firstly, 

the projects which were held with the participation of professional partners had to be 

kept confidential; secondly, a similar project was planned and cancelled in the 

department because it would mean an additional workload for the teachers who 

already gave twelve hours of design studio per week, and also, it could reduce the 

attendance of students to the actual studio hours; thirdly, such a platform would 
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require a lot of energy and time from both students and teachers, and none of them 

could be forced to perfom such an extra duty. The Department of Industrial Design in 

Marmara University was the only department in Istanbul, where the implementation 

was not conducted. When approached, the head of the department emphasised that he 

could see the educational processes being combined with online technologies in near 

future. Unfortunately, the technological infrastructure of the department, and the 

whole campus of Faculty of Fine Arts, was not advanced enough to host such an 

implementation. In Istanbul, ITU and MSUFA were also approached, and they 

became the two implementation sites for the second cycle. The reasons the three 

departments (Gazi U., METU, Marmara U.) put forth for not hosting the 

implementation, point out two common issues mentioned in the studies on online 

design studios: (a) the necessary physical and technological infrastructure in the 

studio classrooms; (b) the current structure of the curricula of design departments 

and the workload of the staff and the students. 

5.2.2 Industrial Product Design in Istanbul Technical University (ITU) 

Istanbul Technical University, ITU, is one of the oldest universities in Turkey, rooted 

in engineering and technical education from the very early days, as reflected in its 

name. It was founded in 1773 as “The Royal School of Naval Engineering”. In 1795 

it became “The Royal School of Military Engineering” and later “Engineering 

Academy” in 1883. Finally, in 1946 it was an autonomous university with its current 

name, Istanbul Technical University. The university building, Taşkışla, which was 

originally designed as an old military barrack, is located in the centre of Istanbul. 

The building is the campus of the Faculty of Architecture and is inhabited by the five 

programs in the faculty; architecture, urban and regional planning, industrial product 

design, interior architecture and landscape architecture. The Department of Industrial 

Product Design in ITU was founded in the Faculty of Architecture and is now one of 

the leading industrial design departments in Turkey. Founded in 1993, it is the 

youngest industrial design department among those in state universities, offering a 4-

year undergraduate program. The department also has an MSc and a PhD program in 

Industrial Design. The information about the department, the studio courses in the 

department, the critique dynamics and the Internet use in studios, are gathered from 

the interviews with the staff and students of the department, and also the report on 
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the operation of studio courses in the department, prepared by the involvement of all 

the staff in the department. 

Industrial Product Design Studio Course System: The Department of Industrial 

Product Design practices horizontal studio system, which is based on classes of 

students, from first to fourth year classes, who study all four-year education together. 

The same group of students, enter the department together, take all studio courses 

together throughout their education, and graduate together. A typical design studio 

course is given by a group of 5-6 studio teachers and taken by a group of 30-40 

students. The department offers three major types of design studio courses within the 

four-year educational process; Basic Design Studio, Industrial Product Design Studio 

and Graduation Project Studio. Basic design studios are offered in the first and the 

second semesters, called Basic Design 1 and 2, respectively. These courses are not 

included in the implementation stage, due to reasons explained in the methodology 

section. From the third semester to the seventh, students take industrial product 

design studios, from Industrial Product Design Studio 1 to Industrial Product Design 

Studio 5, which are all very similar in structure. Students and teachers meet twice a 

week in studio hours for a 4-hour studio session each, where students work on their 

projects and teachers supervise their process. Graduation Project studio is unique in 

structure, where regular studio classes are not held and, students and teachers only 

meet in core and preliminary juries once every few weeks, and in the final jury at the 

end of the semester. Like professional designers, students work on their projects 

more on their own than usual, and also in close relation with an assigned firm, as 

many companies work in partnership with the department regularly in graduation 

project studios. In the implementation stage, a third year industrial product design 

studio, which represents a typical studio course, and a fourth year graduation project 

studio, which has a different social environment and communication routine, are 

approached to observe the differences in two distinct studio structures. Basic design 

studio course, is a specialised basic design course for industrial product design 

students, and is given by the same group of three teachers of the department each 

year. The course is given in two semesters, as Basic Design 1 and 2, introducing the 

students to design principles and processes. Teachers and students of basic design 

meet twice a week in the studio, in 4-hour blocks of classes. Basic Design 1 begins 

with weekly 2-dimensional conceptual basic design problems, which slowly evolves 
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into Basic Design 2, which usually ends with a final project in the form a product 

design assignment. The courses aim to establish basic concepts, principles, and 

methods of design and product design, preparing the students to more advanced 

levels of design education.  After the first two semesters with basic design courses, 

students take industrial product design studio courses for five semesters, until the 

final one. The generic design studio course process, in the department, can be 

summarised in three main stages; the preparation of the assignment before the classes 

start, the studio classes throughout the semester, and the final grading at the end of 

the semester. First of all, groups of studio teachers, usually five or six teachers, with 

two or three lecturers and two or three assistants, are assigned to the individual studio 

courses of that semester. The workload – such as preparing the course material, 

giving lectures, supervising the students projects, assessing – in each studio course 

are equally shared by the members of the group of teachers giving the studio course 

together (Arıburun et al., 2012). As part of this mutual responsibility, the group of 

teachers prepare the semester assignment(s) together before the classes start, by face-

to-face meetings and group e-mail traffic. The project assignment for a studio class is 

decided either on the basis of a brief from a partner firm; the previous studio 

assignments; or new suggestions from teachers. The assignment usually includes the 

description of the project definition, the weekly schedule of the semester, the 

requirements and the assessment criteria. Some teachers make research on the 

assignment subject and send the research material via e-mail. In the face-to-face 

meeting, they give the essential decisions together and make a draft of the 

assignment. They share research and ideas through e-mails. The assignment is 

finalised by one of the teachers in the group, on the basis of all the information 

received from everybody. In the start of the semester, the assignment is sent to the 

students via the undergraduate email group, addressed to the students of the 

individual studio courses. The routine of the typical industrial product design studio 

course,is 8 hours of class time per week, in two 4-hour blocks, usually on Mondays 

and Thursdays. All teachers and students meet in each studio classrooms, which are 

big rooms with drawing desks, many in number but not one for each student. The 

studio clasrooms are big rooms with drawing tables. One studio classroom is 

occupied by one studio course at a time, though the rooms are not allocated to studio 

courses for a whole semester. These classrooms are used by other courses in the 

faculty, so after the class, students are expected to leave the studios empty, clean and 
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tidy. There are no storage facilities, and the technological infrastructure of the 

studios include very basic features, such as electrical power, wi-fi, and pin-boards. In 

a regular studio day, students work on their projects while waiting to take critique 

from studio teachers; while teachers give critique to students during the 4 hours. 

There can also be sketch problems, classworks, wall critiques and similar exercises 

on a regular studio class. Each studio course conducts preliminary juries during the 

semester, and a final one, which usually is open to all other teachers and students in 

the department or from outside. The assessment and grading are done mutually by all 

the teachers who give the same studio course. Teachers usually grade the projects 

during the final jury, and then have a meeting for final decisions on each project. The 

final grades are announced in the central online system of the university, also in the 

department e-group and as hard copy lists. The graduation project studios differ in 

their structure and processes. The course usually is given by a group of 3 teachers, 

who also form the core jury. There are no weekly classes in the course schedule, and 

instead, teachers and students meet periodically in core, preliminary and final juries. 

An additional set group of 6 teachers join the course in preliminary and final juries, 

as jury members. The course aims to prepare the students for the professional level, 

working mostly on their own and with partner firms. There are several partner firms 

working with the department in graduation project studios. Teachers, students and 

firm representatives meet in the beginning of the semester. Students and firms are 

matched randomly by teachers before the first meeting, and announced during the 

meeting. All firms have their briefs ready, and each student works on the brief of the 

firm s/he is matched with, throughout the semester. Students work on their own, and 

present their process in juries, until the final jury, where they present their finished 

product to a group of teachers, students and firm representatives. The grading is done 

by the core and additional jury members, and the final decisions is given by the three 

members of the core jury. 

Critique System in the Industrial Product Design Studio Course: The various 

studio structures in the department accommodate different critique systems. Basic 

design studio courses hold one-to-one and group desk critiques, group wall critiques, 

and juries. Similarly, industrial product design studios include one-to-one and group 

desk-critiques, collective wall critiques, preliminary and final juries. Graduation 

project, on the other hand, conducted via core, preliminary and final juries. The 
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industrial product design studio courses are held on the basis of two main critique 

systems: the class system and the group system. The class system works with all 

studio teachers interacting and communicating with all the students in the class, 

equally. In each 4-hour studio class, all teachers, including lecturers and assistants, 

give desk critiques to a group of students, formed randomly by students getting in 

line to take critique. This way, all teachers can interact and communicate with all 

students throughout the semester, and also, students can follow each other’s projects, 

without being bound to a specific group of students. Though, at the same time, 

teachers cannot build close relationships with students or become their mentors that 

easily in this system, as they do not supervise any of the students at all times. 

Students are more responsible for their processes, and how they develop their 

projects; because in a studio led by 6 teachers, a student may easily spend 6 weeks in 

a row taking critiques from a different teacher each week. In this regard, reciprocal 

reflection-in-action can only be achieved by the efforts of students and teachers. In 

addition, getting in line to take critique from a teacher can become too competitive 

for students, and may become disorganised and discouraging. From a different point 

of view, this system accomodates a rich and random social flow, which opens up 

many opportunities for chance encounters between teachers and students (Cross, 

2011). Such a rich social environment may bring about the generation and the 

sharing of diverse ideas on design projects. In the group system, students are 

distributed into groups, each being led by one of the studio teachers, for the whole 

semester. For example, in a studio class led by 6 teachers and taken by 30 students, 

the students are divided into 6 groups of 5 students, each group to be led by one 

teacher throughout the project or semester. In this system all students interact with 

one teacher and 4 other students intensely, while they are mostly isolated from the 

rest of the class. The teachers can follow the groups they lead in depth, knowing each 

student’s processes in detail, and being constantly in reciprocal reflection-in-action 

with each student, naturally. They act as a mentor, having close relationships with 

the students, which in turn can give a strong motivation and responsibility for 

students in their designs. All students follow the desk critiques of each other, 

contributing to the critique sessions, and learning from each other’s processes. 

Though they lack the richness of different points of view from different teachers, and 

are not aware of most of the projects designed by other students. The group system 

was more popular in the early years of the department, whereas recently, the class 
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system is implemented more often in the studio courses. Furthermore, the critique 

system, which is going to be used in a particular studio class, depends on the project, 

the class itself, and also the choice of the group of teachers – especially the leading 

ones – giving the studio. Wall critiques and juries are held in similar ways, in all 

studio courses. In wall critiques, groups of students present their works on the project 

and get feedback from a group of teachers and students. They are informal critique 

situations held in a relatively more casual atmosphere. The core, preliminary and 

final juries are the more formal critique settings. The core juries are only held in 

graduation project studios, where the core studio teacher group meet the students 

who need to take critique. Participation in core juries is not a requirement for the 

students and the critique setup may resemble a group desk-critique. Preliminary and 

final juries are all held in formal and strict manners. All students are expected to 

present their project work in front of the jury, which includes teachers, students and 

any other guests related to the subject of the assigned project. 

Use of the Internet for Department and Course Affairs: ITU, in administrative 

and academic affairs, makes regular use of the Internet and encourages all its 

faculties to do so. The Faculty of Architecture, in the macro-level of the faculty and 

the micro-level of individual departments, executes many of its processes online. The 

Department of Industrial Product Design at ITU has official e-mail groups, provided 

by the university for communication between all the undergraduate students and all 

teachers; all graduate students and all teachers; and also all teachers, individually. All 

these e-groups are actively used by teachers and students of the department for 

interaction and communication about all departmental issues: teachers send course 

syllabuses and other course material, examples, articles or related studies, 

announcements, the requirements of a final jury of a studio, the grades of a design 

studio project, etc.; students send their comments or questions about any course, they 

make announcements, start discussions, etc.. However, these e-groups are not used 

for any individual design studio course, particularly. All these interactions and 

communications are held in department, course and assignment level. They do not 

occur in the project level, such as exchanging ideas about individual students’ 

projects, or in the form of in-depth, ongoing discussions about aspects of 

assignments or projects. Teachers and students use the Internet to exchange project 

work and critiques throughout the semester. Some teachers are more reserved in 
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giving critiques online, while others have their scanners and printers ready at home 

for online exchanges. Students tend to send their work to teachers when they cannot 

come to the class, or before the submissions, and after the classes end before the final 

juries, at the end of the semester. Furthermore, the department has also a tendency to 

use social media for educational purposes. There are several facebook groups among 

students, which are formed within close friends and used to share critiques and ideas 

on their projects. The workshop in the department has an active Facebook Group, 

called “EUT Model Lab” used regularly by all teachers and students, about the 

production carried on in the workshop. In addition, there is an official blog page and 

a Facebook page of the department, both updated regularly. 

5.2.3 Industrial Design in Mimar Sinan University of Fine Arts  (MSUFA) 

Mimar Sinan University of Fine Arts (MSUFA), formerly “The Imperial School of 

Fine Arts” in 1882, “Fine Arts Academy” later on in 1929, “Academy of Fine Arts” 

in 1969 and “Mimar Sinan University” in 1989, is one of the oldest universities in 

Turkey. The Department of Industrial Design in MSUFA was founded in 1971 in the 

Faculty of Architecture. The department is the first and the oldest industrial design 

department in Turkey, and is one of the leading departments in its area of practice. 

Here, the information about the department, the studio courses in the department, the 

critique dynamics and the Internet use in studios, are gathered from the interviews 

held with the staff. 

Industrial Design Project Studio Course System: The Department of Industrial 

Design at MSUFA, also accomodates three different types of studio courses. These 

are the Basic Art Education studios offered to the students of the first and the second 

semesters; the Project studios lead by individual project teachers and taken by the 

students from the third to the seventh semesters; and the Graduation Project studios 

of the final semester. The Basic Art Education and the Graduation Project studios are 

taken by all students, and given by a single teacher in the former one, and by a group 

of teachers in the latter. These two types of courses were not involved in the 

implementation. The Basic Art Education course is prepared and given centrally by 

the Basic Art Department to the first year students of all departments in the faculty, 

independent of the departments themselves. The course structure and content are not 

compatible with the type of design studio course this research is concerned with. The 
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Graduation Project studio was not suggested by the department in MSUFA, because 

of its structure and also its scale within the department. Apart from these two studio 

courses, all other project studios led by different teachers and taken by students from 

the third to seventh semesters, are held in a very similar way, thus any of these 

generic studios would be representative of all. The educational system in the 

department is based on semesters of students, instead of classes and years. In 

accordance with the semester-based education, the studio system is vertical, which is 

centred around the studio teachers. According to the vertical studio system, there are 

project groups led by individual teachers in the department. There are 7 to 8 project 

groups, usually led by 1 teacher and 1 assistant, and taken by approximately 12 to 15 

students. Students from all semesters, except the 1st, 2nd and 8th semesters, are 

distributed into these project groups. For the last 50 years, the same system has been 

applied to distribute students from 3rd to 7th semesters into the individual groups led 

by different project teachers. Teachers and students get together in a classroom, on 

the last Wednesday before the classes start. The teachers leading project groups are 

announced accompanied with their project assistants. The students are lined up by 

casting lots, and afterwards, they name the teacher whose group they want to join. 

Students try to get into the project groups they prefer, on the basis of the studio 

teachers, or in many cases, the assistant assisting the project. Each teacher has a 

capacity in her/his group for each semester. Thus, for example, if a 3rd semester 

student names a teacher, whose 3rd semester capacity is full in her/his group, then the 

student names a second choice in teachers to join the group of. Each student can take 

maximum 2 project courses from the same teacher throughout their education. The 

project assignments are prepared by a group of project teachers before the classes 

start. In some semesters, all students from all semester levels can work on the same 

assignment; or sometimes, a different project can be given to the third, fourth and 

fifth semester students, while the sixth and the seventh semester students work on a 

different one. In all cases, the expectations from students differ depending on their 

semesters; i.e. a third semester student and a seventh semester student sharing the 

same project group and the same assignment would be expected to deliver projects of 

different complexity. The project assignment, which is announced to students in the 

beginning of the semester, usually involves a general topic, which is then narrowed 

down to a specific problem, by students, individually. The studio classes of the 

project groups take place twice a week, in 4-hour blocks on Mondays, Wednesdays 
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or Thursdays, in the morning hours. In the studio classrooms, there are a number of 

desks, which are put together to make a big surface area, around which the teacher, 

the assistant and students gather together. Sometimes, two studio courses share the 

same studio class, being held separately in the same space. During the 4-hour studio 

class, everybody sits all together and go through students’ projects, one by one. 

Students show their projects and the teachers give “tashih” (critique), and also, the 

other students make comments. Most of the time, teachers draw and take notes on the 

student’s work, and sometimes students take notes. Traditionally, the assistant of the 

project course takes notes of all the interactions and communication that take place 

between the teacher and students. All the information is documented under each 

students’ name, which is then added to the general folders of students, which are kept 

throughout their education. This way, all students’ project studio processes are 

recorded, in terms of the reflections shared by teachers and students. These hard copy 

archives of each student are kept by the assistants, and are accessible to teachers and 

students, when they need them. In project studios, the teacher alone is responsible for 

conducting the course and assessing the projects. In the end of the semester, the 

students present their projects to a final jury of project teachers in the department. 

This jury criticises and evaluates the projects in the presence of the presenting 

students, but is not authorised to grade them. The Graduation Project course aims to 

leave the final semester student on her/his own to tackle an industrial design project 

throughout the semester. The Graduation Project assignment is prepared, conducted 

and assessed by 5 studio teachers, who also constitute the jury of the course. A 

Graduation Project semester includes three preliminary juries and a final jury at the 

end of the project. Students can only get critique and feedback in these juries, and 

outside the jury times have no interaction and communicatios with teachers. In 

addition, the department conducts Sketch Exams three times a semester, which are 

central, traditional and strict exams taken by all students of the department. The 

grading of student projects are held by the project teacher in regular project studios, 

and by the jury, in the case of Graduation Project studios. There are no common, set 

criteria for the assessment of the projects. The grades are announced on department 

boards in hard copy format, and are also entered in the central internet site of the 

university. The final grades include the different marks each student receives from all 

submissions throughout the semester, such as sketch exams, preliminary juries, and 

the final juries. 
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Critique System in Project Studio Courses: As mentioned above, the department 

involves three individual types of studio courses, which all have different critique 

systems. The Basic Art Education course is held independent of the department. The 

Project Studio courses are held in studio classrooms throughout the semester. These 

studio courses include desk critiques, rarely preliminary juries, and final juries. The 

Graduation Project studio courses are based on three preliminary juries and 1 final 

jury system. Desk critiques are held only in the project studio courses. As explained 

earlier, the teacher, the assistant and the students sit together around a big table, to 

discuss students’ projects, in turns. Each student explains the project, while 

everybody listens, and later teacher, assistant and the students give critiques. 

Students present their projects in computer and/or on paper. The critiques are 

recorded by teachers drawing or writing on student’s work; by students taking notes; 

and also, the official records kept by assistants. The desk critiques are based on face-

to-face interaction and communication and they are in group-critique format. Wall 

critiques are not common in the department. The group desk critiques resemble the 

wall critiques, except they are on the desks. Juries are held in the form of preliminary 

and final juries in the department. The regular project studios do not have 

preliminary juries, unless there is a particular need for them. Graduation Project 

studios hold three preliminary juries throughout the semester. Students present their 

project works in front of the group of 5 studio teachers. Final juries are held on set 

dates at the end of the semester. Usually, one day is reserved for the third, fourth, 

fifth semesters; another for the sixth and seventh semesters; and one day is allocated 

to the Graduation Project jury. All students submit their projects on the set common 

date and hour interval for final submissions. The final juries are made up of all 

project teachers, and are open to all other staff and students. The final juries of 

project studios are intense, covering approximately 50 to 60 students a day. The 

number of students in the Graduation Project final juries varies between 4-5 to 20-25, 

depending on the number of students graduating that year. 

Use of the Internet for Department and Course Affairs: The Internet is used in 

the department for official affairs, though is not the preferred, predominant medium 

for interaction and communication in studio affairs. There is an official e-mail group 

of the department, where announcements are made, such as the first meeting of 

teachers and students for the formation of project groups in the beginning of each 
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semester. There are e-groups in the department for different types of circles of 

interaction and communication, nevertheless, teachers usually prefer face-to-face 

communication, with other teachers and students. It is common among students to 

make their weekly presentations in project studios on computer. In such occasions, 

they use the Internet in their presentations, when needed. They sometimes use the 

Internet to take critiques from teachers. As teachers do not prefer giving critique 

online, these are mostly exceptions, such as, when the student cannot come to school 

for personal reasons, or after the classes finish before the final juries. 

5.3 The Second Cycle: Three Studios in ITU and MSUFA on Facebook 

The second cycle of the implementation was conducted in the Spring semester of 

2010-2011 Academic year, simultaneously, in the 3rd and 4th year design studio 

courses in Department of Industrial Product Design in ITU; and in one of the vertical 

project studio courses in the Department of Industrial Design in MSUFA. The main 

intention in the second cycle was to understand how the Facebook groups would be 

used, as a supplement to the processes of reflective interactions and communications, 

in design studio courses with different tendencies, traditions, and structures: (a) the 

design studio courses which are located in higher educational institutions of different 

origins; i.e. a university based on technical education and another on artistic 

education; (b) the design studio courses which have diferent structures structures, i.e. 

horizontal and vertical; (c) the design studio courses which have different routines, 

i.e. meeting twice every week and meeting only for juries. The start of the second 

cycle of the implementation was based on the data gathered in the first cycle, as 

listed above. An individual secret Facebook group was initiated for each studio 

course. The Facebook groups were used throughout the complete semester in all 

courses, parallel to the studio processes. “2010-2011 ITU EUT 311/312E/411 Design 

Studio” was the group used in the 3rd year studio course EUT 311/312E411 Industrial 

Design Studio in ITU. The Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” was used 

in the 4th year EUT 492 Graduation Project design studio course in ITU. In MSUFA, 

the teacher and the students of a typical vertical project studio course used the group 

called “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan Design Studio”. There are three major differences 

between these three studios. First difference is based on the origins and tendencies of 

the institutions and departments. ITU, as explained in the previous section, is a 
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technical university. The university, and also the Faculty of Architecture and the 

department itself have a strong tendency to use digital technologies and online 

environments in the educational processes. As a natural extension of this general 

attitude, the staff members and also the students of the department use digital and 

online media in all departmental affairs. MSUFA, on the other hand, is an higher 

educational institution with strong artistic roots. The university and the department 

use digital and online media in official processes. However, they prefer face-to-face 

interaction. The department has an established system of executing its administrative 

and, especially, educational affairs offline. Some of teachers and students in the 

department seem to be sceptical about using digital and online media in educational 

processes. In the second cycle of the implementation, these differences in the 

institution- and department- levels were expected to create differences in how the 

Facebook group were going to be used by teachers and students of the studio courses 

in either universities (Heiberger and Harper, 2008). In other words, a more intense 

use, by both teachers and students, was expected to be observed in the studio courses 

in ITU, than in the studios in MSUFA. The second difference is based on the studio 

systems of the two institutions. The studio system in ITU is horizontal. The same 

group of students enter the department together from the first semester, they study all 

semesters together as a class, and they graduate together. The studios are held as 

class-based courses, which are all taken by groups of 30-40 students, who share the 

same class throughout their education. Thus, in studio courses, the social 

environment is constituted of students, who know each other well, and who share the 

same class and studios all through their education. Each semester, a group of 5-6 

studio teachers are assigned to each studio course, and they all share the 

responsibilities of the studio course. As explained in the previous section, there are 

two critique systems in studio courses, the class system and the group system. In 

both cases, the high number of teachers tends to shift the focus from any single 

teacher, and seems to create a multi-directional network of students and teachers 

within the studio environment. In MSUFA, the department holds a vertical studio 

course system. In the vertical system, students, when entering the department, get 

clustered as semester groups, and are distributed to different studio courses, each 

semester. The studio classes, i.e. project groups, are taken by 12-15 students of 

various semesters and led by one teacher, who sometimes is accompanied by an 

assistant. The students in a project group are from all five semesters (3rd to 7th 
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semesters) and come together – more or less – randomly. Such random groups of 

students from different semester levels is an enriching experience for students, as 

they can meet different students each semester, who have different levels of 

experience and points of view. Though, it may have a negative effect on the social 

environment, where students are not bonded enough as a group. In addition, the 

project groups are teacher-centered, similar to the atelier tradition of Ecole Beaux 

Arts, a structure that seems to create a one-directional social network of relations. 

The difference in the social structures of the two studio systems is reflected in the 

physical settings of the studio classrooms, too. In ITU, there are separate drawing 

desks where students and teachers are expected to get together and work in 

individual groups. In MSUFA, the whole project group get together around a table, 

and exchange ideas on design projects. As discussed previously, students both need 

to share their ideas on design projects within a social envirionment of the studio, but 

also feel the need to hide their original ideas from each other (Craig and Zimring, 

2000). In an environment where students know and trust each other, they would tend 

to exchange ideas more freely with each other (Heiberger and Harper, 2008). In 

addition, in a social environment, where ideas are shared within a multi-directional 

social environment, students would be encouraged to talk about their ideas. As a 

result of these differences in the two different studio structures, it is expected that the 

students in MSUFA can be more reserved in sharing their ideas and projects with 

each other, than the students in ITU. A third difference between the three studios is 

the routines of the courses. Teachers and students of the 3rd year design studio course 

in ITU and the vertical project group in MSUFA meet twice a week, regularly. The 

frequent routines of these studios aim at creating a dynamic and stimulating 

environment, where teachers and students work together throughout the semester. 

The 4th year studio in ITU, on the other hand, does not have weekly studio classes. 

Teachers and students meet only in juries, and students work individually, with the 

partner firmswhich are involved in the graduation studios in the department. The aim 

for this routine is to leave the students on their own in their projects, to experience a 

quasi-professional design project process before graduating. As discussed earlier, the 

routines in the offline social environments are observed to be reflected in online 

social environments (boyd and Ellison, 2008; Heiberger and Harper, 2008). Thus, 

these two different routines are expected to be reflected in the use of the Facebook 
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groups. In other words, the 4th year studio course can be less active or the activities 

can be less frequent than the other two studios. 

Three methods of data collection were used in the second cycle. The uses of the 

groups were automatically recorded in the group pages, which were content 

analysed. In addition, teachers and students of all 3 courses were asked to answer 3 

sets of studio-specific questionnaires about the specific design studio courses and the 

uses of the Facebook groups, in the beginning, in the middle, and in the end of the 

semester. Members of the staff in both departments were asked to answer 

department-specific questionnaires at the end of the semester, about the general 

structure and critique dynamics specific to the design studio courses in their 

departments. Finally, interviews were held with the members of the staff and some of 

the students in ITU, and with the members of the staff in MSUFA. The studio-

specific questionnaires were conducted with teachers and students of all the 

implementation studios, in order to understand: (a) the critique dynamics in each 

individual studio course; (b) personal expectations, opinions and suggestions of 

teachers and students in different studio courses; (c) how and if these dynamics and 

people’s opinions changed throughout the semester. Teachers and students of each 

studio course answered three sets of questionnaires throughout the semester to 

observe the changes in the answers. The questionnaires were very similar in structure 

and content both for teachers and students in all three studios, and were modified in 

certain details, where the questions had to be specified for teachers or students, or for 

different studios. All questionnaires consisted of three main parts. The first part 

focused on the critique dynamics in each studio course. The aim of this part was to 

get a general understanding of the way critique exchanges took place in the studio 

courses in each department, from the multiple points of view of teachers and 

students. The findings are used throughout the thesis, where the current dynamics 

and mechanisms of reflective interactions and communications in the implementation 

sites are discussed. The second part addressed both the intentions and uses of the 

Facebook groups and also opinions and suggestions about the group. In the first 

section of this part, teachers and students were given a list of six possible intentions 

of using the Facebook group in their studio class. They were asked to choose as 

many of the given intentions as they wished, and they could also add any other 

intentions that they could think of. The aim of this question was to find out in what 
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ways teachers and students expected the Facebook group to be a supplement or of 

use. The same list was given in all three sets of questionnaires throughout the 

semester, with the purpose of observing the change in the opinions of teachers and 

students. The six intentions listed in the question are given below. Finally, as the last 

section of this part of the questionnaires, which were given in the middle and the end 

of the semesters, teachers and students were asked for their suggestions, comments 

and opinions on using such a platform parallel to the studio processes. The aim of 

these questions was to gain insight to what teachers and students thought about the 

use of the Facebook group in their studio courses, and also, how their opinions 

changed throughout the implementation. The answers to this part of the 

questionnaires are discussed in the next chapter. In addition, department-specific 

questionnaires were conducted, in the end of the semester, with some members of the 

staff in both ITU and MSUFA in order to find out: (a) the dynamics in terms of the 

critique exchanges in the studio courses in each department; (b) the Internet use as 

part of these dynamics, in the studio courses in the implementation departments. 9 

staff members in ITU and 5 staff members in MSUFA filled in the department-

specific questionnaires. The findings are discussed in the sections, where the critique 

dynamics and the Internet use in the studio courses in each department are discussed. 

After the second cycle, and before the third one, during the Autumn semester of the 

2011-2012 Academic year, interviews were held with the staff members and students 

in ITU, and the staff members in MSUFA. The aim was to find out: (a) the processes 

of the reflective interactions and communications in the studio courses; (b) issues 

and problems in terms of the reflective interactions and communications, specific to 

the studio courses in each department. The content and findings of these interviews 

are analysed and discussed in depth, in the next section of this chapter. The results of 

the second cycle of the implementation are analysed on the basis of the findings of 

the interviews. 

5.4 Interviews Regarding the Issues in the Implementation Sites 

The issues and problems in the educational processes in design studio course in terms 

of the reflective interactions and communications between teachers and students 

have been discussed in the earlier chapters. Below is the detailed discussion of the 

current issues and problems on the reflective interactions and communications 
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specific to the two sites of the second cycle of the implementation: the design studio 

courses in the Department of Industrial Product Design in ITU, and the Department 

of Industrial Design in MSUFA. The issues and problems raised within the context 

of ITU are based on the interviews made with the full-time members of the staff and 

the students of the department, and also on a recent report about the operation of 

studio courses in the department prepared with the contribution of all the members of 

the staff. The issues and problems raised in relation to the reflective interactions and 

communication in the studio processes of MSUFA are based on the interviews made 

with the members of the full-time staff. All interviews, with the staff members and 

the students, were conducted through the same series of questions, and were also 

sound recorded. All interviewees were asked the same open-ended questions in the 

same order. The questions aimed: (a) to reveal/unfold the specific interactions and 

communications carried within the studio course processes, in terms of the pre-

defined critique situations and types of reflections; (b) to pinpoint the issues and 

problems related to the types of reflections the interviewees encounter during these 

interactions and communications. The interviewees were asked to explain the 

interaction and communication processes, which take place in three individual stages 

of studio courses: the interval before the first class of the studio; the studio process; 

and the interval after the final jury until the final grades are announced. Within these 

three stages, the emphasis was made in interaction and communication processes 

between teachers, between students, and between teachers and students, pinpointing 

the issues and problems. They were also asked to consider the studio process in terms 

of four individual situations of critique exchange, which are desk-critique, wall-

critique, jury critique, and the general critique situations. First of all, before going 

onto the discussion on the statements by the interviewees, the definitons of the terms 

used within the context of the interview questions are shortly introduced. A brief 

explanation of the different critique situations and the specific types of reflections 

that take place in these situations are given below, as defined in literature. (For the 

interview questions, please see Appendix B.) 

Desk Critique Situation: A desk critique situation takes place during the regular 

studio hours. Its format varies, where a teacher may visit a (or more) student, who is 

(are) working on her/his (their) project at her/his (their) desk. Alternatively, the 
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teacher(s) may take a desk and students may visit her/him (them) in turns or in 

groups (Kvan, 2001). 

Wall Critique Situation: A wall critique situation takes place when students present 

their works, in turns or in groups, on a pin-up board or a wall in the studio, and 

teachers and other students watch and comment. It may also occur in the form of a 

lecture, where teachers present material such as examples or students’ work to be 

discussed together. Usually, it takes place as a form of collective critique exchange 

(Andia, 2002). 

Jury Critique Situation: A jury critique situation takes place when students present 

their works, in turns, on a pin-up board, the wall of the studio or on projector, and 

teachers, other students, and any other visitors watch and comment (Kvan, 2001). 

General Studio Situation: General studio situation takes place outside the three 

specific critique situations defined above. It is the regular studio hours, where 

students and teachers exchange ideas in a informal environment and in an 

unstructured manner (Schön, 1985). 

The interviewees were asked to discuss the processes of reflective interactions and 

communications in studio in terms of these 4 situations, and no other critique 

situation was suggested by any of the interviewees. In these four different situations 

of critique exchange, i.e. reflective interactions and communications, 8 individual 

types of reflections were identified by the researcher, in terms of the combinations of 

the people involved. Again, no other types of reflections were suggested during the 

interviews, and the classification was cross-checked with the statements of the 

interviewees. 

One-to-One (T1 - S1) Reflection: Takes place when 1 teacher and 1 student reflect on 

each other’s work, critique, etc. One-to-one reflection may occur in desk-critique 

situations and in general studio situations. 

One-to-Many (T1 - S1, S2) Reflection: Takes place when 1 teacher and more than 1 

student reflect on each other’s work, critique, etc. One-to-many reflection may occur 

in desk-critique, wall-critique and general studio situations. 

Many-to-One (T1, T2 - S1):Takes place when more than 1 teacher and 1 student 

reflect on each other’s work, critique, etc. Many-to-one reflection may occur in desk-

critique, jury-critique and general studio situations. 
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Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2): Takes place when more than 1 teacher and more 

than 1 student reflect on each other’s work, critique, etc. Many-to-one reflection may 

occur in all critique situations. 

Teacher-to-Teacher Reflection Situation (T - T): Takes place when 2 or more 

teachers reflect on each other’s critiques, opinions, ways of managing studios, etc. 

Teacher-to-teacher reflection may occur in all critique situations. 

Student-to-Student Reflection Situation (S - S): Takes place when 2 or more students 

reflect on each other’s projects, critiques, opinions, ways of designing or working on 

their designs, etc. Student-to-student reflection may occur in all critique situations. 

Process Reflection Situation (P): Takes place when teachers and/or students reflect 

on the studio process; student projects, the people and things that inspire and 

influence their projects, and the critiques given to them by teachers and other 

students. Process reflection may occur in all critique situations. 

Firm Reflection Situation (F): Takes place, when the firm reflects on studio process, 

and teachers and students reflect on the firm. Firm reflection may occur in all critique 

situations. 

Each issue and/or problem stated by the interviewees is categorised, first, on the 

basis of the specific critique situation it happens within, then secondly in terms of the 

specific type of reflection it falls under. This categorisation shows which types of 

reflection in which critique situations are stated as problematic by the interviewees. 

When gathered and analysed together, these reasons fall into certain categories, 

which indicate specific limitations within the processes of reflective interactions and 

communications in design studio courses of the two departments. These limitations 

are introduced and defined in depth in the end of this section. 

5.4.1 Issues in industrial design studio course in ITU 

Under this title, the statements by the members of the staff and the students of the 

Department of Industrial Product Design in ITU are discussed. On the basis of these 

statements, the issues and problems specific to the department are unfolded, which 

finally leads to the limitations in the reflective interactions and communications in 

the studio processes. 
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Interviews with Teachers 

6 scheduled standardised interviews were held with 6 members of the staff in 

October 2011, between the second and the third cycles of the implementation, and 

were sound recorded. The academic titles of the interviewees varied in a range from 

professor to research assistant – including associate professor, assistant professor, 

and lecturer with PhD at the time of the interviews – all teaching in various studio 

courses in the department. In addition, all the interviewees except one, experienced 

the implementation process either as studio teachers or jury members, in varying 

degrees. The members of the staff and their statements are kept anonymous. 

Table 5.2 : Roles of the interviewees in the studio courses where Facebook group 
implementations were conducted. 

  I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 
First Implementation / 2010-2011 Autumn 4th Year   
 Studio Teacher     x  
 Jury Member x x     
Second Implementation / 2010-2011 Spring 3rd Year   
 Studio Teacher  x x  x  
Second Implementation / 2010-2011 Spring 4th Year   
 Studio Teacher x x     
 Jury Member    x   
Third Implementation / 2011-2012 Spring 3rd Year   
 Studio Teacher  x   x  

Issues and Problems as Expressed by Teachers 

There were 55 statements extracted from the interviews, which were found relevant 

to the processes of reflective interactions and communication. For each critique 

situation the number of statements it holds, and also, the percantage of those 

statements over the total number of statements are indicated. Also given is the 

number of interviewees mentioning any of the issue and/or problem, accompanied 

with the percentage to the total number of 6 interviewees. 

Desk Critique Situation: 

There were 13 (23.636% of the total 55) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the desk-

critique situations. 4 of them were on one-to-one reflection, 1 was on many-to-one 

reflection, 2 were on many-to-many reflection, 3 were on teacher-to-teacher 

reflection, 2 were on student-to-student reflection and 1 was on process reflection. 

One-to-One (T1 - S1) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) emphasised the (1) 

importance of face-to-face interaction with students adding that it cannot be replaced 
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with online platforms. 1 interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that s/he sometimes had 

to (2) end her/his desk critiques half way because there were too many students in the 

studio classes. In relation to the same issue, the same interviewee and another one 

(33.333%) said that they sometimes (3) could not give critique to all the students 

waiting for their critiques. 1 interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that (4) students do 

not take notes and work on the notes teachers write or draw down. 

Many-to-One (T1, T2 - S1) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that there 

was (5) a need for an individual record for each student, which showed the student’s 

critique history and was accessible to all teachers. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that (6) 

students did not have the habit of working in the studio in studio hours, that they 

waited to take critique, took their critique and left. The same interviewee (16.667%) 

also added that (7) students were only interested in their own projects, they took 

critique and left without listening to each other’s critiques. 

Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 2 interviewees (33.333%) mentioned that all 

(8) studio teachers give desk critiques separately and simultaneously so they cannot 

listen to and do not know about each other’s critiques. One of these interviewees and 

another one (33.333%) said that (9) teachers learned each other’s desk critiques by 

asking the students what critiques they received from other teachers. Both also 

(33.333%) added that (10) teachers talked about student projects over breaks, such as 

tea breaks. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that (11) 

students do not give enough critiques to each other, while another (16.667%) 

mentioned that students do give enough critique to each other, however (12) they do 

in small groups and thus the exchanges are not accesible to other students and 

teachers. 

Process (P) Reflection: 3 interviewees (50%) mentioned that they (13) could not 

keep regular records of their desk critiques (such as how many times they talked to 

which student, which students talked to them, which students did their homework, 

etc.). 
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Wall Critique Situation: 

There were 5 (9.091% of the total 55) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the wall 

critique situations. 3 of them were on many-to-many reflection, 1 was on teacher-to-

teacher reflection, 1 was on student-to-student reflection. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that when 

teachers show an example to all the students, they put it on a desk or on a wall, and 

start a collective discussion; though (14) only a certain number of students and 

teachers can get together around it, and the students behind lose interest and leave the 

group. Similarly, another interviewee (16.667%) mentioned the problem of (15) 

reviewing all students’ works collectively, which got chaotic and difficult given the 

high number of students. Finally, another interviewee (16.667%) said it was (16) 

difficult to keep all students interested in group critiques as they had short attention 

spans. 

Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that (17) 

teachers learned each other’s opinions or critiques during group critiques. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that (18) 

teachers tried to create group environments, where students could give critique to 

each other’s projects, but it did not work well. 

Jury Critique Situation: 

There were 13 (23.636% of the total 55) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the jury-

critique situations. 4 were on many-to-many reflection, 2 were on teacher-to-teacher 

reflection and 7 were on process reflection. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that 

the (19) juries were very chaotic, that everybody talked all together and interrupted 

each other, including the students’ presentations. 2 interviewees (33.333%) said that 

(20) students did not watch each other’s juries. Both (33.333%) added that (21) 

students did not listen to the critiques given to other students, didn’t learn from the 

critiques given to other students, while one of them (16.667%) mentioned that they 

(22) talked amongst themselves at the back during other students’ juries. 
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Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that (23) 

teachers learned each other’s opinions or critiques in juries and while grading. 

Another (16.667%) mentioned that (24) there were always different opinions among 

teachers but that was not reflected to students in juries. 

Process (P) Reflection: 2 interviewees (33.333%) said that (25) teachers can not see 

the processes of student projects in juries. 1 of these interviewees (16.667%) added 

that (26) students did not give importance to project process because they thought 

they would be assessed on the basis of the final presentation. 1 interviewee 

(16.667%) said that some students did not keep organised sketchbooks which show 

their process properly, and that the (27) teachers could not establish such a discipline. 

In relation to this issue, another interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that (28) teachers 

should emphasise the importance of sketchbooks more often. The same interviewee 

(16.667%) added that teachers sometimes got mistaken in juries, when they saw a 

good project without a process, they (29) didn’t question the absence of the process 

and evaluated the final product alone. 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that (30) 

sketchbooks did not include the critiques, thus did not show the train of thought the 

student had gone through. 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that in juries, s/he (31) could 

not give critiques and take notes at the same time, while another (16.667%) said that 

s/he could. 

General Critique Situation: 

There were 24 (43.636% of the total 55) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the general 

critique situations. 3 of them were on one-to-one reflection, 2 were on many-to-many 

reflection, 7 were on teacher-to-teacher reflection, 2 were on student-to-student 

reflection, 8 were on process reflection and 2 were on firm reflection. 

One-to-One (T1 - S1) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that some (32) 

students came to her/his office to take critique outside studio hours, adding that (33) 

students need the extra one-to-one time with teachers but teachers do not have the 

time within their work load. In addition, other 3 interviewees said that (50%) that 

(34) they sometimes gave critique to students via e-mail. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) talked about the 

(35) importance of consistency in teachers’ messages, which they communicate to 
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students about aspects of design process, mentioning some cases, where messages 

may lack such consistency. S/he (16.667%) added that (36) integrity amongst 

teachers is also important to get messages about aspect of design process across to 

students, adding that such integrity is sometimes missing among studio teachers. 

Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that studio 

teaching is mutual within the group of teachers giving the same studio course, with 

equal responsibility of preparing the course content, adding that (37) not all teachers 

take this mutual responsibility. Another interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that (38) 

communication among 6-7 teachers can be problematic, adding that the (39) 

preparation of project briefs by a group of teachers can be disorganised, causing 

problems in the finalisation and documentation of the final version. 1 interviewee 

(16.667%) said that the (40) assessment system of each teacher was different, adding 

that the (41) criteria for the assessment of projects were not always clear. Same 

interviewee (16.667%) said that when the assessment criteria were not clearly set, 

(42) different teachers could assess the same project according to different criteria, 

which then could (43) cause big gaps between the different grades given to that 

project. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that because of 

the “strange” nature of design, (44) students both needed to see each others’ works 

and be inspired by each other, while at the same, they might need to keep their 

original ideas secret and hidden. Another interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that it 

was important that students saw each others’ process in case they are working on 

similar projects, (45) being aware of each other’s process might also work as 

copyright, authorship, signature. 

Process (P) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that there were (46) too many 

students in studio classes for a healthy studio learning and teaching process, while 

another (16.667%) mentioned that (47) the acoustics of the studios is very bad. Same 

inteviewee added that it would be nice if students had their working desks, that (48) 

there were not enough desks in studios and students had to leave the studio clean 

after each studio class. 1 interview (16.667%) mentioned that there was (49) not an 

organised archive of past studio project briefs of the department, and that there 

should be one. 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that (50) sometimes students did not 

have the skills they were supposed to gain in the previous courses, and teachers could 
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not track down the reasons why. Another interviewee (16.667%) said that (51) 

assessment had to be fair and teachers had to have clear reasons when students 

questioned their grades. S/he added that (16.667%) (52) assessments had to be 

regular and fast throughout the semester, as learning their grades in time motivated 

the students. Finally, s/he said that (53) keeping records of students’ work processes 

was important in assessing their performances. 

Firm (F) Reflection: 1 interviewee (16.667%) said that there (54) was not an 

organised archive of the connections and relationships of the department with firms, 

like past projects, competitions, donations, etc., and that there should be one. 

Another interviewee (16.667%) mentioned that the (55) communication process 

between the firm representatives and the studio course and/or the students is not 

always organised and accessible to teachers. 

In the interviews with the members of the staff, the most number of issues and 

problems were raised about the general critique situation with 24 out of 55 

(43.636%) statements by the interviewees. The number of issues and problems 

communicated about the desk critique and the jury critique situations were equal 

with 13 out of 55 (23.636%) statements by the interviewees, for each. Only 5 out of 

55 (9.091%) statements were made about the wall critique situations. Below is the 

table displaying the statements accompanied with the information of interviewees 

who made them, and the numerical details. 
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Table 5.3 : Statements by teachers during the interviews in ITU. 
Situations / 
Reflections 

Issues and Problems Expressed by Teachers I1 I2 I3 I4 I5 I6 

A. Desk Critique (13)   
1. Face-to-face interaction is important and cannot be 
replaced with online platforms. RL 

    x  

2. I sometimes have to end my desk critiques half 
way because there are too many students in the studio 
classes. TL 

  x    

3. Sometimes I can not give critique to all the 
students who are waiting for my critique. TL 

  x   x 

T1 - S1 (4) 

4. Students do not take notes and they work on the 
notes teachers write or draw down. AL, HL 

    x  

T1, T2 - S1 (1) 5. There is a need for an individual record for each 
student which shows the student’s critique history 
and is accessible to all teachers. TL, AL, RL 

    x  

6. Students do not have the habit of working in the 
studio in studio hours. They wait to take critique, they 
take their critiques and leave. PL, RL, HL 

   x   T1, T2 - S1, S2 (2) 

7. Students are only interested in their own projects, 
they take critiques and leave without listening to each 
others’ critiques. RL, HL 

   x   

8. Teachers give desk critiques separately and 
simultaneously so they can not listen to and do not 
know about each other’s critiques. TL, AL, RL, HL 

x    x  

9. Teachers learn each other’s desk critiques by 
asking the students what critiques they received from 
other teachers. TL, AL, RL, HL 

x  x    

T – T (3) 

10. Teachers talk about student projects over breaks, 
such as tea breaks. TL, RL 

x  x    

11. Students don’t give enough critiques to each 
other’s projects. RL, HL 

 x     S – S (2) 

12. Students give enough critiques to each other’s 
projects but they do it in small groups and their 
exchange is not accessible to teachers and other 
students. RL, HL 

  x    

P (1) 13. I can not keep regular records of my desk 
critiques (how many times I talked to which student, 
which students talked to me, which students did their 
homework, etc.). AL 

x    x x 

B. Wall Critique (5)   
14. When teachers show an example to all the 
students, they put it on a desk or on a wall, and start a 
collective discussion. Only a certain number of 
students and teachers can get together around it, and 
the students behind lose interest and leave the group. 
PL 

 x     

15. Reviewing all the student projects with all 
students and teachers is difficult because of the 
number of students. It creates chaos and is physically 
hard to get together in a contained way with that 
many people. PL 

  x    

T1, T2 - S1, S2 (3) 

16. In group critiques, it is difficult to make students 
listen at the same time. They have short attention 
span. PL, HL 

    x  

T – T (1) 17. Teachers learn each other’s opinions or critiques 
during group critiques. TL 

x      

S – S (1) 18. Teachers try to create group environments, where 
students can give critiques to each other’s projects, 
but it does not work well. HL 

 x     

C. Jury Critique (13)   
19. The juries are very chaotic. Everybody talks all 
together and interrupt each other. HL 

   x   T1, T2 - S1, S2 (4) 

20. Students don’t watch each other’s juries. HL x   x   
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Table 5.3 (continued) : Statements by teachers during the interviews in ITU. 
21. Students don’t listen to the critiques given to 
other students. They don’t learn from critiques given 
to other students. RL, HL 

x   x    

22. Students talk amongst themselves at the back 
during other students’ juries. RL, HL 

   x   

23. Teachers learn each other’s opinions and critiques 
in juries and while grading. TL, RL, HL 

 x     T – T (2) 

24. There is always different opinions among teachers 
but we do not reflect that to students in juries. RL, 
HL 

    x  

25. In juries, teachers can not see the processes of 
student projects. AL 

  x x   

26. Students do not give importance to project 
process because they think they will be assessed on 
the basis of the final presentation. AL, HL 

  x    

27. Some students do not keep organised sketchbooks 
which show their process properly. Teachers can not 
establish such a discipline. AL, HL 

 x     

28. Teachers should emphasise the importance of 
sketchbooks more often. HL 

x      

29. Teachers sometimes get mistaken, when they see 
a good project without a process. They don’t question 
the absence of the process and evaluate the final 
product alone. AL, HL 

x      

30. Sketchbooks do not include the critiques so you 
can not see the train of thought students go through. 
AL 

    x  

P (7) 

31. In juries, I can not give critique and take notes at 
the same time. TL, AL 

 x     

D. General Critique 
(24) 

  

32. Some students come to my office to take critique 
outside studio hours. TL, PL 

    x  

33. Students need the extra one-to-one time with 
teachers but teachers do not have the time within their 
work load. TL, PL, HL 

    x  

T1 - S1 (3) 

34. I sometimes give critique to students via email. 
TL, PL 

 x x   x 

35. Consistency in teachers is important to get 
messages on design process across to students. HL 

x      T1, T2 - S1, S2 (2) 

36. Integrity among teachers is important to get 
messages on design process across to students. HL 

x      

37. Studio teaching is mutual within the group of 
teachers giving the same studio course, with equal 
responsibility of preparing course content, but not all 
teachers take this mutual responsibility.  TL, RL, HL 

x      

38. Communication among 6-7 teachers can be 
problematic.  TL, AL, RL 

     x 

39. Preparation of project briefs by a group of 
teachers can be disorganised, causing problems in the 
finalisation and documentation of the brief. TL, AL, 
RL 

     x 

40. The assessment system of each teacher is 
different. RL, HL 

x      

41. The criteria for the assessment of projects are not 
always clear. AL, RL HL 

x      

42. When the assessment criteria are not clearly set, 
different teachers can assess the same project 
according to different cirteria. AL, RL HL 

x      

T – T (7) 

43. When the same project is assessed by different 
teachers according to different criteria, it can cause 
big gaps between the different marks given to that 
project. AL, RL HL 

x      
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Table 5.3 (continued) : Statements by teachers during the interviews in ITU. 
S – S (2) 44. Because of the “strange” nature of design, 

students both need to see each others’ works and be 
inspired by each other, while at the same, they may 
need to keep their original ideas secret and hidden. 
RL, HL 

 x     

 45. It is important that students see each others’ 
processes in case they work on similar projects, being 
aware of each other’s process may work as copyright, 
authorship, signature.  AL, RL, HL 

    x  

P (8) 46. There are too many students in studio classes for 
a healthy studio learning and teaching process. TL, 
PL 

 x     

 47. The acoustics of the studios is very bad. PL   x    
 48. It would be nice if students had their working 

desks, there are not enough desks in studios and 
students have to leave the studio clean after each 
studio class. PL 

  x    

 49. There is not an organised archive of past studio 
briefs of the department, there should be.  AL, RL 

x      

 50. Sometimes students do not have the skills they 
were supposed to gain in the previous courses, and 
teachers can not track down the reasons why. AL, RL 

 x     

 51. Assessments should be fair and teachers should 
have clear reasons when students question their 
grades.  AL, HL 

x      

 52. Assessments should be regular and fast 
throughout the semester, as learning their grades in 
time motivates the students. AL, HL 

x      

 53. Keeping records of students’ work processes is 
important in assessing their performances. AL, HL 

x      

F (2) 54. There is not an organised archive of the 
connections and relationships of the department with 
firms. AL 

x      

 55. The communication process between firm 
representatives and studio course and/or students is 
not always organised and accessible to teachers. AL, 
RL, HL 

    x  

Interviews with Students 

4 scheduled standardised interviews were held with 4 students of the department in 

March and April 2012, during the 3rd cycle of the implementation, and were recorded 

in audio format. The interviewees were chosen by recommendations of the studio 

teachers and also by the frequency of their participation/use of the Facebook groups. 

1 of the interviewee was a student from the 3rd year studio course of the 2nd cyle of 

the implementation “2010-2011 ITU EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio” and 3 were 

from the 3rd year studio course of the 3rd cyle of the implementation “2011-2012 ITU 

EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio”. The members of the staff and their statements 

are kept completely anonymous. 
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Issues and Problems as Expressed by Students 

There were 99 statements extracted from the interviews with the students, which 

were found relevant to the processes of reflective interactions and communication. 

The number of statements under each critique situation is indicated, with the 

percentage over the total number of statements. Similar to the statements of teachers, 

also given is the number of interviewees mentioning any of the issue and/or problem, 

accompanied with the proportions to the total number of 4 interviewees. 

Desk Critique Situation: 

There were 19 (19.192% of the total 99) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the desk-

critique situations. 1 of them was on one-to-one reflection, 7 was on one-to-many 

reflection, 5 was on many-to-one reflection, 2 was on many-to-many reflection, 3 

was on student-to-student reflection, and 1 was on process reflection. 

One-to-One (T1 - S1) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) mentioned that (1) some 

teachers give short and clear critiques, while others talk and talk but not say much. 

One-to-Many (T1 - S1, S2) Reflection: 3 interviewees (75%) said that they (2) did not 

prefer the desk critique setting, where students go next to teachers one-by-one to take 

critique, 2 of them (50%) adding that the (3) queus were not all organised and they 

could be a waste of time. 1 intervewee said (25%) that sometimes s/he (4) went to 

take critique with a friend or, at times another student joined and told her/his idea, 

too, but that that happened spontaneously and not all the time. 1 interviewee (25%) 

said that (5) when other students join in to a one-to-one critique between a teacher 

and a student, it helps a lot to improve the project, while another (25%) mentioned 

that (6) other students waiting around for critique turns can be passive listeners, and 

it can feel like one-to-one critique exchange between the teacher and the student. 1 

interviewee (25%) said that the group critiques, where (7) the teachers giving critique 

to the individual groups in each studio class are set, are more productive, adding that 

you also (8) get to know other students’ projects. 

Many-to-One (T1, T2 - S1) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) mentioned that (9) 

different teachers said different things about the projects, and students made up their 

minds about what was best to do, 1 (15%) noting that students (10) got confused with 

those different ideas and through research found out the best alternative. The other 
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one (25%) added that students (11) evaluated and filtred those different ideas from 

different teachers and that s/he (12) recently realised that designing was taking 

decisions. Another interviewee said that (13) taking critique from different teachers 

helped improve the project better. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) said that (14) desk 

critiques were very tiring for both teachers and students; that teachers gave critique 

to many students in row and students got very different ideas from different teachers. 

Same interviewee (25%) also added that, in desk critiques, where students lined up to 

take critiques from different teachers in turns, (15) taking critique from the teachers 

they wanted could be a mission.  

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) said that in group 

critiques (16) interacting with only a fixed group of students throughout the project 

was a disadvantage. 1 of them (25%) noted that they could (17) see the other 

students’ projects in juries; while the other one (25%) added that it would be better if 

(18) the students were shuffled as well as the teachers in each studio class. 

Process (P) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) said that (19) sometimes they noted 

down the teacher’s critiques and sometimes the teacher noted them down on their 

sketch or sketchbook. 

Jury Critique Situation: 

There were 35 (35.354% of the total 99) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the desk-

critique situations. 9 of them was on many-to-one reflection, 13 was on many-to-

many reflection, 1 was on teacher-to-teacher reflection, 4 was on student-to-student 

reflection and 8 was on process reflection. 

Many-to-One (T1, T2 - S1) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) said that (20) teachers did 

not like it, when students explained how they took decisions according to their 

critiques, explaining the project as “that teacher said this and so I did that”. The same 

interviewee (25%) added that sometimes a teacher supported an idea in the project 

until the jury, and (21) in the jury, s/he changed her/his mind; while also, sometimes 

a teacher s/he took critique several times from before the jury might (22) critique an 

aspect of the project s/he had seen before, but for the first time in the jury. The 

interviewee (25%) also mentioned that (23) teachers, too, should make research on 
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the subject matter before the jury, as some critiques could seem rootless. Another 

interviewee (25%) felt like (24) some teachers asked her/him questions for the sake 

of asking, which made her/him angry and more stressed; and s/he also added that 

(25) sometimes s/he did not understand what teachers meant by their comments, 

while another one (25%) said that s/he (26) knew an issue s/he explained a few times 

before, would still not be understood during the jury. 1 interviewee (25%) mentioned 

that during the juries, (27) some teachers played with their phones, some ocassionaly 

left the jury and came back, some left early; while another (25%) said that 

sometimes, just when her/his jury started, (28) teachers gave a tea break, which 

created a disorder in the jury and it demotivated her/him. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) said that (29) they 

felt stressed in their juries; while 1 (25%) added that because of the stress, (30) s/he 

might not think of what to say or s/he might not remember the comments made by 

teachers, and later asked her/his friends if they knew what critiques were given. 1 

interviewee (25%) said that (31) s/he did not comment during juries, because s/he did 

not know if the teachers would like it or not. 2 interviewees (50%) said that (32) 

students could not finish their jury presentations in time, including themselves, and 

worked on their presentations at the back during the juries. 1 of them (25%) added 

that there is a (33) constant bakcgound noise by the students working behind, which 

makes it difficult to hear what the teachers’ say in the jury. The other interviewee 

(25%) mentioned that if her/his presentation was ready before the jury, then s/he (34) 

presented early and left. 2 interviewees (50%) said that they (35) only watched close 

friends’ juries and not all the time; while 1 noted (25%) that it was (36) not possible 

to see everybody’s presentations, because they were all busy with their own projects 

during others’ juries. 1 interviewee (25%) said that (37) the jury atmosphere 

depended on everybody’s mood on that day, adding that s/he (38) did not think the 

juries were productive, at all; while the same interviewee and 2 others (75%) 

mentioned that (39) the jury durations were not regulated – some juries took very 

long and some very short –, which 1 (25%) noted that (40) had a negative effect on 

students. Finally, 2 interviewees (50%) said that they (41) could not always judge if 

their jury went good or bad. 

Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) said that (42) there were 

times, when the communication gap between teachers became obvious, during juries. 
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Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) thought that in juries, (43) 

everybody should listen to and comment on each others’ projects, as it helped the 

project and also the jury stress; though, s/he also added that s/he (44) did not 

comment in others’ juries not knowing how the student presenting would react. 

Similarly, 2 interviewees (50%) said that they (45) prefered not to comment on 

others’ projects, in case they put the presenting student in a difficult situation; while 

another (25%) mentioned that students (46) commented on friends’ projects to 

encourage, motivate each other, so the comments were not objective or about the 

project itself. 

Process (P) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) said that (47) showing the project 

procoess in juries was very important; while they both (50%) added that sometimes 

they (48) did not have the time to show their processes in their presentation sheets. 1 

of them (25%) said that (49) teachers wanted to see if and why the students made the 

changes they told in their critiques throughout the semester; and noted that s/he 

wanted to show what s/he had thought and where s/he had reached in the project, but 

s/he (50) did not know exactly how to show her/his thought process. The other of the 

2 interviewees (25%) mentioned that (51) students could explain their projects better 

in juries, if they could show their processes, but that they could not. 1 interviewee 

(25%) said that s/he tried to (52) show her/his process, sometimes by previous 

sketches, sometimes by sketching the previous stages in the final presentation sheets; 

while another one (25%) noted that she (53) prepared her sketchbook by gathering all 

individual pieces of sketches. Finally, another interviewee added that (54) students 

doubted if teachers looked at the sketchbooks, or not. 

General Critique Situation: 

There were 45 (45.455% of the total 99) issues and problems extracted from the 

interview related to the reflective interactions and communication within the desk-

critique situations. 10 of them were on one-to-one reflection, 10 was on many-to-

many reflection, 14 was on student-to-student reflection and 11 was on process 

reflection. 

One-to-One (T1 - S1) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) said that they (55) sometimes 

went to teachers’ offices and (56) sometimes e-mailed teachers to take critique 

outside studio hours; while 1 (25%) added that (57) it could be a mission to find 
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teachers in their offices, and also, that (58) some teachers might not answer their e-

mails. 1 interviewee (25%) mentioned that sometimes, (59) a teacher might think of 

something about a student’s project and wanted to talk to that student there and then. 

Same interviewee (25%) noted that sometimes, (60) nothing came to mind 

throughout the whole project, and then by the end, one word a teacher said gave an 

idea and solved everything; while another interviewee (25%) also added that 

sometimes, (61) one word a teacher said could change the whole project around. 

Contrarily, 2 interviewees (50%) said that they could have (62) communication gaps 

with teachers even if they took critique from them regularly every week; while 1 of 

them (25%) added that (63) communication gaps s/he had with teachers might effect 

her/his project and her/his grade in a negative way, and in relation to the same issue, 

s/he (25%) mentioned that the (64) communication gap s/he had with a teacher could 

be resolved by another teacher getting involved. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) said that studio was 

an environment for communication, but there were (65) many stages to go through in 

order to communicate with teachers or students about projects, and instead of going 

through those stages, students could prefer to deal with their own projects. S/he 

(25%) added that in studio, (66) students had to interact with people in person, 

communicate face-to-face to show or share their projects; mentioning that sometimes 

(67) students did not talk to certain teachers, because they did not like them, 

personally, though maybe that teacher would give a very good idea about their 

projects; though, s/he (25%) noted that, in designing projects, (68) one should not 

take things personal, while studying or in professional life. The same interviewee 

(25%) said that the (69) relationship among teachers and students was not good, as it 

was based on grades. S/he suggested that, (70) students questioned each others’ 

grades because the student-teacher-student communication was not transparent and it 

had to be so transparent that there would be no room for questions; adding that (71) 

for students not to question each others’ grades, everybody’s project processes had to 

be transparent to all, and that everybody had to know who did what. Another 

interviewee (25%) mentioned that s/he (72) did not know on the basis of which 

criteria the projects were assessed; adding that (73) teachers did not have much to 

explain about the assessment of the projects; and that teachers (74) sometimes 
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announced the criteria for assessment, sometimes they did not, and even when they 

did, it was not certain that the assessment was made according to those criteria. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 2 interviewees (50%) said that, (75) small talks 

with other students triggerred new ideas. 1 interviewee (25%) mentioned that s/he 

(76) liked working with other students, especially during brainstorming, but it did not 

happen much among students in their class; while another (25%) noted that in the 

studio, (77) students had to brainstorm within studio hours, though brainstorming 

was not supposed to be done within such temporal constrains, it was sudden, random, 

spontaneous. 1 interviewee (25%) mentioned that amongst close friends, they (78) 

did not like working together in school in the cafeteria, so they worked together at 

home. 2 interviewees (50%) said that (79) amongst close friends they followed each 

others’ projects; and 1 of them (25%) added that sometimes, (80) the critique 

exchange among close friends was more useful than the critique teachers gave. The 

same 2 interviewees (50%) also said that they (81) could not follow everybody’s 

project in the studio; 1 (25%) adding that s/he (82) did not know anything about 

some projects in the studio. 1 interviewee (25%) said that (83) students had to be in 

communication the most but they were the ones least in communication instead; 

adding that sharing amongst students was very poor because (84) students thought 

their ideas would be copied; and also, that the fundamental problem was that (85) 

students were in competition for grades. By contrast, another interviewee (25%) said 

that they (86) did not have such problems as projects being copied in the studio; 

adding that (87) knowing each others’ projects in studio made them aware if their 

projects were going in very similar direction, so that they could diversify their 

projects in time. S/he (25%) also noted that s/he (88) did not feel uncomfortable if 

her/his project was a bit similar to another friends’ project, there were so many 

details that made projects different from each other. 

Process (P) Reflection: 1 interviewee (25%) said that s/he always (89) noted down 

the critiques s/he took; but some students did not take notes. The same interviewee 

(25%) added that when the critique was noted down on a piece of paper, (90) that 

paper was taken home, and then it could be completely forgotten or be torn by 

mistake, it was not safe; mentioning that s/he (91) transferred all project process – 

including sketches – to the computer, regularly. 1 interviewee said that s/he (92) can 

not see the connection between the process and the grades; while the same 
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interviewee and another one (50%) noted that sometimes (93) the process might not 

be important, at all; and that in project assessments, the (94) final product seemed to 

be more important than the process. The same 2 interviewees (50%) said that (95) 

attending the studio classes regularly did not have an effect on assessment; while 1 of 

them (25%) added that sometimes a student could, have the process, come to classes, 

take critiques and form her/his project accordingly, always submit in time, (96) but 

was still not assessed taking this process into consideration; suggesting that (97) 

assessment of projects was based on personal taste on the final product. The same 

interviewee (25%) mentioned that they (98) did not learn their grades throughout the 

semester, that they learned them at the end of the semester; also adding that there 

were (99) 5-6 teachers giving the studio and students did not know which teacher 

gave which grade, individually. 

In the interviews made with the students, the most number of issues and problems 

were raised about the general critique situation with 45 out of 99 (45.454%) 

statements by the interviewees. 35 of the 99 (35.354%) issues and problems were 

communicated about jury critique situation while 19 out of 99 (19.192%) were stated 

about the jury critique situation. Below is the table showing all statements with the 

information of interviewees who expressed them, and the numerical details. 
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Table 5.4 : Statements by students during the interviews in ITU. 
Situations / Reflections Issues and Problems Expressed by Students I1 I2 I3 I4 
A. Desk Critique (19)   
T1 - S1 (1) 1. Some teachers give short and clear critiques, while others talk 

and talk but not say much. TL, AL, HL 
 x   

T1 - S1, S2 (7) 2. I do not prefer the desk critique setting, where students go 
next to teachers one-by-one to take critique. HL 

x x  x 

 3. The queus are not all organised and they can be a waste of 
time. TL, AL, HL 

 x  x 

 4. Sometimes I go to take critique with a friend, or at times 
another student joins and tells her/his idea, too; but that happens 
spontaneously and not all the time. TL, PL, RL, HL 

   x 

 5. When other students join in to a one-to-one critique between 
a teacher and a student, it helps a lot to improve the project. RL, 
HL 

x    

 6. Other students waiting around for critique can be passive 
listeners, and it can feel like one-to-one critique exchange 
between the teacher and myself. RL, HL 

 x   

 7. Group critiques, where the teachers giving critique to the 
individual groups in each studio class are set, are more 
productive. TL, PL, RL 

   x 

 8. In group critiques, you also get to know other students’ 
projects. RL 

   x 

T1, T2 - S1 (5) 9. Different teachers say different things about projects, and 
students make up their minds about what is best to do. HL 

 x  x 

 10. Students get confused with the different ideas of teachers 
and through research find out the best alternative. AL, HL 

   x 

 11. Students evaluate and filtre the different ideas from different 
teachers. AL, HL 

 x   

 12. I recently realised that designing is taking decisions. HL  x   
 13. Taking critique from different teachers helps improve the 

project better. AL, RL, HL 
x    

T1, T2 - S1, S2 (2) 14. Desk critiques are very tiring for both teachers and students; 
that teachers give critique to many students in row and students 
get very different ideas from different teachers. TL, AL 

 x   

 15. In desk critiques, where students line up to take critiques 
from different teachers in turns, taking critique from the 
teachers you want can be a mission. TL, RL, HL 

 x   

S – S (3) 16. In group critiques interacting with only a fixed group of 
students throughout the project is a disadvantage. TL, PL, RL 

 x  x 

 17. We can see other students’ projects in other groups during 
juries. TL, PL, RL 

   x 

 18. It would be better if the students were shuffled as well as the 
teachers in each studio class. TL, PL, RL 

 x   

P (1) 19. Sometimes I note down what the teacher says, sometimes 
the teacher notes it down on my sketch or sketchbook. AL, HL 

x   x 

B. Jury Critique (35)   
T1, T2 - S1 (9) 20. Teachers do not like it, when students explain how they took 

decisions according to their critiques, explaining the project as 
“that teacher said this, so I did that”. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 21. Sometimes a teacher supports an idea in the project until the 
jury, and in jury, s/he changes her/his mind. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 22. Sometimes a teacher I took critique several times from 
before the jury may critique an aspect of the project s/he has 
seen before, but for the first time in the jury. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 23. Teachers, too, should make research on the subject matter 
before the jury, as some critiques can seem rootless (without 
merit). AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 24. I feel like some teachers ask questions for the sake of 
asking, which makes me angry and more stressed. AL, RL, HL 

 x   

 25. Sometimes I do not understand what teachers mean by their 
comments. AL, RL, HL 

 x   

 26. I know that an issue I explained a few times before, will still 
not be understood during the jury. AL, RL, HL 

x    
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Table 5.4 (continued) : Statements by students during the interviews in ITU. 
 27. During juries, some teachers play with their phones, some 

ocassionaly leave and come back, some leave early. TL, HL 
 x   

 28. Sometimes, when my jury starts, teachers give a tea break, 
creating a disorder in the jury, which demotivates me. TL, HL 

   x 

T1, T2 - S1, S2 (13) 29. I feel streesed in my juries. PL, RL, HL  x  x 
 30. Because of stress, I may not think of what to say or I may 

not remember the comments made by teachers, and later ask my 
friends if they know what critiques I received. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 31. I do not comment during juries, because I do not know if the 
teachers would like it or not. RL, HL 

 x   

 32. Students can not finish their jury presentations in time, 
including me, and work on their presentations at the back during 
the juries. TL, PL, RL, HL 

x x   

 33. There is a constant backgound noise by the students 
working behind, which makes it difficult to hear what the 
teachers’ say in the jury. TL, PL, RL, HL 

 x   

 34. If my presentation is ready before the jury, I present early 
and leave. RL, HL 

x    

 35. I only watch close friends’ juries, and not always. RL, HL x   x 
 36. It is not possible to see everyone’s presentations, as we are 

all busy with our own projects during juries. TL, AL, RL, HL 
x    

 37. The jury atmosphere depends on everybody’s mood on that 
day. TL, RL, HL 

   x 

 38. I do not think the juries are productive, at all. RL, HL    x 
 39. Jury durations are not regulated, some juries take very long 

and some very short. TL, RL, HL 
x x  x 

 40. The unregulated jury durations have a negative effect on 
students. TL, RL, HL 

x    

 41. We can not always judge if our juries went good or bad. AL, 
RL, HL 

 x  x 

T – T (1) 42. There are times, when the communication gap between 
teachers becomes obvious, during juries. TL, AL, RL, HL 

x    

S – S (4) 43. Everybody should listen to and comment on each others’ 
projects, as it helps the project and also the jury stress. RL, HL 

 x   

 44. I do not comment in others’ juries, because I do not know 
how the student presenting would react. RL, HL 

 x   

 45. I prefer not to comment on others’ projects, in case I put the 
presenting student in a difficult situation. RL, HL 

x  x  

 46. Students comment on friends’ projects to encourage, 
motivate each other, so the comments are not objective or about 
the project itself. RL, HL 

   x 

P (8) 47. It is very important to show the process in juries. AL x x   
 48. Sometimes, I do not have time to show my process in the 

presentation sheets. TL, AL 
x x   

 49. Teachers want to see if and why we made the changes they 
told in critiques throughout the semester. AL, RL, HL 

 x   

 50. I want to show what I thought and where I reached in the 
project, but I do not know exactly how to show it. AL, RL 

 x   

 51. Students could explain their projects better in juries, if they 
could show their processes, but they can not. AL, RL 

x    

 52. I try to show my process, sometimes by previous sketches, 
sometimes by sketching the previous stages in the final 
presentation sheets. AL 

 x   

 53. I prepare my sketchbook by gathering all individual pieces 
of sketches. AL 

   x 

 54. Students doubt if teachers look at the sketchbooks, or not. 
RL, HL 

x    

C. General Critique 
(45) 

  

T1 - S1 (10) 55. I sometimes go to teachers’ offices to take critique outside 
studio hours. TL, PL, RL 

x x   

 56. I sometimes e-mail teachers to take critique outside studio 
hours. TL, PL, RL 

x x   
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Table 5.4 (continued) : Statements by students during the interviews in ITU. 
 57. It can be a mission to find teachers in their offices. TL, PL, 

RL 
 x   

 58. Some teachers may not answer their emails. TL, PL, RL  x   
 59. Sometimes, a teacher may think of something about a 

student’s project and want to talk to that student there and then. 
TL, PL, RL 

  x  

 60. Sometimes, nothing comes to mind throughout the whole 
project, and then by the end, one word a teacher says gives an 
idea and solves everything. TL, RL 

  x  

 61. Sometimes, one word a teacher says can change the whole 
project around. TL, RL 

 x   

 62. I can have communication gaps with teachers even if I take 
critique from them regularly every week. TL, AL, RL 

x x   

 63. Communication gaps I have with teachers may effect my 
project and my grade in a negative way. AL, RL 

x    

 64. The communication gap I have with a teacher can be 
resolved by another teacher getting involved. AL, RL 

x    

T1, T2 - S1, S2 (10) 65. Studio is an environment for communication, but there are 
many stages to go through in order to communicate with 
teachers or students about projects, and instead of going through 
those stages, students prefer to deal with their own project. TL, 
PL, RL 

  x  

 66. In studio, students have to interact with people in person, 
communicate face-to-face to share their projects. PL, RL, HL 

  x  

 67. Sometimes, students do not talk to certain teachers, because 
they do not like them, personally; though maybe that teacher 
will give a good idea about their projects. RL, HL 

  x  

 68. In designing projects, one should not take things personal, 
while studying or in professional life. RL, HL  

  x  

 69. The relationship among teachers and students is not good; it 
is based on grades. PL, RL, HL 

  x  

 70. Students question each others’ grades because the student-
teacher-student communication is not transparent, it has to be so 
transparent that there is no room for questions. AL, RL, HL 

  x  

 71. For students not to question each others’ grades, 
everybody’s project processes has to be transparent to all, and 
everybody has to know who did what. AL, RL, HL 

  x  

 72. I do not know on the basis of which criteria the projects are 
assessed. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 73. Teachers do not have much to explain about the assessment 
of the projects. RL, HL 

   x 

 74. The criteria for assessment is sometimes announced, and 
sometimes it is not, and evev announced, it is not certain that 
the assessment is made according to the criteria. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

S – S (14) 75. Small talks with other students trigger new ideas. PL, RL, 
HL 

x  x  

 76. I like working with other students, especially during 
brainstorming, but it does not happen much among students in 
our class. PL, RL, HL 

 x   

 77. In the studio, students have to brainstorm within studio 
hours, but brainstorming is not supposed to be done within such 
temporal constrains, it is sudden, random, spontaneous. TL, PL, 
RL 

  x  

 78. Amongst close friends, we do not like working together in 
school in the cafeteria, so we work together at home.s PL, RL 

 x   

 79. Amongst close friends we follow each others’ projects. AL, 
RL, HL 

x   x 

 80. Sometimes, the critique exchange amongst close friends is 
more useful than the critique teachers give. RL, HL 

x    

 81. I can not follow all projects in studio. TL, PL, AL, RL, HL x   x 
 82. I do not know anything about some projects in the studio. 

TL, PL, AL, RL, HL 
x    

 83. Students should be in communication the most but they are 
the ones least in communication instead. HL 

  x  
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Table 5.4 (continued) : Statements by students during the interviews in ITU. 
 84. Sharing amongst students is very poor, they think their ideas 

will be copied. AL, RL, HL 
  x  

 85. The fundamental problem is that students are in competition 
for grades. AL, RL, HL 

  x  

 86. We do not have such problems as projects being copied in 
the studio. RL, HL 

x    

 87. Knowing each other’s projects in studio makes us aware if 
our projects are going in similar direction, so that we can 
diversify our projects in time. AL, RL 

x    

 88. I do not feel uncomfortable if my project is a bit similar to 
another friends’ project, there are so many details that make 
projects different from each other. AL, RL 

x    

P (11) 89. I always note down the critiques I take; but some students 
do not take notes. AL, HL 

  x  

 90. When the critique is noted down on a piece of paper that 
paper is taken home, and then it can be completely forgotten or 
be torn by mistake; it is not safe. PL, AL 

  x  

 91. I transfer all project process – including sketches – to the 
computer, regularly. PL, AL 

  x  

 92. I cannot see the connection between the process and the 
grades. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 93. Sometimes the process may not be important, at all. AL, 
RL, HL 

x   x 

 94. In project assessments, the final product seems to be more 
important than the process. AL, RL, HL 

x   x 

 95. Attending the studio classes regularly does not have an 
effect on assessment. AL, RL, HL 

x   x 

 96. Sometimes a student can, have the process, come to classes, 
take critiques and form her/his project accordingly, always 
submit in time, but still is not assessed taking this process into 
consideration. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 97. Assessment of projects is based on personal taste on the 
final product. AL, RL, HL  

   x 

 98. Students do not learn the grades throughout the semester, 
they are announced at the end of the semester. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

 99. 5-6 teachers give the studio, and students do not know 
which teacher gave which grade, individually. AL, RL, HL 

   x 

Each issue and problem stated by the interviewees are matched with specific 

limitations which are indicated above. Below, these limitations are discusses in 

detail. 

Analysis of the Results of the Interviews with Teachers and Students 

In this section, the 5 main limitations – temporal, physical, archival, relational, 

hierarchichal – derived from the issues and problems stated by the interviewees are 

discussed in terms of their various aspects. The aspects of these limitations are also 

correlated with the issues and problems expressed earlier in reference to relevant 

literature, and also, with the issues raised in the departmental report on the studio 

courses prepared by the staff of the department in Spring 2012. 

 

 



112 

Temporal Limitations 

Temporal limitations are about the issues and problems connected to the limited 

duration of 4-hour studio courses held on two separate days of the week. These 

issues and problems fall under two main topics, which are the contradictory nature of 

fixed studio hours and flexible temporal requirements of the design process; the 

amount of time and the frequency necessary for healthy critique exchanges coupled 

with the relative number of teachers and students in studio courses. 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: In the interviews, students 

emphasise the spontaneous, random emergence of vital design ideas within their 

project processes. As mentioned in the earlier chapters, the instantaneous nature of 

design process, the random occurrence of key ideas in design projects, are discussed 

by many scholars in literature on design process (Cross, 2011). The statements by 

teachers and students show that there are attempts on both sides to contact each other 

about the projects outside studio hours, and also that there are obstacles, difficulties 

and limitations in doing so. It is mentioned that students take critiques from teachers 

outside studio hours, either by going to their offices or by using the Internet. Though 

it can be difficult to find teachers in their offices outside studio hours, or to get 

feedback from them by emails, in time. Also mentioned in relation to the same issue 

is that the nature of certain activities within design process, such as brainstorming – 

i.e. free thinking about the given brief – are not adaptable to be done within certain 

durations of time. The necessary spontaneity of the design process requires the 

possibility of teachers and students to be able to easily get in touch with each other 

outside the temporal constrains of studio hours. In addition, there is the need for an 

archive of the material of the studio process, i.e. students’ projects and the ideas 

shared about them, to be available to all teachers and students at all times. A final 

issue stated on this subject is related to the diverse relationship between a studio 

teacher and a studio student, and the diverse needs and details of such a relationship. 

As discussed before in reference to literature, the studio teacher takes the role of a 

mentor, sometimes, while the student becomes a protege (Schön, 1985). It was 

mentioned in the interviews that such a teaching-learning relationship may need 

more extra personal time than a regular teacher-student relationship normally do. 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: The interviewees express 

their opinions about the number of students taking studio classes being more than it 



113 

should be for a healthy studio class environment. According to the statements, the 

high number of students may have negative effects in the timing of some of the desck 

critique situations, namely, desk critiques and the juries. Some teachers mention that 

the limited time interval of the studio classes is not always enough for teachers to 

give the full desk-critique they intend to give to the number of students they are 

responsible for. The average number of teachers giving a studio class is said to be 5-

6, while the average number of students taking a studio class is said to be 30 – 40. 

However, students say that there is a lot of time lost waiting to take desk-critique 

from teachers; a waiting which sometimes can exceed the studio hours and make it a 

mission to take critique from the teacher they want to. Similarly, in jury situations, 

teachers try to manage the time by giving each student an equal jury duration, which 

sometimes gets longer and sometimes shorter, creating impatience and a feeling of 

inequality among students. 

Physical (Spatial) Limitation 

Physical limitations are to do with the features of and facilities with the space of the 

studio classrooms. They also include the limitations of the physical space as opposed 

to today’s virtual space, caused by the physical features of the studio rooms, and the 

limited duration of studio hours, which are the only times when all teachers and 

students get together in the same space. 

Features of and Facilities in Studio Classrooms: Literature on design process 

discusses the necessity, and also the existing culture, of representing the course of a 

design project in an actual physical space, both in educational and professional 

environments of design (Brown, 2006). Such physical spaces project not only the 

design process itself, but the designer(s) and her/his (their) identity, as well. The 

interviews show that students do not have their own desks or storage areas in the 

studios. Besides, the studio is shared by other courses, thus students need to leave the 

studio clean and empty after each class. However, the project process of each student 

needs to be visible and accessible to the student her/himself, and also to other 

students and to teachers in the physical studio space. For students and teachers to be 

able to reflect on design process – the sum of all the design work that makes up the 

design itself – they need to be able to see it, touch it, etc. In addition, one of the aims 

of the studio course being conducted in such a studio space is to provide students 

with the means of working all together, in a social environment, in and outside of 
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studio hours. In the interviews, it was mentioned both by teachers and students that 

students do not work in the studio space together. The physical constrains of the 

studio classroom end up in students not seeing each others’ processes, not working 

together side-by-side, and eventually not being aware of what the others are working 

on or going through, which are vital parts of design education. Finally, a negative 

feature of the studio classrooms is its bad acoustics, which multiplies any sound and 

creates a constant background noise disturbing some critique situations, especially 

the wall-critiques and juries. 

Physical Space vs Virtual Space: The physical space may present certain obstacles or 

difficulties in the reflective interactions and communications during the studio course 

process, especially given the high number of students, teachers, projects and ideas 

produced. Interviewees expressed the difficulty of having a discussion about a single 

piece of work among all the studio crowd; that only a certain number of teachers and 

students can get together around an example in a contained way, leaving a number of 

students in the periphery who eventually lose interest and leave. An interviewee 

shared an experience, where a group brainstorming session in the studio was held on 

a virtual teamwork space application. The group members noted down their ideas 

individually and later got together to find out that all their ideas was visible and 

accessible to all the group and to anyone else within the on the virtual space. The 

constrains of the physical space is unable to map, and make visible ad accessible, all 

the works and ideas of all studio people for them to reflect on these material in turn. 

The virtual space has the potential of creating such a collective area of interaction 

and communication.  

Archival Limitations (Record Keeping) 

Archival limitations is related to the shortcomings in keeping regular records of 

students’ work processes, of the critiques exchanged, and of the general studio 

course processes. The limitations about the record keeping procedures in the studio 

course are discussed in terms of issues and problems connected to archiving the 

students’ project processes; the critiques exchanged; and the course material such as 

briefs, announcements or assessment results, all in line with the statements by the 

interviewees. 
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Keeping Records – Students’ Project Processes: It is a shared opinion in the 

interviews, both with teachers and students, that process is very important in 

understanding and evaluating students’ projects. However, there is also a common 

understanding among students that teachers do not take process into consideration 

while assessing; and among teachers that students do not give importance to keeping 

and presenting their process. Students and also some teachers suggest that teachers 

lack the integrity and consistency in expressing and regulating the necessity of 

keeping regular records of project processes, clearly and sufficiently (Arıburun et al., 

2011). Besides, the effect of processes in assessment of the projects is not clear, 

causing a general doubt in students about how important the process actually is. 

Hence, amongst students, there is both a question about the necessity of representing 

the project process in juries, and also a lack of know-how about how to keep these 

records. It is expressed that the lack of visible and accessible processes causes lack of 

communication among students, too. Students cannot follow each other’s design 

processes, thus are not aware of what others are going through in their projects. This 

lack of transparency causes questions about the fairness of the assessment of projects 

among students; as students cannot see each other’s progression in their designs, they 

cannot make sense of the assessment done by the teachers. In addition, students do 

not share a common system or method for keeping project processes. Sketchbooks 

are the requirement in submissions, which represent project processes, but the 

statements by both teachers and students point to the fact that they do not sufficiently 

present the course of design. In juries, students are not sure if they can present their 

processes, teachers are not sure if they can see them. Thus, although both sides 

emphasise the importance of project processes, there is a major communication gap 

between students and teachers about how the processes are and should be kept and 

also how thye are put in practice during the studio course. 

Keeping Records – Critiques Exchanged: A vital part of students’ project processes 

is the body of critiques the student received from teachers, and also from students. 

Many interviewees, including teachers and students, defined design process as a 

synthesis, as a series of decisions made on the basis of all the ideas received and 

derived from people or things. Therefore, the project process includes not only all the 

work implemented by the student, but also all the ideas surrounded and inspired 

her/him throughout the project, and how s/he interpreted and made use of those ideas 
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in relation to her/his project. However, the sketchbooks, or other formats of process 

students keep do not include such a body of critiques, or decisions; and besides, the 

students tell that they do not know how to show their process as such. The interviews 

show that only some teachers and some students archive the desk or jury or other 

critiques, and even if they do, such record of critiques is not accessible to other 

teachers and students. Archiving all critiques received and the decisions made 

according to them is stated to be important in various ways. First of all, such a record 

guides the student her/himself through her/his own process, and provides a route of 

her/his design on which the student can look back at any time. Secondly, it shows to 

all teachers and other students, what feedback the student received and how s/he 

filtered and evaluated that feedback within the context of the project. It was 

expressed in the interviews that in juries there can be communication gaps about the 

history of the critiques given and received between teachers and students, which in 

turn can effect the perception and evaluation of the project. Thirdly, it is important 

for teachers to be aware of each other’s critiques to understand the students’ 

processes and each others’ ideas about them. On the other hand, students do not have 

a set, common way of keeping record of the critiques they receive. In order to initiate 

a system to keep regular records of desk-critiques, the department started personal 

critique logs for each student, which the students kept and brought to each studio 

class. In each desk-critique session, teachers wrote their critiques in these logs. The 

aim was to archive all the critiques each student took, both for the students so that 

they could take the log home and work according to the critiques, and also for 

teachers so that they could see the previous critiques given by other teachers. Though 

the system failed when students started to forget to bring their logs or to lose them. 

Keeping Records – Studio Process: The interviewees mentioned the need for and the 

lack of archiving the studio course process in the form of materials such as briefs, 

assessment criteria, and history of relationships with firms. A common problem is 

expressed both by teachers and students, that the assessment of projects throughout 

the duration of a single assignment is not documented and shared sufficiently. Some 

teachers emphasised the importance of fair, clear, fast and regular assessment; while 

students mentioned tha lack of transparency in terms of the assessment criteria. In 

addition, it is stated that there is no organised record of studio project briefs of the 

department, thus the staff can not visualise how the projects are given throughout the 
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years or what a particular class has been given through its own 4-year course. 

Similarly, there is the lack of the specific connections and partnerships the 

department has developed with various firms within the context of studio courses.  

Relational Limitations (Social Connectivity) 

Relational limitations are about the issues and problems with regard to how socially 

connected teachers and students – and their works and ideas – are within the studio 

environment, in order to be able to reflect on each other. The aspects of the relational 

limitations are defined in terms of the issues and problems raised about the social 

connectivity among teachers and students, among teachers, and finally among 

students.  

The Social Connectivity – Teachers and Students: As mentioned in the interviews, 

the social environment within the studio does not accommodate direct and easy 

interactions and communications among teachers and students as it is planned to be. 

First of all, it is expressed by students that the various stages a student should go 

through to interact with a teacher or a student may become an obstacle in connecting 

to one another. Though, also expressed was the importance of any chance encounter 

a student can have with a teacher or a student for a random, unexpected key idea to 

appear about the project; in line with the relevant literature (Cross, 2011; Buchanan 

1992). Students are aware of the fact that a random word a teacher or a student say in 

a small talk may change their project upside down for the good. However, not all 

teachers and students – and their works and ideas – are equally visible and accessible 

to all, which is a situation that reduces these chance encounters. A second issue is the 

accessiblity of the interactions between students to teachers, as teachers reflecting on 

students’ reflection is an important part of design education (Schön, 1985). In the 

interviews some teachers say there is not enough critique exchange among students, 

though some say there is enough reflection between students but it is not accessible 

to teachers. Finally, interviewees mentioned problems in relation to the connectivity 

between the teachers to the interaction of students and firms involved in the studio 

process in some assignments. The interaction between the students and the firms is 

not always organised, regulated and accessible to teachers. 

The Social Connectivity – Teachers: There were statements by the interviewees 

suggesting that there are issues and problems in the connectivity between teachers. A 
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first issue expressed in the interviews is that the studio is a course taught mutually, 

though the mutual responsibility is not properly organised among the 5-6 teachers 

giving the same studio. There can be communication problems with respect to 

preparing the course material such as briefs, setting up the assessment criteria, or 

sharing ideas about students and their projects (Arıburun et al., 2012). In the 

departmental report, it is suggested that more frequent meetings could be orgniased 

to overcome such connectivity issues (Arıburun et al., 2012). It is expressed that, the 

connectivity problems about briefs can result in late announcements of the briefs to 

the students, or mis-documentation of them. The communication gaps about 

assessment criteria may end up in different teachers assessing projects taking 

different criteria into account, which in turn, can cause gaps between the grades. 

Finally, the lack of communication about students’ processes may, apparently, end 

up in confusions reflected onto students, from time to time. The natural differences 

of opinions are handled well according to some teachers, but for others that is not the 

case. Besides, in the interviews with students, it is mentioned that the communication 

gaps among teachers are perceivable by students during juries. A second issue is the 

connectivity among all teachers of the department about all the studio courses, and 

also, each student’s complete educational process. It is mentioned in the interviews 

that sometimes students do not have the skills they should have gained in the 

previous studios, and the reason cannot be tracked down. In addition, in students’ 

interviews, it is mentioned that some classes in the department are given very similar 

assignments in a few semesters, which demotivates the students and reduces their 

creativity. 

The Social Connectivity – Students: There is a mutual opinion amongst the students 

interviewed that working, thinking, brainstorming or even small talk with other 

students, help trigger new ideas, and may result in a key concept for their projects. It 

is also agreed on that students seeing and commenting on each other’s projects help 

improve the projects. However, a common issue raised in the interviews, both with 

teachers and students, is that students do not work or think or reflect together often 

enough. Teachers mention that students do not have the habit of working together in 

the studio, or of listening to each other’s critique sessions. Students say that in the 

desk critique format where they go and line up to take critiques one-by-one from 

teachers, the student-to-students interaction is very low or none. On the other hand, 
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students speak about the group critique being a better format for desk critique 

sessions, though in group critiques they only interact with the students within their 

group and reflect on the rest of the class from jury to jury. Thus it seems that in both 

desk critique format employed in the studio classes, there are issues and problem in 

how connected the students are to each others’ projects and processes. It is expressed 

in the interviews that throughout the assignment process, students cannot follow all 

the students’ projects, and even, that there are projects they know nothing about in 

every assignment. Similarly, during the juries, they do not watch all the 

presentations, and mostly only their friends’ ones, and sometimes not even those. 

Instead, they work on their own presentations during the juries. These statements 

suggest that there is not a systematic network of connections among students and 

their projects, thus the various combinations of reflections do not occur, most o f the 

time. 

Hierarchical Limitations (Social Roles) 

Hierarchical limitations include the issues and problems in relation to the social roles 

within the social environment of the studio course, in terms of their rigidity and, at 

the same time, their ambiguity. Here, the studio course is defined, firstly, as a 

classroom with teacher and students and, secondly, as a regular social setting of 

people. 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students: The studio course, on a basic level, 

is defined as an educational environment, a classroom, where teachers teach and 

students learn. Though as it is expressed, earlier in reference to relevant literature, 

and by many statements in the interviews, the roles with the studio classroom are not 

that direct and easy to define (Goldschmidt et al., 2010). First of all, usually studio 

teachers do not have pedagogical training and they learn teaching design by doing it 

in studio course (Goldschmidt et al., 2010). It is problematised in the interviews that 

all studio teachers, from professors to research assistants give desk-critiques 

separately and simultaneously, thus the young studio teachers can not learn from 

more experienced one, and also, their teaching can not be monitored. Secondly, the 

regular roles of teacher and student of a regular classroom become more complex in 

a design studio class (Goldschmidt et al., 2010). As studio course aims to replicate 

the professional design office, the teachers take the various roles of a client, boss, 

director, while students are treated as designers. Consequently, the social 
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environment in studio becomes rich and fruitful, but at the same time complex, 

confusing and ambiguous. As mentioned in the interviews, students may start feeling 

stressed and incompetent in the jures where they need to act confident as professional 

designers presenting their works; they may not comment on each others’ projects and 

prefer to be passive receivers of knowledge where they actually need to act as 

colleagues among teachers and other students; they may not share their projects and 

ideas with the fear of being copied as they are in a professional competition, when 

they need to collaborate for the mutual goal of learning to design; they may not 

watch each others’ juries or critiques sessions and be only interested in their own 

projects and grades, while they need to embrace and grasp any reflection that 

happens around them. Also on the basis of the interview statements, teachers may not 

be as discplined and prepared in the juries as they would be in professional ones 

when they need to treat students as their colleagues presenting design works; they 

may not communicate the assessment results frequently, clearly and openly even 

though they need to project any piece of reflection to students for a complete 

teaching and learning process. This complexity and ambiguity of the social roles 

within studio classroom may need to be neutralised in a different platform with less 

loaded roles for people. 

Studio as a Regular Social Setting of People: In studio, teachers and students do have 

the social roles of people like in any regular social setting. Students have best 

friends, close friends, or students and teachers who they do not get on with (Ashton 

and Durling, 2000). Similarly, teachers have their own preferences both among other 

teachers and students. Ideally, these personal social relationships should not 

interefere with the educational processes, but naturally, also according to the 

interviews and the literature, they do (Shao et al., 2007; Ashton and Durling, 2000). 

It was mentioned in the interviews that students usually prefer to share their projects 

and ideas only amongst groups of close friends; and when they critique their friends, 

in juries or other groups of teachers and students, they may make biased comments. 

Similarly, they may choose not to take critique from teachers who they do not get on 

with personally. In addition, it is also stated that teachers’ personal moods or states 

of mind may effect the critique sessions or juries. Studio is a social environment, 

were such personal relationships inevitably take place; people do need to interact 
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with each other face-to-face, in person. Such personal relationship can be inhibited 

and neutralised in a less personal platform of more equal roles. 

5.4.2 Issues in industrial design studio course in MSUFA 

In this section, the statements by the members of the staff of the Department of 

Industrial Design in MSUFA are discussed. In relation to these statements, the issues 

and problems specific to this department are extracted, and finally, the limitations in 

the reflective interactions and communications in the studio processes are identified. 

Interviews with Teachers 

2 interviews were held with 2 members of the staff in January 2012, between the 2nd 

and the 3rd cycles of the implementations, and were recorded in audio format. The 

academic titles of the interviewees varied in a range from professor to assistant 

professor, both teaching in project studio courses in the department. 1 of the 

interviewees was the project studio teacher who was leading the project studio course 

in the second cycle, and the other interviewee was another staff member. The 

members of the staff and their statements are kept completely anonymous. 

Issues and Problems as Expressed by Teachers 

33 statements were extracted from the interviews with 2 teachers, which were related 

to the processes of reflective interactions and communication. Under each critique 

situation, the number of statements for that situation is given accompanied with the 

percentages. In addition, the number of interviewees who made the statements is 

given with the proportion to the total number of interviewees. 

Desk Critique Situation: 

There were 18 (54.546% of the total 33) issues and problems extracted from the 

interviews which were found relevant to the reflective interactions and 

communication in the context of the desk-critique situations. 6 of them were on one-

to-many reflection, 5 were on student-to-student reflection and 7 were on process 

reflection. 

One-to-Many (T1 - S1, S2) Reflection: 2 interviwees said that (1) the limited hours of 

studio classes were not enough to give long, in-depth critiques to all students. They 

both mentioned that the (2) duration of critique sessions with different students 

varied. 1 of them added that (3) in the limited hours of the studio class, it was not 
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possible to discuss every detail, to look at all the material all students had brought, or 

to listen to what everybody had to say, as discussions on design problems tended to 

strech out, naturally. The other interviewee mentioned that (4) the first critique 

session of the studio class could take longer, sometimes lasting 30-45 minutes, while 

the later ones could get shorter, taking 10 minutes. The same interviewee added that 

(5) a critique session took 15-20 minutes, in average, and usually the studio classes 

lasted more than 4 hours, streching into the lunch break. About the mutual 

relationships between students and the project teacher, s/he said that the (6) 

friendship between teachers and students has a positive effect on the projects, and 

that s/he had a very successful class recently, because of the friendships among 

students, and, between her/him and the students. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee said that (7) students did not 

comment much on each other’s projects during studio classes, and that the limited 

time of the classes was not enough for such reflection. S/he added that during 

critiques, (8) some students listen, some prepare for their critique sessions, some 

participate some do not; there is a flexibility. S/he mentioned that (9) sometimes they 

are more active, for example in research stages of the projects. The other interviewee 

said that some students (10) thought their ideas could be copied and did not want to 

share their projects with other students, so they waited until the end of the studio 

class and talked to the teacher privately; s/he explained that they accepted such 

concerns. S/he mentioned that sometimes the (11) synergy among the students of a 

class could be very good, and such relationships between students had a very positive 

effect on their projects. 

Process (P) Reflection: 2 interviewees mentioned that they (12) wrote notes and drew 

sketches on students’ sheets while giving critique, and in the next class they checked 

the progress by looking at their own previous notes.1 interviwee said that s/he (13) 

did not want the students to take notes while s/he was giving critique. The same 

interviewee added that s/he did (14) not give critique to students if they had not bring 

their work from previous weeks, which had the early critique exchanges recorded on 

them. Sometimes, when students had an acceptable excuse not to bring their work, 

then s/he accepted to give critique. The other interviewee said that s/he (15) did not 

pay much attention if the students took notes while s/he was giving critique; that they 

sometimes took notes on their sheets or notebooks. 1 interviewee mentioned that the 



123 

(16) project studio assistants took notes of the critique exchange during critique 

sessions, and that these notes were archived in individual student folders, which were 

kept by the assistants. S/he said that (17) teachers followed students’ processes 

through these folders, and that in the beginning of each semester s/he looked at 

her/his students’ folders and learnt about their past projects and some personal 

information, too. S/he also added that (18) students could look at their folders by 

asking the assistants, when they needed to look at their own previous stages.  

Jury Critique Situation: 

5 (15.152% of the total 33) issues and problems were extracted from the interviews 

about the reflective interactions and communication in jury critique situations. 2 of 

these issues were related to many-to-many reflection, 2 were on teacher-to-teacher 

reflection, and 1 was on student-to-student reflection. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 1 interviewee said that the (19) final 

juries of the project studios took 2 consecutive days, with 50-60 students presenting 

each day. S/he added that in the (20) final juries of the graduation project studios the 

number of students presenting could vary within a range from 4 to a maximum of 20-

25. 

Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 1 interviewee mentioned that the (21) jury 

members gave critique during the preliminary and final juries of the graduation 

projects, but they made no grading; only the 5 studio teachers graded the projects. 

S/he added that, similarly, (22) in project studios, only the project teacher graded the 

projects, and other teachers only gave critique in the final juries. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee said that (23) students did not 

comment on each other’s projects during juries, and that the time in juries were not 

enough for such reflection, either.  

General Critique Situation: 

10 (30.303% of the total 33) issues and problems were extracted from the interviews 

in relation to the reflective interactions and communication in general critique 

situations. 5 of them were related to one-to-one reflection, 3 were on many-to-many 

reflection, 1 was on teacher-to-teacher reflection, and finally, 1 was on student-to-

student reflection. 
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One-to-One (T1 - S1) Reflection: 2 interviewees mentioned that (24) they did not 

know much about students’ projects in other project studios. 1 of them added that 

(25) sometimes students from other studios came to her/him to take critiques, and 

that was how s/he learnt about their projects. The other interviewee said that (26) 

some students in her/his project studio took critique outside studio hours, after the 

classes end, before the final juries. S/he explained that (27) sometimes they came in 

her/his office, and sometimes asked for critique in the evenings via the Internet. On 

the subject of the use of the Internet, the other interviewee explained that s/he did 

(28) not connect to undergraduate students via the Internet, but only to the graduate 

ones. 

Many-to-Many (T1, T2 - S1, S2) Reflection: 2 interviewees said that (29) teachers and 

students of different project studios did not know much about each other’s processes. 

1 of them added that there were (30) no systematical connections between teachers 

and students of different project studios; though rarely preliminary juries might take 

place. The other interviewee mentioned that (31) assistants might know about the 

processes of students in other studios, and that s/he could learn through the assistants. 

Teacher-to-Teacher (T - T) Reflection: 1 interviewee said that the (32) basic design 

course was given by a teacher from a different department, and that the teachers of 

the department did not know much about the process in this course. 

Student-to-Student (S - S) Reflection: 1 interviewee said that (33) students from 

different groups knew about each other’s projects, that they sometimes worked 

together in groups in the department. 

Among the statements made by the staff during the interviews, the most number of 

issues and problems were extracted on the desk critique situation with 18 out of 33 

total statements (54.546%). 10 issues and problems (30.303%) were found relevant 

to the general critique situation. Finally, there are 5 issues and problems (15.152%) 

extracted from the interviews about the jury critique situation. The table shows the 

list of the statements accompanied with the information of interviewees who made 

them, and the numerical details. 
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Table 5.5 : Statements by teachers during the interviews in MSUFA. 
Situations / 
Reflections 

Issues and Problems Expressed by Teachers I1 I2 

A. Desk Critique 
(18) 

  

T1 - S1, S2 (6) 1. The limited hours of studio classes are not enough to give long, in-
depth critiques to all students. TL 

x x 

 2. The duration of critique sessions with different students varied. TL x x 
 3. In the limited hours of the studio class, it is not possible to discuss 

every detail, look at all the material all students have brought, or to listen 
to what everybody has to say, as discussions on design problems tend to 
strech out, naturally. AL, TL 

 x 

 4. The first critique session of the studio class can take longer, sometimes 
lasting 30-45 minutes, while the later ones can get shorter, taking 10 
minutes. TL 

x  

 5. A critique session takes 15-20 minutes, in average, and usually the 
studio classes last more than 4 hours, streching into the lunch break. TL 

x  

 6. Friendship between teachers and students have a positive effect on the 
projects; I had a very successful class recently, because of the friendships 
among students, and, between me and the students. RL, HL 

x  

S - S (5) 7. Students do not comment much on each other’s projects during studio 
classes; the limited time of the classes is not enough for such reflection. 
TL, HL 

 x 

 8. During critiques, some students listen, some prepare for their critique 
sessions, some participate some do not; there is a flexibility. RL, HL 

 x 

 9. Sometimes they are more active, for example in the research stages of 
the projects. RL, HL 

 x 

 10. Some students think their ideas can be copied and they do not want to 
share their projects with other students, so they wait until the end of the 
studio class and talk to me privately; we accept such concerns. RL, HL 

x  

 11. Sometimes the synergy among the students of a class can be very 
good, and such relationships between students have a very positive effect 
on their projects. RL, HL 

x  

P (7) 12. I write notes and draw sketches on students’ sheets while giving 
critique, and in the next class I check the progress by looking at my 
previous notes. AL, RL, HL 

x x 

 13. I do not want the students to take notes while I am giving critique. 
AL, HL 

x  

 14. I do not give critique to students if they did not bring their work from 
previous weeks, which have the early critique exchanges recorded on 
them. Sometimes, when students have an acceptable excuse not to bring 
their work, then I accept to give critique. AL, HL 

x  

 15. I do not pay much attention if the students take notes while I am 
giving critique; they sometimes take notes on their sheets or notebooks. 
AL 

 x 

 16. The project studio assistants take notes of the critique exchange 
during critique sessions, all these notes are archived in individual student 
folders and kept by the assistants. AL, RL, HL 

x  

 17. Teachers follow students’ processes through these folders; in the 
beginning of each semester I look at my students’ folders and learn about 
their past projects and some personal information, too. AL, RL, HL 

x  

 18. Students can look at their folders by asking the assistants, when they 
need to look at their previous stages. RL, HL 

x  

B. Jury Critique (5)   
T1, T2 - S1, S2 (2) 19. Final juries of the project studios took 2 consecutive days, with 50-60 

students presenting each day. TL 
 x 

 20. In the final juries of the graduation project studios the number of 
students presenting can vary within a range from 4 to a maximum of 20-
25. TL 

 x 

T - T (2) 21. Jury members give critique during the preliminary and final juries of 
the graduation projects, but they make no grading; only the 5 studio 
teachers grade the projects. RL, HL 

 x 

 22. In project studios, only the project teacher grades the projects, and 
other teachers only give critique in the final juries. RL, HL 

 x 
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Table 5.5 (continued) : Statements by teachers during the interviews in MSUFA. 
S - S (1) 23. Students do not comment on each other’s projects during juries; the 

time in juries is not enough for such reflection. TL, HL 
 x 

C. General Critique 
(10) 

  

T1 - S1 (5) 24. I do not know much about students in other project studios. RL x x 
 25. Sometimes students from other studios come to me to take critique, 

and that is how I learn about their projects. RL 
x  

 26. Some students in my project studio take critique outside studio hours, 
after the classes end, before the final juries. TL 

 x 

 27. Sometimes students come to my office during daytime, and 
sometimes they ask for critique in the evenings, via the Internet. TL 

 x 

 28. I do not connect to undergraduate students via the Internet, but only 
to the graduate ones. RL, HL 

x  

T1, T2 - S1, S2 (3) 29. Teachers and students of different project studios do not know much 
about each other’s processes. RL 

x x 

 30. There are no systematical connections between teachers and students 
of different project studios; rarely preliminary juries may take place. RL 

 x 

 31. Sometimes assistants know about the students’ processes in other 
project studios, and that is how I learn about them. RL, HL 

x  

T - T (1) 32. The basic design course is given by a teacher from a different 
department, and as teachers of our department we do not know much 
about the process in this course. RL 

 x 

S - S (1) 33. Students from different groups know about each other’s projects; 
they sometimes work together in groups in the department. RL, HL 

 x 

As indicated above, the issues and problems extracted from the statements by the 

interviewees refer to four limitations. 

Analysis of the Results of the Interviews with Teachers 

The four limitations – temporal, archival, relational, hierarchical – derived from the 

issues and problems stated by the interviewees are discussed here. These limitations 

are also linked to the issues and problems expressed in the previous chapters in 

reference to literature. 

Temporal Limitations 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process and Limited Hours of Studio vs 

Duration of Critique Situations: The temporal limitations derived from the statements 

of the interviewees refer to the limited duration of 4-hour studio courses held on two 

separate days of the week. Both interviewees mentioned that the 4-hour duration of 

the studio classes is usually insufficient for in-depth critique sessions with all the 

students. An approximate of 13 students take each project studio course, and an 

average of 15 minutes can be given to each student. Though, as mentioned in the 

interviews design discussions can last long. Thus, the limited duration of the critique 

sessions cuts down the critiques and active participation by students, and also, it may 

cause less project material to be reviewed. According to the interviews students ask 

for critiques outside studio hours, especially after the classes end, and while they still 
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need feedback before the final submissions. However, it was also mentioned by both 

interviewees that they did not prefer the online interactions with students about their 

projects. Even though the temporal limitations in the desk critiques could be 

addressed by using an online supplement as suggested in this study, the general 

tendency of the interviewees using the Internet for critique exchanges seems 

negative. In addition, the teacher-centered studio system in the department focuses in 

spending the studio time more on the project studio teacher showing the students the 

designing process by giving critiques, and the students listening and watching the 

teacher’s experience. Similarly, it was mentioned that the final juries of the project 

studios also allow very limited time for each student’s presentation. There can be 50-

60 students presenting per day, which roughly gives 10 minutes for each student. As 

the project teachers do not follow the processes of the students in other studios, they 

need to understand and evaluate the project process of each student within a very 

limited time. Also, again in the jury environment, students are not active participants, 

and the temporal limitations are perceived as part of the reasons. In the case of 

MSUFA, the temporal limitations mostly revolve around the limited time of critique 

situations, and the negative effects these limited times have on prolonged discussions 

on all the project material in hand with the active participation of all teachers and 

students. An online supplement could provide temporal flexibility, where design 

discussions could be carried out on more project material and with more active 

participation of students. 

Archival Limitations (Record Keeping) 

Keeping Records – Students’ Project Processes and Keeping Records – Critiques 

Exchanged: The issues and problems in terms of keeping records of studio material 

revolve around archiving the students’ processes and the critique exchanges. The 

department has a system of archiving students’ processes and the critiques exchanged 

during the studio hours. This system depends on the performances of both students 

and project assistants. The project process of each student is recorded by project 

assistants during the critique sessions in each studio class. These records are kept in 

students’ personal folders throughout their education. Even though, the system works 

in many ways, the archival limitation here is suggested to be under two main topics: 

the archive is recorded by the project assistant only and the records are not accessible 

to everyone at any time. It is suggested that if such a regular and orderly archive was 
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kept by various teachers and students in a platform accessible by everyone at any 

time, it would create the rich sharing necessary for the design process, as discussed 

in previous chapters. In addition, the interviewees said that they record their 

critiques, verbally and/or visually, on the students’ project material during desk 

critiques. Such a record of critiques being very useful for the student her/himself, 

there is again the limitation of it not being accessible to other students. It was 

mentioned by the interviewees that some critique sessions take longer than others, 

and that the students learn from the critiques given to each other. In such a scenario, 

the critiques which students listen to during the desk critiques are recorded on 

another students’ project work and may not be accessible to them again. To 

conclude, it is suggested that the department has a system of archiving students’ 

processes and the critique exchanges. Nevertheless, this system lacks the multiple 

points of view in the archived material, and also the accessibility of the records by 

anyone at any time. It is proposed here that these shortcomings can be addressed by 

an online social network, where the records are authored and accessed by all. 

Relational Limitations (Social Connectivity) 

On the basis of the statements by the interviewees, the limitations in terms of the 

social connectivity between teachers and students revolve within the context of 

single project studios, and all the project studio courses together. 

Social Connectivity within Single Project Studios: According to the interviews, the 

connectivity between students and their projects can be limited. Students may be 

working on their own presentations while others are presenting, and may not 

comment on each other’s projects because of limited time, and thus not exchange 

ideas. Some students prefer not to present in from of other students, which could 

block out all connectivity between students and their ideas and projects. There is 

only one teacher in each project studio, which limits the reflection between teachers, 

which is suggested by literature to be vital in design studio education (Goldschmidt 

et al., 2010). 

Social Connectivity among All Project Studios: The interviews show that the project 

studios in the department are centred around the project teacher, the project assistant 

when possible, and the students taking the course. The project groups work as 

enclosed entities, and there is no systemtatical connection between them. Teachers 
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do not know the processes of students in other project groups. Students may work 

with students in other groups, but they choose whom they work with and how much 

they know about each other’s process. It was made clear by the interviewees that 

there is little connection between different project groups. Such enclosed project 

groups lack the richness of multiple points of view, and the chance encounters, which 

are crucial in design process. An online network platform joining different project 

classes could be a way of addressing these limitations. However, the implementation 

in MSUFA was only conducted in one project studio course. Therefore, the relational 

limitations between different project studios cannot be addressed in the second cycle 

of the implementations. 

Hierarchical Limitations (Social Roles) 

Hierarchical limitations in the department are rooted in the set and strict social roles 

of teachers and students, which are emphasised more by the strong traditional 

processes. According to the interviews, the project studio system is based on a 

single-directional critique exchange, where the teacher is the provider of design 

knowledge and the students are its receivers. Such a tendency inhibits the active 

participation of students in critique exchanges. In this regard, teachers hold their 

strict roles as traditional teachers, and students as traditional students. On the 

contrary, in terms of sharing their project ideas, students seem to act like professional 

designers more than students. They may not be willing to share their project 

processes with each other to prevent other students copying their ideas, a view, 

which is tolerated by the teachers. In both situations, the sharing of multiples ideas 

and multiple project processes by teachers and students is discouraged by the set 

social roles. However, it was discussed by one of the interviewees that the project-

free, friendly, casual relationships among teachers and students proved to have very 

positive effects in students’ projects. It is suggested that an online social network 

environment with a relatively casual social atmosphere may encourage students to 

share more of their project works, ideas and critiques. 

5.5 Structure of the Analysis 

The issues and problems stated by the interviewees; i.e. teachers and students in ITU 

and teachers in MSUFA; in relation to the reflective interactions and 

communications within the critique situations of the studio courses of the two 
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individual departments refer to 5 major limitations in ITU and 4 limitations in 

MSUFA. These limitations constitute the analysis of the second and the third cycles 

of the implementation. The aim of the implementation is to test, whether and how, 

the uses of the Facebook group in individual studio courses address these limitations. 

Therefore, the findings of the implementation, which consist of the actual uses of the 

Facebook groups, answers to the questionnaires and the interviews are analysed on 

the basis of these limitations. Below is the detailed structure of the analysis in 

relation to the limitations identified. It involves the already introduced aspects of 

each limitation, together with how Facebook group is aimed to address the limitation. 

As the first step of structuring the analysis, different types of acitivites – i.e. posts – 

by teachers and students in the group pages are defined and classified. These 

definitions and classifications are based on the tools and features of the site, which 

are used, and the functions and purposes, which these tools and features serve. There 

are three main categories, under which all posts fall: the critique-posts, the project-

posts and the non-critique posts. The critique-posts are defined as any reflective 

interaction performed by teachers and students (1) on the subject of the given 

assignment in general, (2) on the student projects, or (3) on the critiques themselves 

already made on the given assignment or the student projects. The project posts are 

any project material posted by students, i.e. students’ works on their personal 

projects. The non-critique posts are all the other interactions and communication 

about studio or non-studio matters, such as announcements, questions, casual talks, 

small talks. Where there is a question in determining whether a post is a critique or 

not, Uluoğlu’s (2000; 1996) classification of the “representational forms” or 

“moulds” of studio critiques are taken as reference. As discussed in the previous 

chapters, Uluoğlu (2000; 1996) defines 14 moulds of studio critiques, which are 

“interpretation, coaching, questions, demonstration, description, completions, 

examples, reminders, positive evaluation, analogies, problem statement, scenarios, 

conflict statement, and finally, negative evaluation”. Below is the classification and 

definition of the types of posts by teachers and students in the Facebook groups. 

Verbal Critique Posts: These are the reflective written posts and written comments 

made by teachers and students about the assignment brief, student projects, or the 

critiques made. They include both the written posts made directly on the group wall, 

and the written comments made under existing posts. 



131 

Image Critique Posts: Image critique posts are the photos posted by teachers and 

students in order to reflect on the assignment brief, student projects, or the critiques 

made. They include both the photo posts made directly on the group wall, or the 

photos posted under existing posts. 

Video Critique Posts: Video critique posts are the videos posted by teachers and 

students in relation to the project assignment, the student projects or the critiques 

made. They are the posts where a video is directly posted on the group page or under 

existing posts. Video links, such as YouTube links, are not included in the Video 

Critique Posts. 

Link Critique Posts: Link critique posts are defined as the posts, where teachers and 

students share links with related information such as examples, relevant webpages, 

etc. All links posted in the group, including webpages, YouTube or other video links, 

and any other online (or offline) addresses are all referred to as Link Critique Posts. 

Project Image Posts: These are the single still image posts, i.e. photo posts, made by 

students, which are part of the students’ works on their projects. 

Project Image Folder Posts: These are the image folder posts, i.e. photo albums posts, 

made by students, which consist of the still images of the students’ works on their 

projects. 

Project Video Posts: These are the video posts made by students, which are part of 

the students’ works on their projects. 

Verbal Non-Critique Posts: These are the written posts by teachers and students, 

either on the group page or under existing posts, which are not reflections on the 

brief, students’ works, or the existing critiques; but announcements and other similar 

comments on the course process or on any other subject. 

Image Non-Critique Posts: These are the photo posts by teachers and students, either 

on the group page or under existing posts, which are not reflections on the brief, 

students’ works, or the existing critiques; but other still image metarials related to the 

course process or any other subject. 

Doc Posts: The doc posts are the verbal documents posted on the group page using 

the Doc feature in Facebook groups, including the assignment briefs, or other written 

documents about the course or any other subject. 
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Event Posts: Event posts are the invitations created using the Event feature of the 

groups, in order to mark the course events such as juries, and any other event. 

In addition, the critique and non-critique threads are identified individually. A 

critique thread is a group of posts, which consists of any kind of critique posts and/or 

project posts (as defined above) on which the critiques are made. Any critique posts 

and the comments on it constitute a critique thread. A thread, which starts with a 

students’ project work and goes on with critiques made on it is defined as a critique 

thread, too. A non-critique thread is a group of posts, which includes any kind of 

non-critique posts, as explained above. These 11 individual types of posts, and 2 

types of threads, are identified and analysed in the Facebook groups used in the 

studio courses in ITU, in terms of the 5 limitations specific to that department. 

Similarly, they are identified and analysed in the Facebook group used in MSUFA, 

on the basis of the 4 limitations specific to the studio courses in that department. 

Below is the structure of content analysis built under each limitation, including the 

designation of the analysis questions, populations, sampling units, recording units 

and variables. First of all, the population in the content analysis within all limitations 

is the specific type of studio course of each department. In other words, in the 

content analysis of the Facebook group used in the 3rd year studio course in ITU, the 

population is all the 3rd year studio courses in ITU. In the content analysis of the 

Facebook group used in the 4th year studio course in ITU, the population is all the 4th 

year studio courses in that department. Finally, in the content analysis of the 

Facebook group used in the vertical project studio course in MSUFA, the population 

is all the vertical project studio courses given in the department. Consequently, the 

units of sampling are the Facebook groups, which are used within the processes of 

these specific studio courses. 

Temporal Flexibility to Address Temporal Limitations: A platform of temporal 

flexibility; where all teachers, students, their works and ideas, are connected and 

accessible to each other for reflective interactions and communications, 24 hours a 

day, 7 days a week. 

Under this topic, the content analysis of each type of post aims at finding out if the 

Facebook group was used for its temporal flexibility. As discussed in the previous 

section, there are two aspects identified under temporal limitations. Each aspect 
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holds its own designations of terms of content analysis, which are explained below in 

detail. 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: 

This aspect of temporal limitations investigates if the Facebook group was used 

within flexible times of day and week, in other words outside studio hours. The 

questions, on which the analysis is based, are “Was the Facebook group used by 

teachers and students outside studio hours? For which purposes was the group used 

by teachers and students outside studio hours? What was the frequency and/or 

patterns of the use of the group by teachers and students outside studio hours?”. On 

the basis of this question, the content of the Facebook group pages are analysed in 

terms of the times of activities by teachers and students to see if and for what reasons 

the groups were used outside studio hours. In order to analyse the content of the 

Facebook groups in terms of the type of activities executed during certain intervals of 

time, definition and categorisation of these time intervals are necessary. The 

definitions of the time intervals constitute the variables of the content analysis. The 

recording unit under this aspect of temporal limitations is each post by any member 

of the group. Each recording unit, in other words post, is analysed on the basis of its 

recorded date and time, in order to see if temporal flexibility was used for that 

specific post. Below is the explanation of such categorisation, where the temporal 

dimension is fragmented on the basis of intervals, namely the hours of the day and 

days of the week. 

Studio Days: These are the days when the studio classes are held. They include both 

the regular studio class days and the jury and/or project submission days. 

Studio Hours: Studio hours in studio days are the official hours in which the studio 

classes are held. 

Working Hours: Working hours in studio days are the official working hours except 

the studio hours. Normally, studio hours are within the working hours. However, as 

studio hours are a special interval of time within the context of study, they are treated 

separately. Thus, within the studio days, the working hours are defined as; “All 

Working Hours – Studio Hours = Working Hours”. 
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Non-Working Hours: Non-working hours in studio days are the hours outside studio 

and working hours; “All Hours – (All Working Hours + Studio Hours) = Non-

Working Hours” 

Non-Studio Weekdays: These are the working days during the week, where no studio 

classes or juries and/or submissions are held. 

Working Hours: The working hours include all official working hours of a working 

day. As there are no studio classes held in these days there is no need to distinguish 

between the studio and working days. 

Non-Working Hours: These are all the hours outside the offocial working hours of 

the day. 

Weekends: They are weekend days. The hours are not categorised because all hours 

during the weekends are non-working hours.” 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: 

Under this aspect, the analysis focuses on the limited time intervals of different 

critique situations; and if the Facebook group was used for its temporal flexibility to 

exchange critiques outside these time intervals. The questions of analysis specific to 

this aspect are “Was the Facebook group used by teachers and students to exchange 

critiques outside the given critique durations in desk, wall and jury critique 

situations, in order to have flexible critique sessions extended over time? For which 

critique situations was the temporal flexibility of the group used?” In order to address 

this question, each critique thread is analysed in terms of the comparative dates and 

times of the posts it includes. If the posts in the critique thread are made within the 

time interval of the critique situation they belong to, then temporal flexibility of the 

group is not made use of. If any of the posts in a critique thread is made outside the 

time interval of the critique situation, then the temporal flexibility if used wihin that 

thread. The recording unit under this topic is each critique thread. The variables are 

the specific time intervals of different critique situations within individual studio 

courses where Facebook groups were used. In other words, the desk critique, wall 

critique, jury critique sitautions in each studio course are identified, their time 

intervals are indicated, and the recording units are analysed in terms of these specific 

time intervals. The general critique situations are not included in the analysis, as they 

are by definition without temporal limitations. 
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Virtual Space to Address Physical (Spatial) Limitations: A mutual virtual space; 

where students can represent their project processes, and their designer identities to 

teachers and other students, and where teachers can share ideas and material with a 

group of or all the students without the limitations of the physical studio space. 

Here, the content analysis focuses on the virtual physical space created within the 

Facebook groups. The aim is to find out if these spaces functioned to address the two 

aspects of the physical limitations in the studio courses, as explained in the previous 

section. 

Physical Features of and Facilities in Studio Classrooms: 

This aspect investigates if students were able to create their own personal virtual 

spaces, which represented their project processes and designer identities, while using 

the Facebook groups. The question of analysis in relation to this aspect is; “Was the 

Facebook group used as a virtual space by students to present their project processes 

and represent their designer identities, functioning as the students’ personal studio 

areas?” The content of the Facebook group pages are analysed in order to find out if 

a virtual space for each individual student was formed, including information about 

the student and her/his project process from start to end. The project process from 

end to start includes all the submission material by any students, and any additional 

project work such as sketches etc. The designer identity of a student is described as 

any personal information about the student, such as interests, moods, etc (Cross, 

2011). In terms of the project process, the recording units are the collection of project 

materials posted by each student, separately. The variable is each student. All project 

posts are classified on the basis of each student, and the project material under each 

student is classified to understand if the project process of any given student is 

recorded in the virtual space of the group. In addition, in terms of the designer 

identities of the students, the recording unit is the personal information available 

about each student in her/his profile. The variable is each student. The Facebook 

groups do not provide profile pages for members, so the information about each 

member is limited to the content in the members page. Such information include 

their profile names, profile pictures, and their background information; i.e. 

affiliations. 
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Physical Space vs Virtual Space 

In this topic, the focus is on the use of the virtual physical space of the groups to 

share visual and verbal content, which is difficult to share with all the people in the 

studio class at the same time. The question of analysis is “Was the Facebook group 

used as a virtual space by teachers and students to share their ideas, exemplary 

material, and other information addressing all students and teachers?” The group 

pages are analysed in terms of the collective interactions and communications by 

teachers and students to share ideas and material with all the studio people. The 

recording unit is each post in the group wall. The variable is the addressee of each 

post; the aim is to identify the posts that address all the students and teachers. The 

variable is applied to each post in the group to find out if the post is addressing all 

the people in the studio. 

Online Record Keeping to Address Archival Limitations: A collective online 

archive; where regular records of students’ project processes, critique exchanges 

among teachers and students, and also the studio course processes are kept. 

The third limitation focuses on the archival properties of the Facebook groups and if 

they function to keep records of the studio processes. Content analysis is aimed at 

finding out if there are records of three types kept in the groups, as discussed below. 

Keeping Records of Students’ Project Processes: 

The first aspect focuses on keeping record of the project processes of students; i.e. 

their project works from start to end. The analysis aims to find out what project 

material was recorded by which students. The questions of analysis are “Was the 

Facebook group used as an online archive of students’ project processes? Which 

parts of the project processes were kept of which students?”. In order to analyse if 

regular records of students’ project processes are kept, the individual project process 

of each student is tracked down, from the early stages of research to the final 

submissions. The aim is to find out how much process of how many students is kept 

in the group page, by the regular use of the group. Here again, the recording units are 

the project posts by students. The variable is each student. The project posts are 

classified under each student to find out how much process is kept in the group page 

under each student. 

 



137 

Keeping Records of Critique Exchanges: 

The focus of content analysis here is to find out if the critique exchanges were 

recorded in the group page. The analysis investigates what kind of critiques was 

recorded by which teachers and students in what critique situations or contexts. The 

questions of analysis are “Was the Facebook group used as an online archive of 

critique exchanges among teachers and students? Which type of critiques were 

recorded by teachers and students in which critique situations?” In order to track the 

records of critiques by teachers and students, the critiques are classified in terms of 

the person who posted them, and the critique situation, which they were posted 

within, such as desk, wall, jury and general critique situations. The recording units 

are all the critique posts, including verbal, image, video, etc. The variables are the 

person who posted the critique, and also, the critique situation in which the critiques 

were posted. 

Keeping Records of Studio Course Processes: 

The archives of the studio course processes in the group pages are the focus of the 

third aspect. The analysis is based on the record keeping properties of Facebook 

groups in terms of course material, such as briefs, visual and verbal announcements, 

and other course related non-critique content. The questions of analysis are “Was the 

Facebook group used as an online archive of studio course processes? Which type of 

course related non-critique material were kept in the group page, and by who?” The 

records of studio course processes are analysed by finding out which course 

materials were documented in the group pages, such as project briefs, assessment 

criteria, grading, and announcements about the studio processes by teachers and 

students. As it is difficult to make an a priori classification of the studio process 

material, any post other than students’ project works, critiques and the completely 

irrelevant content, such as jokes, by teachers and students is classified as the studio 

course process record. The recording units are all the posts by teachers and students. 

The variables are the course-related content except project works and the citiques 

exchanged. 

Social Connectivity to Address Relational Limitations: 

A network platform of social connectivity, where all teachers and students – and 

their works, ideas, reflections – are directly visible and accessible to each other. 



138 

The connections between teachers and students, among teachers and among students 

are analysed under this topic. The Facebook group being an online network 

automatically connects its members to each other under the roof of the group page. 

Here, the one-to-one connections constructed by teachers and students by being in 

the same critique or non-critique threads are taken into account. In Facebook groups 

when a member joins a thread, all other members who are within the same thread are 

notified by e-mail, automatically. Thus being in the same thread makes the 

connections between the participant members visible both to themselves and to other 

members, who are not in that thread, too. The focus is how connected teachers, 

students and the material they share are in the group page, in order to address the 

connectivity issues. Content analysis is aimed at finding out the connections created 

in the group, on the basis of the three aspects. 

Social Connectivity among Teachers and Students: 

The connections between teachers and students are scrutinised to find out which 

teachers got connected to which students how many times, and also, in which type of 

threads. The questions asked during the analysis are “Was the Facebook group used 

as a network where all teachers and students – their works, ideas, reflections – are 

directly connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to which students? 

How many times did they get connected in which type of threads?” The critique and 

non-critique threads, where teachers and students got connected are identified and 

analysed. The social connectivity in the critique exchanges in the group page are 

anaylsed in terms of teachers and students being in the same critique thread, either 

with their project work, in the case of students; or with their verbal critiques or likes; 

in the case of both teachers and students. The connectivity in the non-critique 

exchanges are analysed in terms of teachers and students being in the same kind of 

thread, again by any type of posts they add to the thread. The recording units are all 

the critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one person are involved. 

The variable is the involvement of at least 1 teacher and 1 student in the thread. 

Social Connectivity among Teachers: 

Here, the direct connections between teachers are analysed. The questions of analysis 

are “Was the Facebook group used as a network where all teachers – their ideas, 

reflections – are directly connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to 
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which teachers? How many times did they get connected in which type of threads?” 

The recording unit is the critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person is involved. The variable is the involvement of at least 2 teachers. 

Social Connectivity among Students: 

Finally, the third topic in relational limitations focuses on the direct connections 

made between teachers. The analysis investigates the direct connections of each 

student to all other students in the group, separately. The questions asked in the 

analysis process are “Was the Facebook group used as a network where all students – 

their works, ideas, reflections – are directly connected to each other? Which students 

got connected to which students? How many times did they get connected in which 

type of threads?”. The direct connections between students by being in the same 

critique and non-critique threads are analysed. Here, the recording units are all the 

critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one person are involved. The 

variable is the involvement of at least 2 students. 

Uniform Social Roles to Address Hierarchical Limitations: 

A social setting of uniform, equal social roles; where teachers and students become 

users employing the same features and functions to share their works and ideas. 

The set social roles, which can become obstacles in some learning and teaching 

processes, are aimed to be addressed by the use of the Facebook groups. The analysis 

investigates two aspects of these roles on the basis of two characteristics of the studio 

space as a social setting: the classroom and regular social environment. 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students: 

The studio as a classroom, and the people in the classroom being teachers and 

students may stop some of the reflective interactions and communications necessary 

for design learning and teaching from occuring. The analysis is aimed to find out if 

the roles of being a “teacher” and a “student” were broken throughout the use of the 

group. The question of analysis in relation to this topic is “Was the Facebook group 

used as a social setting of uniform social roles, where the roles of teacher and student 

were less rigid?”. In order to analyse whether the Facebook group provided a social 

environment, where the studio is less a classroom, and the roles of teachers and 

students are less rigid, four topics are scrutinised. First of all, the obligatory and 

voluntary uses by students are listed. The obligatory use of the group refers to all the 
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submitted project material by the students for the formal submissions and juries. 

Students were required to submit their project work in the group for the sketch 

problem submission and the preliminary and final juries. It is suggested here that, the 

students, who have submitted their work only as such, i.e. only for the obligatory 

submissions, used the group only as students without breaking their student “roles”. 

The rest of the activities by students in the group, namely critiques, non-critiques and 

likes, are considered as voluntary activities, which the students performed outside 

their students roles. Therefore, it is proposed that these posts represent the activities, 

where students’ broke their roles as students and performed as equal “users”. Second 

aspect includes the posts, where students comment on teachers’, and also on other 

students’, critiques and non-critique activities. It is suggested that students, by 

verbalising their opinions on teachers’ and students’ ideas and other course-related 

activities, break their defined student roles and actively participate in the design 

discussions on the projects, and also, in the operational matters within the studio 

course process. Third, the clues in the group use and the survey answers are 

scrutinised to find out if the group provided a casual social atmosphere, where 

teachers and students broke their roles and got into informal, casual interactions 

among themselves. Finally, teachers’ reflection on theirs and on other teachers’ 

critiques are analysed. Here, teachers’ reflection on their own critiques were analysed 

through the questionnaire answers. Their reflection other teachers’ critiques were 

analysed by the direct connection teachers had in critique threads. The recording 

units, in the obligatory-voluntary topic, are all posts by students. The variable is all 

student posts except the required project work submissions. The recording units, in 

the students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ posts, are all posts by 

students. The variable is all critiques and comments made by students on posts and 

activities of teachers and other students. The recording units in the informal, casual 

interactions are all the posts by teachers and students. The variable is the posts in 

which informal, casual content is shared by teachers and/or students. The recording 

units in teacher’s reflection are the critique threads where there is more than one 

person involved. The variable is the involvement of more than one teacher. 

Studio as a Regular Social Setting of People: 

Similar to all regular social settings, teachers and students in the studio classroom 

have their preferences in their social relationhips with other teachers and other 
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students. They have their most favourite and least favourite members of the social 

group of the class, they choose to get into interaction with some people and they do 

not prefer to communicate with others (Ashton and Durling, 2000). One of the aims 

of using the Facebook group to supplement the social interaction and communication 

processes in the studio course is to observe, whether such an online network can 

create neutral, uniform bonds between its members. The analysis under this topic 

investigates, how connected each member was to other members within the network. 

The questions of analysis in relation to this topic are “Was the Facebook group used 

as a neutral social setting of uniform social connections, where relationships and 

bonds were created among everyone? How connected each member was to other 

members within the network?” The process of content analysis starts with focusing 

on each member, individually, and listing all the direct connections each member has 

with any other member, regardless of the type of thread the connections are made. 

The recording unit is any thread in the group. The variable is the direct connections 

made in the threads, on the basis of each member. The direct connections are listed 

under each member, separately. 

5.5.1 Limitations in the application of the analysis 

A number of limitations were faced in the application of content analysis on the 

Facebook groups. First of all, it was observed that, though rarely, the recorded times 

of Facebook posts might show variations in different times of analysis. The dates and 

times of the posts in the groups were written down and recorded by screenshots 

several times, and sometimes such changes were encountered. When these changes 

were observed the most accurate time records were taken as the actual time of the 

post, by comparing the previous recordings and also by comparing with the times of 

other posts, which remained constant. Secondly, some of the teachers and students 

left the groups shortly after the implementation periods were over. Among those, 

some left the group but still had their Facebook accounts, and some had started a 

Facebook account for the implementation, so they left Facebook when the 

implementation ended. Some of these teachers and students remained in the members 

page as inactive members, and some completely disappeared from the members list. 

The posts of some of them remained and some disappeared. Throughout the course 

of content analysis such changes were observed, too. Thirdly, two details about the 

project image folder created issues during the analysis. In Facebook groups, when a 
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photo album is created, it is registered and recorded in the group wall page 

automatically, by the date, hour and the information of the member of the group 

creating the album. However, when images are added later into the same album, 

these additions are not streamed and recorded in the group wall. In addition, inside 

the album, the images are registered only by the date and the information of the 

member adding the images, and not the hour when the images are added to the 

album. The only way these later added images are registered in the newsfeed on the 

group wall by the complete information of date, hour and member is when somebody 

makes a comment on those images. Thus, when analysing the posts and activities 

related to the project image folders in temporal terms, the records on the group wall 

are counted, as the posts and activities on the project image folders, by students. 

Another note should be added, in relation to the members creating photo albums and 

later updating the albums by adding images to them. In project image folder posts, 

there were many incidents, where one student posted images in a folder under the 

name of another student, on behalf of the latter one; e.g student X added project 

images by student Y to the project image folder under the name of student Y. From a 

temporal point of view, these incidents show, that student Y made her/his project 

images at that moment, and wanted to post them at that moment, but did not log into 

her/his Facebook account; instead s/he asked student X to post those images on 

student X’s account. Because temporarily, these incidents show the time student Y 

was ready to post her/his images – and also the time s/he had them posted - these 

activities of student X were recorded and added as students Y’s posts and activities. 

5.6 The Third Cycle: Final Studio in ITU on Facebook 

The third, and the final, cycle of the implementation in this study was conducted in 

the Spring Semester of 2011-2012 Academic year in the Department of Industrial 

Product Design in ITU. The implementation site was the 3rd year EUT 311/312E/411 

Product Design studio course. A secret Facebook group was used in the first half of 

the semester, during the first project assignment. The third cycle was inititated on the 

basis of the findings of the second cycle. First of all, as discussed in the previous 

section, the analysis of the interviews held with the staff members and students of 

each department revealed five major limitations in ITU – temporal, physical, 

archival, relational, hierarchical – in terms of the reflective interactions and 
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communications in the studio processes. The main focus of the third cycle was set to 

be these specific limitations. Teachers and students were handed out one set of 

questionnaires at the end of the semester and asked questions directly related to the 

limitations identified. The answers to these questionnaires are discussed in Chapter 8. 

Secondly, the technological equipment, which was ordered during the second cycle, 

to enhance the technological infrastructure in the studio classrooms in ITU, arrived in 

the department after the second cycle ended. A studio classroom, which was 

enhanced with new technological equipment – the over-head projector, the projection 

board, and the sound system – is tested in the third cycle of the implementation. 

Finally, the Facebook group was not used to supplement the reflective interactions 

and communications in the vertical studio in MSUFA. The department was not 

included in the next cycle of the implementation. The details and the findings of the 

third cycle are discussed in detail, in the relevant chapter. 
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6. THE FIRST CYCLE 

In this chapter, the first cycle, the pilot stage of the implementation, held in Istanbul 

Technical University in 2010-2011 Autumn Semester, is discussed in detail. Firstly, 

the implementation site EUT 492 Graduation Project design studio course is 

introduced, followed by information on the social network platform used in this 

cycle. Further on, the analysis is made of the use of the social network site 

throughout the semester, accompanied with the surveys with teachers and students, 

and also, the observations by the researcher. The analysis of the site is structured on 

the basis of the tools and features of the network platform, and how they were used 

by teachers and students for studio process. Finally, the results are discussed to 

gather data for the next cycle. 

6.1 ITU 2010-2011 Autumn EUT 492 Graduation Project Studio Course 

The first cycle of the implementation, the pilot stage, constitutes of the use of a 

custom-made social network site by the teachers, jury members and the students of 

the fourth year Graduation Project Design Studio Course held in 2010-2011 Autumn 

Semester at the Department of Industrial Product Design in Istanbul Technical 

University (ITU). This specific studio course was selected for the pilot stage for a 

number of reasons. First of all, it was an irregular design studio class taken by eight 

irregular graduating students, offering a more manageable smaller scale version of 

the latter cycles. Secondly, the design studio course was held in the same department, 

where the PhD study was conducted, and the supervisor of the PhD thesis was one of 

the teachers of the selected studio course; offering a more accessible social 

environment. Thirdly, teachers and students of this studio course were already 

looking for an online means of communication. The course being held as a typical 

graduation project studio course, teachers and students of the course were not 

meeting every week but only in core, preliminary and final juries. The jury members 

were joining the studio process only in preliminary and final juries. In 2010-2011 

Autumn semester of ITU, the classes started on the 20th of September 2010. The first 
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class of the EUT 492 Studio Course was held on the 22nd of September. There were 8 

students and 3 studio teachers in the course. One of the students joined the site but 

later withdrew from the course. 6 teachers in the department were entitled as jury 

members, joining the course process in preliminary and final juries. Teachers and 

students met periodically on jury days throughout the semester. Jury members joined 

in the preliminary juries and the final jury. 2 core juries, 3 preliminary juries and a 

final jury were held. 

Table 6.1 : Schedule of 2010-2011 Autumn EUT 492 Graduation Project. 
Studio Situation Date Time 
1st Core Jury 29th of September 2010 09:30-12:30 
1st Preliminary Jury 20th of October 2010 09:30-12:30 
2nd Preliminary Jury 10th of November 2010 09:30-12:30 
3rd Preliminary Jury 1st of December 2010 09:30-12:30 
2nd Core Jury 22nd of December 2010 09:30-12:30 
Final Jury 26th of January 2011 09:30-12:30 

The Social Network Site: 

In the pilot stage, an enclosed, protected social network space was preferred, as 

projects of students, and also, the ideas and comments of teachers, jury members and 

students were going to be stored there. In such a new online environment for studio 

course content, it was important that all studio people felt secure enough to share 

their works and ideas. Therefore, instead of a publicly used social network site, a 

custom, private social network environment was selected. The custom social network 

site was created on the free-plan of SocialGO, a popular web service launched in 

February 2009 for “building social websites” in many different areas and themes 

such as business/professional, leisure, education. Then, SocialGO was one of the 

most commonly used online services for creating custom-made social network sites 

(Stevens, 2010; Ayling, 2010). Unlike the paid plans of Ning – one of the earliest 

and most popular online services for creating custom social network sites – it offered 

free-plans for building social platforms in September 2010, when the first cycle was 

initiated (Alexa, 2010; Ning, 2010; Stevens, 2010). For this stage, a free, simple, 

basic and easy-to-use social network site was preferred, therefore, as an alternative to 

Ning and other paid services, the service of the popular SocialGO was selected. The 

free SocialGO templates for social websites offered the basic tools and features of 

social network sites, which are profiles, friends lists, public commenting tools, 

stream-based updates. Finally, the site had a fully interactive help desk, which was a 

very important feature, and was used in many occassions during the implementation. 
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The basic plan of SocialGO housed the social network environment necessary, where 

one could create personal profile pages, become friends, send each other messages, 

form groups and forums, start events, organise privacy settings, follow post streams, 

etc. It was possible to upload photos, photo albums, videos and sound files, on which 

friends could post comments. Users could create blog pages, and keep an archive of 

all activities on their walls in their profile pages. The site was launched on the 1st of 

October. (For screenshots of the social network site, please see Appendix D.) 

Use of Tools and Features by Teachers and Students: 

The social network site structure was based on a common home page, where the 

latest activities by members were streamed in chronological order. In addition there 

were users’ profile pages, where their personal activities were recorded, again, 

chronologically. The photos and videos, which were uploaded by members could be 

viewed in their individual folders, respectively. In addition, there were groups, 

events, blogs, a forum and a magazine. Below is the detailed discussion of the use of 

the tools and features by teachers and students, in the studio process. 

Membership: For teachers, jury members and students to become members of the 

site, the researcher – as the admin of the site – invited all of them to the site. It took 

16 days for all 3 studio teachers, and 8 days for all 8 students to join the network. 

The participating jury members were invited to the site after the 2nd preliminary jury. 

Table 6.2 : Membership of teachers, jury members and students to the site. 
Member Invited on Joined on 
T1 6th of October 11th of October 
T2 6th of October 12th of October 
T3 6th of October 22th of October 
S1 12th of October 12th of October 
S2, S3, S4 12th of October 15th of October 
S5, S6 12th of October 19th of October 
S7, S8 12th of October 20th of October 
J1 After 10th of November 1st of December 
J2 After 10th of November 2nd of December 
J3 After 10th of November 19th of December 

S5 withdrew from the course, during the semester, and thus has no activities recorded 

or no survey participation. All percentages of student acitivites are calculated over a 

total of 7 students. Upon joining, members of the network edited their name, gender, 

age and location on their profile, and started to use the site for the studio process. Out 

of the 7 students, 4 of them used their names and 3 used nicknames, which they later 

changed into their real names, for ease of communication. 



148 

Visual Project Material Upload: It was a course requirement for students to submit 

their project work in the site page for juries throughout the semester. The 

submissions were made using a variety of features and tools of the site, including 

creating “photo albums”, “blogs”, or by posting links, in their statuses or profile 

pages, to external links, where their works were uploaded. 4 students (57.143%) 

submitted their research material in the network site. S2 posted external links to 

her/his research files on the 30th of October on her/his status, and on the 12th of 

November, on her/his wall. S3 posted external link on her/his status, on the 30th 

October. S4 posted a link to her dropbox for her her/his research material on the 19th 

of October. S8 posted an external link in blog format, on the 25th of October. There 

were 5 external links in total uploaded by 4 students, all after the core jury date. The 

site was launched on the 1st of October, after the core jury date. However, the 

students were asked to upload their research material in the site page on the 19th of 

October 

Table 6.3 : Uploads by students for the 1st Core Jury (Research), 29th of September. 
 External Link 
S2 30th Oct, 12th Nov 
S3 30th Oct 
S4 19th Oct 
S8 25th Oct 

4 students (57.143%) uploaded their project work for the 1st preliminary jury. S1 

posted a photo album on the 20th of October. S2 posted external links to her/his 

project files on the 30th of October on her/his status, and on the 12th of November, on 

her/his wall. S/he also posted a blog on the 25th of January. Similarly, S6 posted a 

blog on the 23rd of January. S8 posted a photo album on the 25th of October and a 

blog, including a verbal critique on the 25th of November. In total, there were 2 photo 

albums, 3 blogs, 1 verbal critique and 2 external links uploaded by the 4 students for 

the 1st preliminary jury. 1 of the photo albums was uploaded on the jury date, and the 

rest of the project material was submitted on the days following the jury. 

Table 6.4 : Uploads by students for the 1st Preliminary Jury, 20th of October. 
 Photo Album Blog External Link Verbal Critique 
S1 20th Oct    
S2  25th Jan 30th Oct, 12th Nov  
S6  23rd Jan   
S8 25th Oct 25th Nov  25th Nov 
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5 students (71.429%) submitted their project work for the 2nd preliminary jury. S1 

posted a blog, with a verbal critique, on the 13th of November, and also another blog 

on the 25th of January. S2 posted a blog on the 12th of November, which included a 

verbal critiqueS4 posted a blog on the 26th of January. S6 posted two blog on the 23rd 

of January and another one on the 25th of January. Finally, S8 posted a photo album 

on the 10th of November, followed by a blog, and a verbal critique, on the 25th of 

November. The 5 students uploaded 1 photo album, 8 blogs and 3 verbal critique for 

this jury. Again, except 1 photo album, all project material was submitted after the 

jury. 

Table 6.5 : Uploads by students for the 2nd Preliminary Jury, 10th of November. 
 Photo Album Blog Verbal Critique 
S1  13th Nov, 25th Jan 13th Nov 
S2  12th Nov 12th Nov 
S4  26th Jan  
S6  2 x 23rd Jan, 25th Jan  
S8 10th Nov 25th Nov 25th Nov 

6 students (85.714%) submitted their project material for the 3rd preliminary jury. S1 

and S3 both posted a blog each on the 23rd of December. S2 posted a blog and a 

verbal critique on the 5th of December. S4 and S6 posted a blog each on the 26th and 

23rd of January, respectively. Finally, S8 posted a blog and a verbal critique on the 

20th of December. There were 6 blogs and 2 verbal critiques uploaded by the 6 

students; all after the jury date. 

Table 6.6 : Uploads by students for the 3rd Preliminary Jury, 1st of December. 
 Blog Verbal Critique 
S1 23rd Dec  
S2 5th Dec 5th Dec 
S3 23rd Dec  
S4 26th Jan  
S6 23rd Jan  
S8 20th Dec 20th Dec 

4 students (57.143%) uploaded their project work for the 2nd core jury. S1 uploaded 

photos on the 21st of December. S3 and S4 posted a blog each, on the 23rd of 

December and 26th of January, respectively. S8 updated her/his photo album, and 

also posted a blog and a verbal critique, all on the 20th of December. The 4 students 

uploaded 2 photo albums, 3 blogs and 1 verbal critique for the 2nd core jury. Both 

photo albums, 1 blog and the verbal critique were uploaded before the jury; while the 

rest of the material was submitted afterwards. 
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Table 6.7 : Uploads by students for the 2nd Core Jury, 22nd of December. 
 Photo Album Blog Verbal Critique 
S1 21st Dec   
S3  23rd Dec  
S4  26th Jan  
S8 20th Dec 20th Dec 20th Dec 

Finally, 5 students (71.429%) submitted their project material for the final jury. S1 

uploaded a blog and a video on the 26th of January. S2 and S6 uploaded a blog each 

on the 25th of January, while S4 uploaded a blog on the 26th of January. S8 uploaded 

a photo album and a blog, bith on the 24th of January. All the project material by all 5 

students was submitted before or on the jury date. 

Table 6.8 : Uploads by students for the Final Jury, 26th of January. 
 Photo Album Blog Video 
S1  26th Jan 26th Jan 
S2  25th Jan  
S4  26th Jan  
S6  25th Jan  
S8 24th Jan 24th Jan  

There were a total of 46 project posts, of all types, in the site uploaded by 6 of the 7 

students (85.714%). 1 student (14.286%) – S8 – submitted her/his project material 

for all 6 juries. 3 students – S1, S2, S4 – uploaded project works for 5 of the 6 juries. 

S6 (14.286%) submitted project material for 4 juries; while S3 (14.286%) uploaded 

project work for 3 of the juries. S7 (14.286%) did not make any submissions in the 

network site. The most number of uploads were made on the 2nd preliminary jury, 

with 12 of the total of 46 submissions (26.087%). 8 uploads (17.391%) were made 

for both 1st and 3rd preliminary juries. 7 uploads (15.217%) were recorded for the 

final jury; 6 (13.044%) for the 2nd core jury; and finally 5 (10.870%) were made for 

he 1st core jury.  

Table 6.9 : Posts by all students in all juries. 
 S1 S2 S3 S4 S6 S8 Total 
1st Core Jury  2 1 1  1 5 
1st Pre Jury 1 3   1 3 8 
2nd Pre Jury 3 2  1 3 3 12 
3rd Pre Jury 1 2 1 1 1 2 8 
2nd Core Jury 1  1 1  3 6 
Final Jury 2 1  1 1 2 7 
Total 8 10 3 5 6 14 46 

In the 1st core jury, students had difficulty uploading their project material in the site, 

while they were getting used to the tools of the network platform. They tended to use 

the photo album and blog tools – with verbal explanations – the most, as the semester 
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progressed. At the end of the semester, teachers and students agreed that the most 

convenient format for submissions was blogs, as students could upload their visuals 

with verbal explanations, in a linear presentations form.  

Table 6.10 : All types of uploads in all juries. 
 Photo Album Blog Video Verbal Critique External Link 
1st Core Jury     5/5 
1st Pre Jury 2/8 3/8  1/8 2/8 
2nd Pre Jury 1/12 8/12  3/12  
3rd Pre Jury  6/8  2/8  
2nd Core Jury 2/6 3/6  1/6  
Final Jury 1/7 5/7 1/7   

In the first 4 juries, most of the submissions were made after the jury day. Some 

students made their submission for these early juries very later in the semester, when 

the teachers asked the students to submit all their project material in the site. Though 

in the last 2 juries, students tended to upload their project material before or on the 

jury date. 

Table 6.11 : Timings of all types of uploads in all juries. 
 Before Jury Day On Jury Day After Jury Day 
1st Core Jury   5/5 
1st Pre Jury  1/8 7/8 
2nd Pre Jury  1/12 11/12 
3rd Pre Jury   8/8 
2nd Core Jury 4/6  2/6 
Final Jury 4/7 3/7  

Critique Exchange: There were 18 verbal critiques, 1 image critique and 1 link 

critique shared by 1 teacher (33.333%), 1 jury member (16.667%) and 1 student 

(14.286%) in the site. The first 2 critiques were posted in the site on the 3rd 

preliminary jury, when J1 exchanged 1 image critique (100% of the total 1) and 1 

verbal critique (5.556% of the total 18) with all the students. Later, on the 6th of 

December, which was a random date, S1 exchanged 1 link critique (100% of the total 

1) and 1 verbal critique (5.556% of the total 18) with all students and teachers. On 

the final jury date, T1 posted 1 verbal critique (5.556% of the total 18) on her/his 

status and it was not clear which students’ work it addressed. In addition, J1 posted 

15 verbal critiques (83.333%), 1 of which addressed all students, 13 addressed a total 

of 6 students; and 1 where it was not clear which students’ work was addressed. 
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Table 6.12 : Critique exchange by teachers, jury members and students. 
 S1 S3 S4 S6 S7 S8 S(?) All 
T1       VC (26th 

Jan) 
 

J1 2 x VC 
(26th Jan) 

2 x VC 
(26th Jan) 

2 x VC 
(26th Jan) 

2 x VC 
(26th Jan) 

VC 
(26thJan) 

4 x VC 
(26th Jan) 

VC (26th 
Jan) 

IC 
(1stDec), 
VC (1st 
Dec), VC 
(26th Jan) 

S1        LC (6th 
Dec), VC 
(6th Dec) 

Non-Critique Exchange: T1 posted 2 announcements on the 21st of October, 1 on the 

Japanese exhibition the students were involved and 1 on registration process. On the 

24th of October and also on the 21st of December, T1 posted an announcement, 

asking the students to upload their project process in the site in blog format, as a 

requirement of the course. S1, S2 and S4 posted messages to the researcher about 

uploading process on the 19th of October. S4 and S7 asked questions to everyone 

about the Japanese exhibition process, on the 28th of October. S8 asked questions on 

the 23rd and 25th of October, first about uploading and second about the Japanese 

exhibition, respectively. S/he also had a dialogue with the researcher about the 

upload process. In addition, S4 and S8 uploaded 1 photo each, of non-project and 

non-critique content, on the 19th and 21st of October, respectively. S4 changed her 

profile image on the 19th; S8 changed her status twice, on the 25th of October and the 

25th of November. 

Table 6.13 : Exchanges of non-critique content by teachers and students. 
 Announcements General Question Message to the 

Researcher 
Images Profile Updates 

T1 2x 21st Oct, 24th Oct, 
21st Dec 

    

S1   19th Oct   
S2   19th Oct   
S4  28th Oct 19th Oct 19th Oct 19th Oct 
S7  2 x 28th Oct    
S8  23rd Oct, 25th Oct 25th Oct 21st Oct 25th Oct, 25th Nov 

In addition, the researcher posted announcements in the site, to give information to 

teachers and students about the use, tools and features of the platform. On the 19th of 

October, she posted a welcome message to give information about how to manage 

memberships, friendships and uploads. On the 22nd of October, she posted another 

announcement on how to use of the site; and also posted the link to the currently 

showing film “The Social Network”, as relevant information. She also answered the 

one-to-one questions of students, which were addressed to her on the 19th of October 
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by S2 and S4, and on the 25th of October by S8, about the difficulties they were 

having in uploading. On the same day, she asked S1, what her/his actual name was, 

as her/his nickname gave little clues about it. 

Events: The events feature in a social network site functions both as a 

communication tool (announcing your attendance status) and also as a reminder 

(reminding you the event when the date approaches). 5 events were created by the 

researcher in the network for the core, preliminary and final juries. 3 out of 7 

students (42.857%) marked “attending” for the 1st preliminary jury, none marked 

(0%) it in the 2nd preliminary jury, 3 of them (42.857%) marked it in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, 6 of them (85.714%) marked it for the 2nd core jury, and finally 4 

students (57.143%) marked it in the final jury. None of the teachers or jury members 

marked attending for none of the jury events. One of the events created in the site 

played a role in the use of the site. Around the time of the 1st preliminary jury event 

in the network, the 20th of October, more students joined the site, they uploaded their 

files and started asking questions and communicating through the site (1 teacher and 

4 students joined the group between 19th to 22nd of October; most of the 

announcements and messages were exchanged within the same time interval, etc.). 

The rest of the recorded events in the network did not create a visible change in the 

activities on the site. 

Table 6.14 : List of events created, and students attending. 
 Created S1 S2 S3 S4 S6 S7 S8 
1st Pre Jury 
(20th Oct) 

12th Oct  15th Oct   19th Oct 20th Oct  

2nd Pre Jury 
(10th Nov) 

10th Nov        

3rd Pre Jury 
(1st Dec) 

15th Nov 26th Nov     21st Nov 25th 
Nov 

2nd Core 
Jury (22nd 
Dec) 

6th Dec 8th Dec 19th Dec 16th Dec 21th Dec  21th Dec 20th 
Dec 

Final Jury 
(26th Dec) 

25th Jan  25th Jan  26th Jan 25th Jan 26th Jan  

Groups: Groups function as spaces for private interaction and communication of the 

members included in them. There was only one group formed in the network, called 

“teachers”, which was created by the researcher. The group aimed to be a closed 

circle of communication for the teachers and the jury members of the studio. There 

were only two members of the group throughout the semester, the researcher and one 

of the studio teachers. The group did not function as it was planned. 
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Collective Discussions with Teachers and Students: 

Teachers, students, jury members and the researcher met periodically in the core, 

preliminary and final juries. These social gatherings also functioned as settings for 

collective discussions about the use of the social network site. The core jury was held 

in the 2nd week of the semester, before the site was launched; the researcher was not 

present and there were no discussions about the site. The reseacher was not present in 

the 1st preliminary jury, where teachers and students discussed the need for general 

guidance on the use of the social network site. In the 2nd preliminary jury, there were 

3 studio teachers (100%), 7 students (100%) and the researcher attending. There was 

a dicsussion session held on the use of the network site, where a number of issues 

and problems were raised and discussed. After the jury, the researcher contacted the 

help desk of SocialGO on order to find answers for and solve these issues and 

problems. Below are the issued raised and the answers received from the help desk. 

Table 6.15 : Issues raised in the 2nd preliminary jury. 
There are difficulties in logging in, posting comments and uploading files for some of the students and 
teachers 
There is a need for a second admin in the network, but it is not an option in the site 
Everybody should use name and surname as the username, the complicated nicknames are difficult to 
understand by all studio people 
Files in formats such as .zip, .rar, .pdf can only be uploaded in the paid plans 
There is no history of Bulletins but the Blog history is kept on the profile pages 
Blogs are the best feature to upload presentations, photo albums are not dated and links are a long and 
difficult way 
There is a storage limit for everyone in the free plans or unlimited storage in the paid plans 
YouTube links can only be embedded by the admin and only in the paid plans; 
Non-members cannot be invited to the events via SocialGO network or Blogs cannot be shared with non-
members through the network site 
The jury members should be invited 

There were 3 teachers (100%), 4 jury members (66.667%), 7 students (100%) and 

the researcher present in the 3rd preliminary jury. During the jury, the researcher 

managed the network site – which was projected on the wall – by showing the past 

stages of students’ projects, while students were making presentations. After the 

presentations, a second collective discussion session was held, which resulted in the 

following issues. 
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Table 6.16 : Issues raised in the 3rd preliminary jury. 
The site should not have a linear structure. Because of the possibility of slow Internet connection and slow 
computers, each page should be one-click away 
The students should post all the links they refer to, such as online research material, the examples on the web, 
throughout their project processes on the network site 
The archival property of the network is one of its most important features 
It makes a big difference when you can see the past stages of a students’ project process during their 
presentations 

The final jury was held with 3 studio teachers (100%), 4 jury members (66.667%), 7 

students (100%) and the researcher present. Throughout the jury, two projectors were 

used next to each other, one reflecting the social network site on the wall; while the 

other was projecting digital presentations by students. Some of the studio teachers 

and jury members brought their own laptops as they were asked to do so in case they 

wanted to write their comments to the site during the jury. The social network site 

was used parallel to the actual jury process; i.e. as a supplement to the offline 

physical studio environment, throughout the jury. The past stages of students’ 

projects were projected as recorded in the site during the semester. Furthermore, the 

verbal and visual critiques by studio teachers and jury members written or posted in 

the network site were projected, realtime. The final jury was the end of, the semester, 

the course and, also, the first cycle of the implementation. 

Answers to the Questionnaires by Teachers and Students: 

During the final jury, all studio teachers, jury members and students were asked to 

answer a set of open-ended questions about the use of the social network site in the 

studio process. All 3 groups of studio people answered similar sets of questions, 

which were slightly adopted to each group, when necessary. The questions focused 

on how the critique exchanges occurred during the studio process; how the group 

was used within the context of reflective interactions and communications among 

studio people; and personal opinions regarding the positive and negative effects of 

the use of the social network site. 1 of the 3 studio teachers (33.333%), 2 of the 6 

jury members (33.333%), and 6 out of 7 students (85.714%) answered the survey 

questions. Their answers are discussed below. (For samples of the questionnaires, 

please see Appendix B.) 

Table 6.17 : Teachers, jury members, students who answered the survey questions. 
# of Studio Teachers who answered the survey questions 1/3 (33.333%) 
# of Jury Members who answered the survey questions 2/6 (33.333%) 
# of Students who answered the survey questions 6/7 (85.714%) 
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Answers by The Teacher and the Jury Members: In terms of the critique exchange 

dynamics in the studio course, the teacher and the jury members wrote that they 

shared comments and critiques with students (and with other teachers) only in jury 

hours; there was no interaction outside those times. The teacher stated that when 

students brought sketches or mockups to the juries the critique sessions were more 

productive and efficient, while the jury lost a lot of time when students were not 

prepared. S/he found it stimulating for students to receive different opinions, ideas, 

comments, which were important for the development of the projects; sometimes 

teachers had different views and it was the student’s job to choose the best one for 

her/his project. The jury members wrote that the critique sessions in juries were 

intense, each teacher speaking at least once. The time given to each student in juries 

was sufficient in this course, but when the class was held with 30-40 students, they 

kept time and asked brief questions. They found the critique exchanges between 

students very few and not sufficient at all. About the use of the social network site, 

there were both positive and negative comments from the teacher and the jury 

members. One of the main advantages listed was the site functioning as a shared 

archive, or a “memory”, where all processes were recorded. The teacher and jury 

members wrote that the site facilitated sharing information and comments instantly, 

and also communicating more frequently including outside studio hours. Students 

could see each other’s past and present, share related resources and research material; 

they could see their own past and present, and thus communicate their process better 

to teachers and other students. Teachers could see students’ past and present and 

evaluate their projects better; and everybody could see teachers’ comments. The 

expected, but not yet realised, advantages were students uploading their presentations 

in the site before the juries, attaching any related information, such as research, 

photos, videos, links in their profiles; and evaluating each others’ projects and 

exchanging critiques amongst themselves. The teacher and 1 jury member stated that 

they could not use the site well enough because of lack of time. The teacher also 

added that s/he was discouraged by the complicated use of the site. S/he expected the 

site to be a dynamic and easy-to-use platform but she found the interface too bulky 

and rigid. Features of the site were not used properly, such as the “groups” feature; 

there were missing features, such as a search function; and again, uploading files was 

very difficult. In operational terms, 1 jury member suggested, as a disadvantage for 

students, that seeing the complete process of the projects in juries brings about more 
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questions from teachers to students. In privacy terms, one teacher suggested that 

students’ original presentation sheets should only be available to group members 

until the final presentations, where they then can become public. 

Answers by Students: According to their survey answers, 3 students had exchanged 

critiques with teachers and other students only in juries, i.e. studio hours; while the 

other 3 students shared critiques both in studio hours and outside the studio, via the 

Internet or face-to-face. Students mentioned the difficulty of staying in touch with 

other students (and their projects) outside juries throughout the graduation course, 

where students and teachers did not meet in regular, weekly studio hours. Some 

students found the critique exchange between students in studio hours sufficient, as 

they could analyse each other’s project in detail due to the low number of students, 

which in turn helped them to see the problems in their own projects. Some others 

thought that there were no critique exchanges between students, while some wrote 

that in studios only teachers made comments. Finally, some students found teachers’ 

critiques sufficient, efficient, “long and detailed” due to the low number of students, 

the extra time given to each student’s project, and the calm atmosphere during the 

jury hours. There were both positive and negative comments from the students about 

the use of the social network site. Positive comments revolved around the interaction 

and communication processes made possible by the site, as well as its function as an 

archive of the studio process, especially the juries. Students wrote that they 

communicated through the site to some extent, followed each others’ projects on the 

site, commented on each others’s projects, kept track of the previous steps, and made 

use of each other’s research material, even though they did not meet in regular studio 

classes. They supported each other outside studio hours through the site, pointing out 

what each other was missing. Many emphasised the advantage of the whole studio 

process being permanently recorded and accessible by everyone at any time; 1 

mentioned that uploaded visuals and their related comments recorded right below 

them was a useful format. Students could review past comments before upcoming 

juries, the people who did not have a chance to talk in the juries could write their 

comments after the jury. Finally, the network site was found to be a good digital 

alternative in presentations saving the time and money spent on hard copy print-outs. 

In technical terms, there were criticisms from students that difficulties and 

limitations in using the site – e.g. in loading the site, logging in the site, uploading 
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visual materials – obstructed its actual use. The site occasionally gave errors; files in 

formats such as .pdf, .doc could not be uploaded; it took a long time to upload files; 

there was no video embedding feature; and each user had a very limited storage 

space. They planned to upload their sketches to the site regularly and get feedback 

from other students and teachers, but they could not realise that because of problems 

in uploading. In operational terms, they found the structure of the site complicated, 

suggesting that communication in the network site should be easier. According to 

them, neither students nor teachers used the site regularly or sufficiently; e.g. 

students could receive regular critiques from teachers on the site, but teachers did not 

make regular comments. 1 student thought that was because it was a new system, yet. 

Some wrote that students did not use the site for interaction and communication; only 

teachers used it and they made all their comments in juries. When teachers wrote 

comments during the jury students did not have the chance to answer them, 

simultaneously. The visuals on the blogs were too small to see the details. Finally, 1 

student thought it was negative that the use of the site was a requirement.  

As the final question of the survey, all teachers, jury members and students were 

asked if they used Facebook. The teacher (33.333%) and 1 jury member (16.667%) 

did not have a Facebook account, while the other jury member (16.667%) used 

Facebook almost every day, regularly. Through informal conversations, it was found 

out that the other two studio teachers (66.667%), who did not answered the survey, 

had Facebook accounts but used the site rarely; while 1 jury member used it 

frequently (16.667%), 2 had accounts but used it rarely, and the last one (16.667%) 

did not have an account at all. 2 students (28.571%) did not have a Facebook account 

and the other 4 (57.143%) used Facebook everyday. In total, 2 teachers out of 3 

(66.667%), 4 jury members out of 6 (66.667%), and 4 students out of 7 (57.143%) – 

10 out of a total of 16 studio people (62.5%) – had a Facebook account and used it 

frequently or rarely. 

Table 6.18 : Facebook use of studio teachers, jury members and students. 
 Studio Teachers Jury Members Students 
Have a Facebook account and use it regularly  2/6 (33.333%) 4/7 (57.143%) 
Have a Facebook account and use it rarely 2/3 (66.667%) 2/6 (33.333%)  
Do not have a Facebook account 1/3 (33.333%) 2/6 (33.333%) 2/7 (28.571%) 
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6.2 Discussion 

The findings of the content analysis of the use of the www.designstudio.socialgo, the 

group discussions, and the questionnaire answers by studio teachers, jury member 

and students, are gathered together to compose the body of data for the second cycle 

of the implementation. These findings were used to understand the dynamics of the 

critique exchange in the design studio course, the use of the social network site 

parallel to the studio process, and the advantages, disadvantages and difficulties of 

this use. Firstly, the survey answers show that, some teachers and some students 

meet outside studio hours to exchange critique, which suggests that there is a need 

for extra time outside the limited course hours. Students also mentioned the lack of 

interaction between students and their projects in a setting where they only met for 

juries. There were comments from both teachers and students about the importance 

of time during the juries, by stating the time saved when students come to the jury 

with their presentations ready; by indicating the extra time teachers and students had 

due to the low number of students in this particular studio, which imporved teachers’ 

critiques and interactions between students. While teachers mentioned the 

importance of multiple views from different teachers in project development, 

students wrote about the importance of seeing each other’s projects to reflect on their 

own. Both teachers and some students mentioned the insufficient critique exchange 

between students. Secondly, the findings were used to find out how the social 

network site was used parallel to the studio process. To begin with, content analysis 

of the site showed that participation by teachers and jury members were low. 2 of the 

3 teachers (66.667%) did not have any activity or post in the site. T1 posted 4 

announcements and 1 critique throughout the semester. 3 of the 6 jury members 

(50%) joined the site. 2 of these members (66.667%) were inactive. J1 was the most 

active of all teachers and jury members, posting 16 of the 18 verbal critiques 

(88.889%) and the 1 image critique (100%) in the network site. Student parcitipation 

was relatively higher. 6 of the 7 students (85.714%) uploaded their project material 

in the site; 5 of them (71.429%) shared announcements, messages, and other verbal 

and visual material of non-critique content; 1 (14.286) shared critiques. In terms of 

the general use of the social network site, there were no consistent progress or pattern 

observed in none of the activities or types of posts in the network site throughout the 

semester. The project material submissions by students were the highest for the 2nd 
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preliminary jury. The critique exchanges by teachers and jury members were the 

highest in the final jury. Other non-critique and non-submission acitivites tended to 

rise around the 1st preliminary jury. In conclusion, the site did not function as a 

platform for critique exchange. However, it did function as an online archive of 

students’ projects and processes. In operational terms, inviting teachers, jury 

members and students, and waiting for them to join in their own time was not 

effective. The structure – interface and navigation – of the social network site was 

found bulky, confusing and difficult-to-use. Teachers, jury members and students 

mentioned many difficulties concerning logging-in, uploading and storing. Finally, 

the group discussions and the answers to the surveys showed the advantages and 

disadvantages of the use of the social network site parallel to the studio process. In 

terms of the positive effects of using the site, teachers and students emphasised some 

similar topics. One of the most important advantages was the site working as a 

shared archive, which is accessible by everyone. In relation to this function of the 

site as a collective archive, both teachers and students mentioned that they could 

follow, share and make use of students’ processes, critiques recorded and other 

related material, even when they do not meet regularly. The site facilitated 

interaction and communication to some extent, and within more flexible times. 

In conclusion, the following data was acquired by the end of the first cycle, 

constituting the preliminary data for the second cycle. The first table shows the 

statements which are on the dynamics of critique exchange in existing studio 

structure; the second table is on the operational and technical issues about the use of 

the group; and the last one presents the advantages and disadvantages, all to be 

considered for the future cycles of the implementation. 

Table 6.19 : Dynamics of critique exchange. 
Students sometimes need to take critique from teachers outside studio hours 
Limited hours in juries may have negative effects in the quality of teachers’ critiques, and also in the 
interaction and communication between students 
Jury may lose time when students do not come ready, and the jury waits for them to prepare for their 
presentations 
In project development, receiving different views from different teachers, and interacting with other students’ 
about their projects, are important aspects 
Critique exchange between students may be insufficient 
There was sufficient time for teachers to give extensive critiques to each student, for students to review each 
others’ project and comment on them, due to the low number of students in this particular class 
Students may have difficulty staying in touch, and keeping track of each others’ processes, when they meet 
only in juries 
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Table 6.20 :Operational and technical issues about the use of the group. 
Teachers and students should be added to the social network platform, centrally, by the admin 
The social network site should work fast in all available browsers 
All members should use their names and surnames as their usernames in the network, instead of hard-to-guess 
personal nicknames 
A second admin is necessary, who acts as a mediator between students, teachers and the researcher. The same 
person can also manage the site when necessary, especially in juries, by navigating through the site to show 
students’ processes or enter the comments made by teachers and students 
There should be a dynamic menu structure, where all students and their project processes can be viewed and 
accessed with just one click. Considering the possibilities of slow Internet connection or a slow computer, the 
“one-click menu” is a crucial feature in the network site 
All uploaded visual material should be accompanied by verbal explanations, such as captions or comments 
The visuals in the site are too small for presentations 
It needs to be possible and easy to upload any verbal and visual material, such as presentation files, .zip, .pdf, 
etc. as well as links to other webpages 
All members need unlimited storage 
All activities in the network should be dated and recorded chronologically 
There is a need to contact non-members about the studio process via the network site 

Table 6.21 :Advantages and disadvantages of the group. 
The social network site works as a collective archive accessible to everyone 
Facilitates interaction and communication between teachers and students 
Facilitates sharing of the project processes, critiques and related material 
Seeing the whole process of students’ projects leads to better assessment 
Seeing the visuals and the critiques together is a good format 
Provides sharing and communication within flexible times 
Saves time and money in jury presentations 
Extra time is necessary to use the site 

On the basis of the findings, two major decisions were made. First, Facebook groups 

were going to be used as social network platforms for the second cycle of the 

implementation. The reasons for this choice are given below. 

Table 6.22 : Reasons for the choice of Facebook for the next cycle. 
Facebook is familiar and easy-to-use for most of the teachers and students; in the final jury, many students 
suggested using Facebook in the future 
It is compatible with all other online environments and platforms 
It is an established online environment with minimum problems in logging in, uploading, storage, and 
archiving 
People (teachers and students) create accounts in Facebook mostly by their names and surnames 
The presentation of visual materials, and also the common wall structure in Facebook groups are very similar 
to the blog structure, which encourages visual and verbal information to be presented together 

Secondly, the technological infrastructure of the existing studio classrooms was not 

compatible with a constant use of an online platform parallel to the studio process. In 

presentations, a second projector, which would show the critique flow in the network 

site, next to students’ presentations, was found necessary. In addition, the possibility 

of showing more digital files, such as project videos or other examples in the 

Internet, made it necessary for a good sound system in the studios. The fund given to 

each PhD student by the graduate school in ITU was going to be used to purchase the 

following items, which were found crucial for the next cycles of the implementation. 
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Table 6.23 : Equipmenet list for the studio classrooms. 
Extra projectors in each studio dedicated to reflect the content of the network platform, next to the ongoing 
students’ presentations 
A clean, uniform surface for projection, enough to project 2 screens, when necessary 
A portable, digital station including a laptop, a scanner, and portable photo studio, for students’ use 
(preferable fixed and locked in each studio; or stored in the department) 
A sound system 

The fund was sufficient for projector, projection screen, and sound system for three 

studio classrooms in the department. The digital station could not be ordered.  

The second cycle started by contacting the active industrial design departments in the 

state universities, initiating Facebook groups for each implementation studio course, 

and applying for the PhD students’ fund from the graduate school for the 

technological enhancements in the studio classes. (For images of different jury set-

ups in this and following cycles, please see Appendix C.) 
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7. THE SECOND CYCLE 

Chapter 7 covers the thorough process, the results, analyses and discussions of the 

second cycle of the implementation. The chapter consists of three main sections, 

each of which focuses on the three individual implementation sites, separately. All 

three sites of the implementation are explained, analysed and discussed individually, 

though in parallel ways and orders. At the end of the chapter, the findings of the 

second cycle are analysed and discussed as a whole, taking the three individual sites 

into consideration, together and comparatively. 

7.1 ITU 2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 Product Design Studio 

In this section, the implementation process of one of the three studio courses in the 

second cycle, namely “EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio”, is explored in depth. 

Under the first title, “Application of Facebook Group in Design Studio Course”, the 

process of implementing the group in this specific studio course is told from the 

beginning to the end. This section involves the detailed information on this design 

studio course, how the implementation was carried out, landmarks throughout the 

semester, the questionnaire study and the observations. The second title, “Studio 

Limitations and Facebook Group” includes the in-depth analysis of the use of the 

Facebook group, in terms of the five major limitations identified and defined 

previously, each constituting an individual section under this title. The section ends 

with a discussion summarising the findings of the use of the Facebook group in this 

studio course. (For samples of the questionnaires, please see Appendix B.) 

One of the three implementation sites of the second cycle was the 3rd year industrial 

product design studio course carried out in the Spring semester of the 2010-2011 

Academic year in the Department of Industrial Product Design in ITU. The EUT 

311/312E/411 Product Design V/VI/VII, as its name indicates, was a hybrid studio 

course, which was taken by students from three different semesters. It was a more 

crowded studio class than usual with 45 students, who were assigned the same 

project. There were 4 Erasmus exchange program students, 2 graduate level students 
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and 39 regular students of the department. The studio was given by 8 studio teachers 

in total, 6 of them being full-time staff members of the department, and 2 of them 

experts (visiting teachers) from outside the university. The department was invited to 

a student design competition initiated by the Turkish office of a big international 

company, and thus, any information on students’ projects had to be kept confidential, 

within the studio people. The studio process was similar to a stereotypical studio 

course in the department, apart from the implementation of this research, a secret 

Facebook group supplementing the studio process. Teachers and students met twice a 

week – Mondays and Thursdays – in 4-hour classes, from 13:30 to 17:30 in the 

afternoons. There were 1 sketch problem, 1 brainstorming session, 3 preliminary 

juries and 1 final jury held throughout the semester. 4 of the full-time teachers and 2 

visiting teachers were already Facebook users, while 2 full-time teachers did not 

have Facebook accounts. These 2 teachers started Facebook accounts for the case 

study; while 1 of the teachers, who already had a Facebook account, initiated a 

separate account for the implementation, as s/he did not want to expose her/his 

personal account to students. 5 of the 8 studio teachers used their regular Facebook 

accounts for the implementation. All teachers, 1 being the supervisor of this study, 

were all positive about the implementation; though some of them had doubts about 

using Facebook, both in general and also for studio processes. Out of the 36 students 

who filled in the first questionnaire, 12 of them (33.333%) used Facebook everyday; 

16 of them (44.444%) used it very often; 6 of them (16.667%) used it sometimes; 

and 2 (5.556%) did not have a Facebook account. Out of the 4 studio teachers, 1 

(25%) used Facebook sometimes; 1 (25%) used it rarely; and 2 (50%) of them did 

not have a Facebook account. 

Table 7.1 : Facebook use of teachers and students. 
Use Facebook Regularly Use Facebook Rarely Do Not Use Facebook 
 2 (50%) 2  (50%) 
28 students (77.778% of 36) 6 students (16.667%) 2 students (5.556%) 

The secret Facebook group “2010-2011 ITU EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio” was 

created for this studio course and put in use in the beginning of the semester, on the 

7th of February. (For screenshots of the group page, please see Appendix D.) The 

studio teachers and the researcher decided to make it a requirement to use the group 

in studio processes, with the experience gained in the first cycle of the 

implementation. The researcher attended the second studio class of the semester, 
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where students were presenting their preliminary researches to the whole class by 

projecting their digital files onto the wall. After the presentations, the researcher and 

the studio teachers, introduced the study, the Facebook group, and also, the first 

questionnaires were handed out. There were negative reactions from some of the 

students. A few students did not agree with the choice of Facebook as the platform 

for the implementation. Some of them did not want a Facebook group to be used for 

this purpose because, at that time, Facebook groups did not have creating photo 

album feature. Most students were interested and many reacted, either in negative or 

positive manners. In the first half of the semester, the absence of the feature of 

creating photo albums in Facebook groups caused problems in the implementation, 

an issue which is discussed in detail in the next sections. All students had to post all 

their project material, such as research, drawings, renders, etc., one-by-one on the 

group wall, locating every piece of material one single photo folder within the group. 

Having all material by all students in one single folder created problems in 

navigation and in finding project work of individual students. Nevertheless, in the 

second half of the semester, Facebook added the “Create Photo Album” feature in 

groups, which enabled the students to create their own project folders, and also easier 

navigation within the group content. 

The 1st questionnaires, which were handed out during the first meeting on the 10th of 

February, were filled-in by 4 of the 8 studio teachers (50%) and 36 out of 45 students 

(80%). 

Table 7.2 : Teachers and students who answered the 1st questionnaires. 
 Teachers Students 
 1st Questionnaire 4/8 (50%) 36/45 (80%) 

As explained earlier, both teachers and students were asked to choose among the 

possible intentions given in the questionnaire, of using the Facebook group in studio 

processes. All 4 teachers who filled-in the questionnaire and 22 out of 36 students 

who filled it in, answered this question. Below is the table showing the numbers and 

percentages of teachers and students who marked the given intentions. 

 

 



 166 

Table 7.3 : Teachers and students who marked the given intentions in the 1st 
questionnaires. 

 Teachers Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the design 
studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

2/4 (50%) 11/22 (50%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 1/4 (25%) 9/22 (40.909%) 
3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and students 3/4 (75%) 15/22 (68.182%) 
4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
held uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

3/4 (75%) 13/22 (59.091%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
followed by everyone 

3/4 (75%) 9/22 (40.909%) 

6. Creating an archive of the critique exchanges in design studio class, 
showing when and by who the critiques were made 

3/4 (75%) 10/22 (45.455%) 

Among both teachers and students, half of them thought that the Facebook group 

would contribute to the critique exchange in studio, in general. A low percentage, 

both in teachers and students, thought it would contribute to the critique exchange 

between students. More than half of teachers and students thought it would 

contribute to the critique exchange between teachers and students, and also to the 

critique exchange to be held without temporal and spatial limitations. Again, more 

than half of the teachers thought the group would contribute to critique exchnage to 

be followed by everyone and to create an archive of critiques; while less than half of 

the students thought it would function in these two ways.  

The researcher was the first administrator (admin) of the site; while one of the studio 

teachers, also the supervisor of this research, was the second admin. In the first 

questionnaires, students and teachers were asked to write down their Facebook 

accounts, if they had one. In secret Facebook groups the admin, or any group 

member if allowed, can invite only their Facebook friends to the group. Thus, the 

researcher as the admin became friends with most students and all teachers, and 

added them to the group. Some students did not want to become friends with the 

admin on Facebook, thus were added by their friends who were already in the group. 

Compared to the first cycle, adding members to the platform in the second cycle was 

much more systematical, and the majority of the teachers and students were added to 

the group in 1-to-2 days, with a few exceptions joining a few days later. Although 

there were three different groups of students taking three individual studio courses 

together, the class was described by studio teachers and students as socially 

connected. The most crowded group of students, taking design studio course EUT 

312E Product Design VI had strong relationships among themselves, and they 

welcomed the less crowded group of students within their circles. Referring to the 
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studies on social network sites and Facebook, it was assumed that the rich, dynamic 

and ongoing social interactions and communications among the students and teachers 

would be reflected onto the Facebook group platform (Heiberger and Harper, 2008). 

Throughout the semester, students were required to make all their official 

submissions – for classworks and juries – in the group site, while teachers were 

expected to write their comments on the uploaded student works. The first activities 

in the group were submissions of the research material as the requirement of the 1st 

preliminary jury, and also submissions of the outcomes of the sketch problem and the 

brainstorming session. On the 14th of February, during the 1st preliminary jury, the 

sketch problem assignment was announced on the Facebook group. On the 17th of 

February, students started to submit their sketch problem outcomes until the 21st of 

February, which was the deadline for this submission. On the 21st of February, while 

students were brainstorming in groups, teachers evaluated the sketches submitted by 

students. On the 24th of February, a wall critique was held on the outcomes of the 

brainstorming sessions. The 2nd preliminary jury, held on the 17th and 21st of March, 

was called a “Facebook Jury”. All students uploaded their presentation files in the 

group, and made their presentations by projecting the group page onto the wall; all 

teachers had their laptops in front of them during the jury, reviewing the presentation 

material writing their critiques in the group page. The jury was held in the studio 

classroom with teachers and teachers present; though it was a relatively silent jury, 

where most of the interaction and communication was performed on the group site. 

The 2nd set of questionnaires were handed out on the 24th of March, in the middle of 

the semester – after the 2nd and before the 3rd preliminary juries – in a regular class 

hour. 6 of the 8 studio teachers (75%) and 20 out of 45 students (44.444%) filled in 

the questionnaires. 

Table 7.4 : Teachers and students who answered the 2nd questionnaires. 
 Teachers Students 
2nd Questionnaire 6/8 (75%) 20/45 (44.444%) 

All 6 of the teachers, and 18 out of 20 students, who filled-in the questionnaire, 

answered the question about the intentions of the Facebook group. 
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Table 7.5 : Teachers and students who marked the given intentions in the 2nd 
questionnaires. 

 Teachers Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the 
design studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

4/6 (66.667%) 11/18 (61.111%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 2/6 (33.333%) 8/18 (44.444%) 
3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and 
students 

6/6 (100%) 13/18 (72.222%) 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
held uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

5/6 (83.333%) 9,5/18 (55.556%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
followed by everyone 

5/6 (83.333%) 16/18 (88.889%) 

6. Creating an archive of  the critique exchanges in design studio 
class, showing when and by who the critiques were made 

6/6 (100%) 15/18 (83.333%) 

The results show that, all teachers thought that the group contributed to the critique 

exchange between teachers and students, and also, to creating an archive of critique. 

The percentage of students who chose these intentions was high, too, more than 72% 

and more than 83%, respectively. Simlarly, a high percentage of both teachers and 

students thought the group contributed to the critique exchanges to be accessible to 

everyone, with more than 83% and more then 88%, respectively. A high percentage 

of teachers – more than 83% – thought the group contributed to exchanging critiques 

without temporal and spatial limitations; whereas only around 55% of the students 

thought the group had such a function. Finally, percentages of both teachers and 

students were low, who thought the group contributed to the critique exchange in 

general – around 66% for teachers and around 61% for students – and also, to the 

critique exchange between students – around 33% for teachers and around 44% for 

students. In the 2nd questionnaire, in connection with some of the given intentions, 

students added their comments, too. In relation to the 1st intention, 1 student asked if 

there were no other systems or platforms apart from social network sites to be used 

for such an implementation. Furthermore, in relation to the 6th intention, 1 student 

mentioned the problematic chronological order of the uploaded material, which was 

caused by the absence of creating photo album feature in the first half of the 

semester. In the 2nd questionnaire, teachers and students were asked to write down 

their opinions and suggestions about the use of the group, having experienced the 

implementations in the first half of the semester. 1 of the teachers explained that 

when two students uploaded their project sheets at the same time, their sequences 

could interlace on newsfeed causing problems in presentations. Another teacher 

emphasised the same problem stating that personal and chronological folders were 

necessary; while 1 suggested a better grouping system for the uploaded materials. 
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Other technical problems the teachers noted in this questionnaire were that offline 

access was necessary because of connection problems; that some file formats were 

hard to upload, causing problems while viewing the material; and that privacy and 

security problems could occur because any member in the group could add anyone 

they wanted. Finally, 1 teacher wrote that means of communication in Facebook 

were limited, there were no chat features to understand each other’s ‘soul’, like some 

video-conferencing applications with sketching and brainstorming tools”. 

In addition, 1 of the students suggested that it was not appropriate to use Facebook 

groups for this purpose, and that, there were better sharing websites for such 

applications. Similarly, another student stated that it would be better if the students 

who did not want to be in Facebook had not been forced to join the site. 6 students 

mentioned the problem of the absence of creating photo albums feature, the lack of 

an orderly, grouped, easily accessed and chronological sequence of visual material. 3 

students stated the problem of Internet connection, 1 noting that offline access was 

necessary for the juries not to be effected by the Internet connection, and another 

adding that the Internet infrastructure of the university needed to be improved. 

It was expected to receive negative comments about the choice of social network 

sites and of Facebook, which was recorded as one of the findings of the research. The 

problem with the absence of folders could not be solved at the time, though it was 

solved naturally, when Facebook added the “Create Photo Album” feature, later in 

the semester. Similarly, the insufficient tehcnological infrastructure within the 

university was expected to cause problems in the implementation. Even though the 

Internet connection could not be addressed, the technological equipment in the 

studios was improved by using the PhD fund of the researcher, as explained in 

Chapter 6. The absence of tools to upload a range of different formats was mentioned 

as a problem in the 1st cycle as well. Even though more formats could be uploaded in 

Facebook, the problem was still not completely addressed. Teachers and students 

found various ways to upload their material, such as external links. Finally, all 

members could add others to the group, but these activities were monitored closely 

by the two admins. 

The 3rd preliminary jury was held on the 18th, 21st and the 25th of April. Similar to the 

2nd preliminary jury, the Facebook group was used intensely by teachers and 
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students. In the beginning of May, after the 3rd preliminary jury, and before the final 

jury, the “Create Photo Album” feature was introduced in Facebook groups. The 

researcher made an announcement in the group page, noting that the feature had 

started and asking the students to make their final submissions in personal folders. 

The final jury was held on the 31st of May, with the participation of studio teachers, 

and also the firm representatives. The jury was conducted in a hall in the university, 

instead of the studio classroom, where the Internet connection was not sufficiently 

fast. Thus, even tough all students made their submissions in the group page 

preliminary to the jury, the presentations were made offline, by projecting the files in 

the computer onto the wall. None of the teachers used their laptops or logged onto 

the group page, during the final jury. 

The 3rd, and the final, questionnaires were handed out during the final jury. 6 of the 8 

teachers (75%) and 17 of the 45 students filled in the 3rd questionnaires. 

Table 7.6 : Teachers and students who answered the 3rd questionnaires. 
 Teachers Students 
3rd Questionnaire 6/8 (75%) 17/45 (37.778%) 

Out of the 6 teachers, who filled-in the questionnaire, all of them answered the 

question on intentions; while 16 out of 17 of the students answered the same 

question. 

Table 7.7 : Teachers and students who marked the given intentions in the 3rd 
questionnaire. 

 Teachers Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the 
design studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

5/6 (83.333%) 12,5/16 (81.25%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 4/6 (66.667%) 6,5/16 (43.75%) 
3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and 
students 

5/6 (83.333%) 11+0,5+0,5/16 
(81.25%) 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to 
be held uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

4/6 (66.667%) 8/16 (50%) 
 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to 
be followed by everyone 

6/6 (100%) 13,5/16 (87.5%) 
 

6. Creating an archive of  the critique exchanges in design studio 
class, showing when and by who the critiques were made 

5/6 (83.333%) 10/16 (62.5%) 
 

In their selection of the given intentions, the highest percentages in both teachers 

(100%) and students (87.5%) were recorded in the group contributing to the critique 

exchange being accessible to everyone. Similarly, a majority of both teachers – more 

than 83% – and students – more than 81% – thought the group contributed to the 

critique exchange in studio in general, and to the critique exchange between teachers 
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and students. More than 83% of the teachers thought the group functioned as an 

archive of critique exchanges; while more than 62% of students thought the same 

way. Finally, the lowest percentages were observed in the intentions regarding the 

group contributing to exchanging critique without temporal and spatial limitations 

(more than 66% in teachers and 50% in students); and to the critique exchange 

between students (more than 66% in teachers and more than 43% in students). 2 of 

the students added comments to the given intentions, 1 noting that the group was 

practical and reduced some of the workload, while another wrote that it reduced the 

money spent on paper. Similar to the 2nd questionnaire, teachers and students were 

asked to add their opinions and suggestions in the 3rd questionnaire, too. 1 of the 

teachers made a criticism noting that the group was not convenient for visual 

critiques by drawing, which was an obstacle overcome in studio hours. Another 

mentioned the less paper usage by the use of the group. 1 teacher summarised her/his 

opinions: 

Already having the classes in studio hours, Facebook group was used with certain efficiency 

in making announcements, uploading projects before the juries, contacting the students who 

did not attend the class, giving critiques after the jury, and making the verbal critiques 

permanent and written – because sometimes the verbal critiques are perceived different and 

wrong. 

There were negative and positive comments by students. 1 student criticised the use 

of the group, in relation to the technological infrastructure, noting that the students 

had been victims of the technology throughout the semester. Another student wrote 

that the group was much more useful after the photo album feature was introduced. 1 

student explained her change of opinion on the use of the group, saying that s/he had 

not been positive about the idea at first, but later started to think that it could be 

useful, though it had to be used more effectively. Another noted that it was a positive 

experience. 

The group stayed active after the semester ended. The inviting firm that assigned the 

competition project to the department, made their final decisions on the winning 

projects in the next semester. After the final decisions were announced, there was an 

award ceremony. During this process, the group was still used by teachers and 

students. In addition, in the Autumn semester of 2011-2012 academic year, the 

teachers of the next studio, which the same class took, were added to the group, to 
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start using the same group for the next studio course, independent of the research 

scheme. The group was used in this course for a short while and then the activities 

stopped. 

The researcher joined the studio classes three times, first when she introduced the 

research to the students and handed out the 1st questionnaires on the 10th of February, 

second when she handed out the 2nd questionnaires on the 24th March, and finally, in 

the final jury when she handed out the 3rd questionnaires. There was a 

communication traffic between students and teachers, teachers and researcher, and 

students and researcher about the use of the group throughout the semester. Teachers 

and students were discussing the aspect of the implementation both in studio and in 

the group page. Teachers were updating the researcher about these discussions. In 

addition, students sometimes contacted the researcher, directly. One of the most 

important communication tools for the researcher to gain feedback from teachers and 

students were the questionnaires, part of the findings of which are explained above. 

Below are the tables displaying the numbers and percentages of teachers and 

students, separately, who marked the given intentions in 3 questionnaires. The tables 

show the changing views of teachers and students throughout the semester about the 

given issues on the use of the group. The results are discussed below the tables, for 

teachers and students, separately, and together, comparatively. 

Table 7.8 : Answers by teachers on the given intentions in all questionnaires. 
 1st Questionnaire 2nd Questionnaire 3rd Questionnaire 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that 
takes place in the design studio class 
process by the use of Social Network Sites 

2/4 (50%) 4/6 (66.667%) 5/6 (83.333%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between students 

1/4 (25%) 2/6 (33.333%) 4/6 (66.667%) 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between teachers and students 

3/4 (75%) 6/6 (100%) 5/6 (83.333%) 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be held uninterrupted, 
without temporal and spatial limitations 

3/4 (75%) 5/6 (83.333%) 4/6 (66.667%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be followed by 
everyone 

3/4 (75%) 5/6 (83.333%) 6/6 (100%) 

6. Creating an archive of the critique 
exchanges in design studio class, showing 
when and by who the critiques were made 

3/4 (75%) 6/6 (100%) 5/6 (83.333%) 

Throughout the semester, there was a rise in the percentage of teachers who thought 

the use of the Facebook group contributed to the critique exchange in the studio, in 

general. Similarly, more teachers throughout the semester thought that it contributed 

to the critique exchange between students, and also, to the critique exchange to be 
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followed by everyone. The percentage of teachers who thought the group contributed 

to the critique exchange between teachers and students increased in the 2nd 

questionnaire, though it decreased in the 3rd questionnaire. A similar change was 

observed in their opinions about the group contributing to the critique exchange 

without temporal and spatial limitations, and also, the group functioning as an 

archive of critiques. In the end of the semester, all teachers thought that the use of the 

group contributed to the critique exchange to be followed by everyone. Therefore, 

the strongest function of the group was thought to be its content being accessible to 

everyone. More than 83% of the teachers thought that the group contributed to the 

critique exchange in general, the critique exchange between teachers and students, 

and also, to creating an archive of critique exchanges. Finally, more than 66% of the 

teachers thought it contributed to the critique exchange between students, and also, to 

exchanging critique without temporal and spatial limitations. 

Table 7.9 : Answers by students on the given intentions in all questionnaires. 
 1st Questionnaire 2nd Questionnaire 3rd Questionnaire 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that 
takes place in the design studio class process 
by the use of Social Network Sites 

11/22 (50%) 11/18 (61.111%) 12,5/16 
(81.25%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between students 

9/22 (40.909%) 8/18 (44.444%) 6,5/16 (43.75%) 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between teachers and students 

15/22 (68.182%) 13/18 (72.222%) 11+0,5+0,5/16 
(81.25%) 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be held uninterrupted, 
without temporal and spatial limitations 

13/22 (59.091%) 9,5/18 (55.556%) 8/16 (50%) 
 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be followed by 
everyone 

9/22 (40.909%) 
 

16/18 (88.889%) 13,5/16 (87.5%) 
 

6. Creating an archive of the critique 
exchanges in design studio class, showing 
when and by who the critiques were made 

10/22 (45.455%) 15/18 (83.333%) 10/16 (62.5%) 
 

Among the students, a significant rise was observed in the percentage of students, 

who thought the use of the Facebook group contributed to the critique exchange in 

general, to the critique exchange between teachers and students, and also, to the 

critique exchange to be followed by everyone. The percentages of the students who 

thought the group contributed to the critique exchange between students, and to the 

critique exchange without temporal and spatial limitations were approximately the 

same throughout the semester, which was around 50% of the students. Finally, 

similar to the results in teachers’ answers, the percentage of the students who thought 

the group functioned as an archive of critiques increased in the 2nd questionnaire, but 

decreased in the 3rd one. In the 3rd questionnaire, in the end of the semester, more 
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than 87% of students, who answered the questionnaire, thought that the group 

contributed to the critique exchange to be followed by everyone. More than 81% of 

them thought the group contributed to the critique exchange in general, and to the 

critique exchange between teachers and students. The percentage of students, who 

thought that the group functioned as an archive of critiques was more than 62%, and 

that the group contributed to exchanging critiques without temporal and spatial 

limitations was 50%. Finally, more than 43% students thought that the group 

contributed to the critique exchange between students. In summary, the answers of 

teachers and students were observed to be quite similar. By the end of the cycle, 

among both teachers and students, the most obvious function of the group was that it 

contribution to the critique exchanges to be accessible to everyone in the studio. The 

mutual thought among teachers and students that the group contributed least to 

exchanging critique without temporal and spatial limitations, and also, the critique 

exchange between students. 

Teachers: “5 > 1 = 3 = 6 > 2 = 4” 

Students: “5 > 1 = 3 > 6 > 4 > 2” 

In the questionnaires, teachers and students added many comments, opinions and 

suggestions regarding the use of the group. The technical comments are discussed 

above, while the rest of opinions and suggestions are discussed in the next section, 

under the title of the relevant limitation they refer to. 

7.1.1 Studio limitations and Facebook group 

The design studio course “EUT 311/312E/411 Industrial Design Studio” in Spring 

Semester of the 2010-2011 academic year, was held between the 7th of February to 

12th of May 2011. The date of the final jury was 31st of May, while some of the 

students submissions extended until the 1st of June. The studio classes were held on 

Mondays and Thursdays, weekly. The table below shows the schedule of the course, 

throughout the semester. 
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Table 7.10 : Schedule of 2010-2011 Spring EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio. 
Studio Situation Date Time 
1st Preliminary Jury 14th February 2011 13:30-17:30 
Sketch Problem 17th, 21st February 2011 13:30-17:30 
Brainstorming 21st, 24th February 2011 13:30-17:30 
2nd Preliminary Jury 17th, 21st March 2011 13:30-17:30 
3rd Preliminary Jury 18th, 21st, 25th April 2011 13:30-17:30 
Final Jury 31st May 2011 09:00-17:00 

All charts and tables below include the group activities by teachers and students 

between 7th of February, the first day of the studio, and the 5th of June, the end of the 

last week of the studio. Any activity outside those dates is not included in the charts. 

The introductory information and statistics on the posts and activities by teachers and 

students in the Facebook group “2010-2011 ITU EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio”. 

There were desk, wall, jury and general critiques held throughout the studio course. 

The Facebook group was not used to exchange desk critiques. There was one wall 

critique situation, where critique exchanges were recorded in the group page. Part of 

the critique exchanges was recorded in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd preliminary juries and the final 

jury. In addition, part of the general critiques was shared in the group page. There 

were 8 teachers and 45 students in the Facebook group “2010-2011 ITU EUT 

311/312E/411 Design Studio”. Some members started a Facebook account for the 

studio use, and they deactivated their accounts after the classes ended. The posts and 

activities of these members remained after they left the group. The names of the 

group members are not revealed throughout the analysis, for confidentiality. Also, 

each member is assigned a permanent number and symbol to be used in all charts and 

tables, for convenience of the making and the reading of the analyses. 

Teachers: All 8 studio teachers used the Facebook group throughout the semester. 7 

of them used their personal Facebook accounts, while 1 of them preferred not to use 

her/his personal account, and joined in with a separate account opened for the group 

use. The 8 teachers used the following features in Facebook group for the given 

purposes. 

Table 7.11 : The features of the group which the teachers used. 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to give visual critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give link critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to make announcements or to share other non-critique messages 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to share non-critique images 
The Create a Doc feature to share written course material and information 
The Create Event feature to share information on jury dates and other events 
The Like feature 
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In total, there were 455 posts by all 8 studio teachers throughout the semester. 314 of 

these posts (69.011%) were verbal critiques; 19 posts were image critiques (4.176%), 

1 post was video critique (0.220%); 5 posts were link critiques (1.099%); 47 of them 

were verbal non-critique posts (10.330%); 12 of them were image non-critique posts 

(2.637%); 3 of them were docs (0.659%); 1 was an event post (0.220%); and, finally, 

53 of them (11.648%) were likes. Below is the table showing the numbers and 

percentages of different type of posts in relation to the total number of all posts. 

Table 7.12 : All posts by 8 studio teachers. 
Verbal Critique Post 314/455 (69.011%) 
Image Critique Posts 19/455 (4.176%) 
Video Critique Posts 1/455 (0.220%) 
Link Critique Posts 5/455 (1.099%) 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 47/455 (10.330%) 
Image Non-Critique Posts 12/455 (2.637%) 
Docs 3/455 (0.659%) 
Events 1/455 (0.220%) 
Likes 53/455 (11.648%) 

To conclude, most of the posts were verbal critiques, following that was likes, then 

verbal non-critique posts, image critique posts, image non-critique posts, link critique 

posts, doc posts, and finally, video critique and event posts. 

“Verbal Critique > Likes > Verbal Non-Critique > Image Critique > Image Non-

Critique > Link Critique > Doc > Video Critique = Event” 

Table 7.13 :All types of posts by 8 teachers. 
 Verbal 

Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Critique 
Posts 

Video 
Critique 
Posts 

Link 
Critique 
Posts 

Verbal 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Docs Events Likes Total 

T1 96   2 28 12 1 1 1 141 
T2 26         26 
T3 48 19   4  2  27 100 
T4 9        1 10 
T5 47    8    1 56 
T6 27        6 33 
T7 30  1 3 5    12 51 
T8 31    2    5 38 
Total 314 19 1 5 47 12 3 1 53 455 

Students: The 45 active students, who were taking the course, used the following 

features in Facebook group for the given purposes. 
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Table 7.14 : The features of the group which the students used. 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to submit their single project images 
The Create Photo Album feature to submit their project images in groups 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to submit their project videos 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to give visual critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give link critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to make announcements or to share other non-critique messages 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to share non-critique images 
The Like feature 

In total, there were 807 posts by all 45 students throughout the semester. There were 

420 project image posts (52.045% of the total 807); 71 project image folder posts 

(8.798%); 59 project video posts (7.311%); 62 verbal critique posts (7.683%); 4 

image critique posts (0.496%); 14 link critique posts (1.735%); 45 non-critique 

verbal posts (5.576%); and 132 likes (16.357%). Below is the table showing the 

numbers and percentages of different types of posts in relation to the total number of 

all posts. 

Table 7.15 : All posts by 45 students. 
Project Image Posts 420/807 (52.045%) 
Project Image Folder Posts 71/807 (8.798%) 
Project Video Posts 59/807 (7.311%) 
Verbal Critique Posts 62/807 (7.683%) 
Image Critique Posts 4/807 (0.496%) 
Link Critique Posts 14/807 (1.735%) 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 45/807 (5.576%) 
Likes 132/807 (16.357%) 

“Project Image > Like > Project Image Folder > Verbal Critique > Project Video > 

Verbal Non-Critique > Link Critique > Image Critique” 
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Table 7.16 : All types of posts by each student. 
 Project 

Image 
Posts 

Project 
Image Folder 
Posts 

Project 
Video 
Posts 

Verbal 
Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Critique 
Posts 

Link 
Critique 
Posts 

Verbal Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Likes Total 

S1 11 2 1 18 4 2 7 18 63 
S2 21 2 3 3  2 4 8 43 
S3 10 2 4 4   1 5 26 
S4 9 2 2   1   14 
S5 8 2 1    1 1 13 
S6 13 2 1 1     17 
S7 10 2 2    1 2 17 
S8 26  2 3  1 2 3 37 
S9 9 2 2      13 
S10 10 2 2 1  1 1  17 
S11 8 2 1 1   1 6 19 
S12 8 2 2    2 3 17 
S13 12 2 2    1 7 24 
S14 7 2 1      10 
S15 7 2 1    2 3 15 
S16 7 1 1   1  1 11 
S17 8 2 1     3 14 
S18 9 2 1    1 2 15 
S19 6 2       8 
S20 8 2 1   1 1 2 15 
S21 9 2 2    1 1 15 
S22 9       1 10 
S23 4        4 
S24 10 2 2    2 5 21 
S25 14 2      2 18 
S26 11 2 1 1   1 12 28 
S27 3        3 
S28 5 2 1    3 7 18 
S29 10  1 4  1  1 17 
S30 14 2 2 5   3 9 35 
S31 9 2 2 1  1   15 
S32 11 2 2 2     17 
S33 11  2      13 
S34 5   5    3 13 
S35 6 2       8 
S36 11 2 2 3   2 7 27 
S37 7 2 2   1 1 6 19 
S38 1        1 
S39 8 2 1    1 1 13 
S40 12 2 1    3 2 20 
S41 13   8     21 
S42 7 2 2    2 6 19 
S43 13 2 2 1  1 1 1 21 
S44 3 2 1     1 7 
S45 7 2 2 1  1  3 16 
Total 420 71 59 62 4 14 45 132 807 

7.1.1.1 Temporal limitations and temporal flexibility 

In this section, the content of the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” and the answers by teachers and students to the questionnaires are 

analysed in order to find out if the temporal flexibility provided by the online social 

network environment was made use of. As mentioned earlier, the analyses are made 

under the two main topics, which were derived from the statements by the 
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interviewees in relation to the temporal limitations of the existing studio course 

structure: limited hours of studio vs 24/7 design process, and limited hours of studio 

vs duration of critique situations. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used by teachers and students outside studio hours? For which 

purposes was the group used by teachers and students outside studio hours? What 

were the frequency and/or patterns of the use of the group by teachers and students 

outside studio hours? 

The recording unit: Any post made in the group by any member of the group. 

The variables: Studio Days (Studio Hours, Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), 

Non-Studio Weekdays (Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), Weekends. 

The Facebook group, being an online network environment, automatically connects 

all its members and all their posts to each other at all times. Here, the group and the 

questionnaire answers are analysed in order to find out if, and in what ways, the 

teachers and students of the particular design studio course made use of this temporal 

flexibility. Likes are not included in the analysis on temporal flexibility, as the use of 

like feature on Facebook is not recorded with the information of date and time of the 

like post. The analysis is categorised in terms of the types of posts. Under each topic, 

the sequence of analysis follows; first, the charts and tables showing the dates and 

times of each post by each member; second, the verbal explanation of these charts 

and tables; third, the summary tables showing the use of temporal flexibility by each 

member; and fourth, the discussion. In the figures, showing the posts over days, 

black lines showthe studio days, grey areas show the weekends. In the figures, 

showing the posts over hours, light grey areas show the working hours, while dark 

grey areas show the studio hours. 
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Teachers: 

Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.1 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 7.17 : Verbal critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury (18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 10/96 0/96 5/96 49/96 31/96 0/96 1/96 0/96 0/96 
T2 0/26 0/26 0/26 0/26 26/26 0/26 0/26 0/26 0/26 
T3 0/48 4/48 19/48 19/48 5/48 0/48 0/48 1/48 0/48 
T4 0/9 0/9 0/9 2/9 6/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 1/9 
T5 0/47 0/47 0/47 9/47 7/47 0/47 0/47 8/47 23/47 
T6 0/27 0/27 0/27 18/27 9/27 0/27 0/27 0/27 0/27 
T7 0/30 0/30 0/30 2/30 0/30 0/30 0/30 9/30 19/30 
T8 0/31 0/31 0/31 11/31 2/31 0/31 0/31 10/31 8/31 
Total 10/314 4/314 24/314 110/314 86/314 0/314 1/314 28/314 51/314 
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Figure 7.2 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 7.3 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 
Figure 7.4 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.18 : Verbal critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T1 92/96 3/96 1/96 0/96 0/96 0/96 
T2 25/26 1/26 0/26 0/26 0/26 0/26 
T3 43/48 4/48 0/48 1/48 0/48 0/48 
T4 8/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 1/9 
T5 0/47 0/47 16/47 8/47 0/47 23/47 
T6 26/27 1/27 0/27 0/27 0/27 0/27 
T7 2/30 0/30 0/30 2/30 7/30 19/30 
T8 12/31 0/31 1/31 0/31 10/31 8/31 
Total 208/314 9/314 18/314 11/314 17/314 51/314 

314 verbal critiques were posted by all 8 studio teachers. T1 posted 96 verbal 

critiques, 95 of which (98.958%) were posted on jury days, while 1 of them 

(1.042%) were posted on regular studio days. Thus, T1 posted all her verbal critiques 
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on studio days. In terms of hours, she posted 92 out of 96 verbal critiques (95.833%) 

within studio hours, 3 of them (3.125%) within working hours and 1 of them 

(1.042%) within non-working hours. To conclude, T1 used the temporal flexibility of 

Facebook group for 4 out of 96 verbal critiques (4.167%) she posted. T2 posted 26 

verbal critiques, all of which (100%) were posted on jury days. She posted 25 of 

these 26 verbal critiques (96.154%) within studio hours, while she posted 1 of them 

(3.846%) within working hours. Thus she made use of the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group in 1 out of 26 (3.846%) posts. T3 posted 48 verbal critiques, 46 of 

which (95.833%) were posted on jury days, 1 (2.083%) on a regular studio day and 1 

(2.083%) on a non-studio weekday. She posted 43 of the 48 verbal critiques 

(89.583%) within studio hours, while she posted 5 of them within working hours of 

studio and non-studio weekdays, thus making use of the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group in 10.417% of all her verbal critique posts. T4 posted 9 verbal 

critiques, 8 of which (88.889%) were posted on jury days, and 1 (11.111%) on a 

weekend. He made all his posts within studio hours except 1 (11.111%), where he 

used the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. T5 posted 47 verbal critiques, 16 

(34.043%) on jury days, 8 (17.021%) on non-studio weekdays and 23 (48.936%) on 

weekend days. As she posted her verbal critiques on studio days outside working 

hours, it is concluded that T5 used the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group in 

all (100%) her verbal critique posts. T6 posted 27 verbal critiques, all on studio days 

and within studio hour. She did not make use of the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group in her verbal critique posts. T7 posted 30 verbal critiques. Only 2 of 

them (6.67%) were posted on jury days within studio hours, while 9 of them (30%) 

were posted on non-studio weekdays and 19 of them (63.33%) were posted on 

weekends. T7 used the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group in 28 (93.333%) of 

her verbal critique posts. Finally, T8 posted 31 verbal critiques, 13 of which 

(41.936%) were on jury days, 10 were on non-studio weekdays, and 8 (25.806%) 

were on weekends. 1 of his posts on the jury days were posted outside studio hours, 

thus T8 used the temporal fexibility of the Facebook group for 19 verbal critique 

posts (61.290%).To conclude, 7 of the 8 studio teachers used the temporal flexibility 

of Facebook group in their verbal critique posts, in varying degrees. Out of the total 

of 314 verbal critiques 105 of them (33.440%) were posted making use of the 

temporal flexibility of the Facebook group, i.e outside studio hours. 



 183 

Image Critiques by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.5 : Image critique posts by teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 7.19 : Image critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st 
Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T3 
(Total) 

0/19 6/19 0/19 0/19 0/19 0/19 0/19 13/19 0/19 

 

 
Figure 7.6 : Image critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 7.7 : Image critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.20: Image critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T3 
(Total) 

0/19 6/19 0/19 13/19 0/19 0/19 
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19 image critiques were posted by 1 of the 8 studio teachers. T3 posted 6 image 

critiques on the day of the sketch problem submission within working hours and 13 

image critiques on a non-studio weekday within working hours. To conclude, 100% 

of the image critiques posted were posted outside studio hours, thus using the 

temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group implementation. 

Video Critiques by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 
 

 
Figure 7.8 : Video critiques by teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 7.21 : Video critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T7 (Total) 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
 

 
Figure 7.9 : Video critiques by teachers over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.22 : Video critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

T7 (Total) 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 

1 video critique was posted by 1 of the 8 studio teachers. T7 posted a video critique 

on a non-studio weekday within working hours. To conclude, 100% of the video 

critiques posted were posted outside studio hours, thus using the temporal flexibility 

provided by the Facebook group implementation. 

Link Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.10 : Link critique posts by teachers over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.23 : Link critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

T1 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
T7 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 2/3 0/3 1/3 
Total 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 2/5 2/5 1/5 

 
Figure 7.11 : Link critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 7.12 : Link critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 
Figure 7.13 : Link critique posts by teachers over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.24 : Link critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T1 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 
T7 0/3 2/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 
Total 0/5 2/5 0/5 2/5 0/5 1/5 

5 link critiques were posted by 2 of the 8 studio teachers. T1 posted 2 links on a non-

studio weekday within working hours. T5 posted 2 links on a studio day within 

working hours and 1 link on a weekend day. To conclude, 100% of the link critiques 

posted were posted outside studio hours, thus using the temporal flexibility provided 

by the Facebook group implementation. 

Verbal Non-Critique Posts by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.14 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.25 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 1/28 0/28 1/28 0/28 0/28 1/28 8/28 17/28 0/28 
T3 0/4 0/4 2/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4 1/4 
T5 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 2/8 6/8 0/8 
T7 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 1/5 2/5 2/5 0/5 
T8 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 
Total 1/47 0/47 3/47 0/47 0/47 2/47 12/47 27/47 2/47 

 
Figure 7.15 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 7.16 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

 
Figure 7.17 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.26 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T1 5/28 1/28 5/28 11/28 6/28 0/28 
T3 2/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4 1/4 
T5 1/8 0/8 1/8 5/8 1/8 0/8 
T7 0/5 0/5 3/5 0/5 2/5 0/5 
T8 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 
Total 8/47 1/47 9/47 17/47 10/47 2/47 

47 verbal (non-critique) posts were made by 5 of the 8 teachers. T1 posted 28 verbal 

posts, 2 (7.143%) in jury days, 9 (32.143%) in regular studio days and 17 (60.714%) 

in non-studio weekdays. 5 of the 11 verbal posts (45.455%) s/he made in studio days 

were within studio hours. Thus, T1 made use of the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group in 23 of her/his 28 verbal posts (82.143%). T3 made 4 verbal posts, 

2 (50%) on wall critique day, 1 (25%) on a non-studio weekday and 1 (25%) on a 
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weekend. The verbal posts s/he made in studio days were within studio hours, thus 

s/he made use of the temporal flexibility of the group in half (50%) of her/his verbal 

posts. Out of 8 of her/his total verbal posts, T5 made 2 (25%) on regular studio days 

and 6 (75%) on non-studio weekdays. S/he made 1 verbal post within studio hours, 

using the temporal flexibility of the group in 7 of her/his verbal posts (87.5%). T7 

made 5 verbal posts, 1 (20%) on a jury day, 2 (40%) on a regular studio day and 2 

(40%) on a non-studio weekday. All her/his verbal posts were made outside studio 

hours, thus s/he made use of the temporal flexibility of the group in all her/his verbal 

posts (100%). Finally, T8 made 2 verbal posts, 1 (50%) on a non-studio weekday and 

1 (50%) on a weekend, also using the temporal flexibility of the group in all her/his 

verbal posts (100%).To conclude, all 5 teachers who posted verbal non-critique posts 

made us of the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 39 of the total of 47 

verbal non-critique posts (82.979%) were made using the temporal flexibility of the 

group. 

Image Non-Critique Posts by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.18 : Image non-critique posts by teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 7.27 : Image non-critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 
(Total) 

0/12 0/12 2/12 1/12 0/12 0/12 9/12 0/12 0/12 

 
Figure 7.19 : Image non-critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 
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Table 7.28 : Image non-critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

T1 (Total) 12/12 0/12 0/12 0/12 0/12 0/12 

12 images, which were not critiques (photos of the students working during studio 

hours and the photo of the jury members using Facebook during a preliminary jury), 

were posted by 1 of the 8 studio teachers. T1 posted 3 images on jury days within 

studio hours and 9 images on regular studio days all within studio hours. To 

conclude, 100% of the non-critique images posted was posted within studio hours, 

thus the temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group implementation was not 

made use of. 

Documents by “Create A Doc” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.20 : Doc posts by teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 7.29 : Doc posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
T3 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 0/3 0/3 2/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 

 
Figure 7.21 : Doc posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 7.22 : Doc posts by teachers over hours in non-studio weekdays. 
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Table 7.30 : Doc posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio 

Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
T3 1/2 1/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 1/3 1/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 0/3 

3 docs were posted in total, 1 by T1 and 2 by T3. T1 posted a doc on a non-studio 

weekday within working hours. T3 posted 2 docs on the brainstorming day, one 

within studio hours and the other one within working hours. To conclude, in 2 of the 

3 docs posted (66.667%), the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group was made 

use of. 

Events by “Create Event” Feature: 
 

 
Figure 7.23 : Event posts by teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 7.31 : Event posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 

 
Figure 7.24 : Event posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

Table 7.32 : Event posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio 

Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T1 (Total) 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

1 event was posted by T1 on a regular studio day within studio hours. In terms of this 

event the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group was not made use of. 
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Students: 

Project Images by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.25 : Project image posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.33 : Project image posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 1/11 0/11 0/11 3/11 3/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 4/11 
S2 1/21 0/21 0/21 3/21 5/21 0/21 5/21 6/21 1/21 
S3 1/10 1/10 0/10 3/10 3/10  0/10 0/10 0/10 2/10 
S4 0/9 0/9 0/9 3/9 4/9 0/9 0/9 1/9 1/9 
S5 0/8 0/8 0/8 3/8 4/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 1/8 
S6 0/13 0/13 0/13 3/13 5/13 0/13 2/13 0/13 3/13 
S7 0/10 0/10 0/10 3/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 1/10 6/10 
S8 0/26 0/26 6/26 3/26 4/26 0/26 0/26 12/26 1/26 
S9 0/9 0/9 0/9 3/9 5/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 1/9 
S10 0/10 0/10 0/10 3/10 5/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 2/10 
S11 1/8 1/8 0/8 3/8 3/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S12 2/8 0/8 0/8 3/8 3/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S13 1/12 0/12 0/12 4/12 4/12 0/12 3/12 0/12 0/12 
S14 1/7 0/7 0/7 3/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S15 1/7 0/7 0/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 
S16 1/7 0/7 0/7 3/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S17 1/8 0/8 1/8 3/8 3/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S18 1/9 0/9 0/9 3/9 3/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 2/9 
S19 2/6 0/6 1/6 3/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 
S20 1/8 0/8 0/8 3/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 4/8 
S21 2/9 0/9 0/9 3/9 4/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 
S22 2/9 0/9 0/9 3/9 4/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 
S23 1/4 0/4 0/4 3/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S24 1/10 0/10 1/10 3/10 3/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 2/10 
S25 1/14 0/14 2/14 3/14 6/14 0/14 2/14 0/14 0/14 
S26 1/11 0/11 0/11 4/11 5/11 0/11 0/11 1/11 0/11 
S27 2/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 
S28 0/5 2/5 0/5 3/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 
S29 2/10 1/10 0/10 3/10 3/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 1/10 
S30 2/14 0/14 1/14 3/14 3/14 0/14 2/14 3/14 0/14 
S31 1/9 0/9 1/9 3/9 3/9 0/9 1/9 0/9 0/9 
S32 0/11 0/11 0/11 3/11 5/11 0/11 0/11 3/11 0/11 
S33 0/11 2/11 0/11 3/11 6/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 
S34 0/5 2/5 0/5 3/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 
S35 0/6 0/6 0/6 3/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 1/6 2/6 
S36 0/11 0/11 2/11 3/11 6/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 
S37 0/7 0/7 1/7 3/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S38 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S39 0/8 0/8 1/8 3/8 4/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S40 0/12 0/12 0/12 3/12 5/12 0/12 3/12 1/12 0/12 
S41 0/13 1/13 0/13 3/13 0/13 0/13 1/13 8/13 0/13 
S42 0/7 1/7 0/7 3/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S43 0/13 0/13 0/13 3/13 4/13 0/13 0/13 6/13 0/13 
S44 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S45 0/7 0/7 0/7 3/7 4/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
Total 30/42

0 
11/420 18/420 131/420 131/420 0/420 22/420 43/42

0 
34/420 
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Figure 7.26 : Project image posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.27 : Project image posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 
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Figure 7.28 : Project image posts by students over hours in weekends. 
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Table 7.34 : Project image posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

S1 6/11 1/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 4/11 
S2 0/21 0/21 14/21 0/21 6/21 1/21 
S3 4/10 1/10 3/10 0/10 0/10 2/10 
S4 0/9 7/9 0/9 1/9 0/9 1/9 
S5 3/8 4/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 1/8 
S6 7/13 3/13 0/13 0/13 0/13 3/13 
S7 0/10 0/10 3/10 0/10 1/10 6/10 
S8 0/26 0/26 13/26 0/26 12/26 1/26 
S9 0/9 1/9 7/9 0/9 0/9 1/9 
S10 1/10 4/10 3/10 0/10 0/10 2/10 
S11 0/8 6/8 2/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S12 0/8 3/8 5/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S13 11/12 0/12 1/12 0/12 0/12 0/12 
S14 3/7 3/7 1/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S15 6/7 0/7 1/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S16 3/7 0/7 4/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S17 4/8 3/8 1/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S18 3/9 4/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 2/9 
S19 4/6 2/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 
S20 0/8 1/8 3/8 0/8 0/8 4/8 
S21 0/9 2/9 7/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 
S22 7/9 0/9 2/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 
S23 1/4 3/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S24 4/10 4/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 2/10 
S25 10/14 2/10 2/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 
S26 2/11 3/11 5/11 0/11 1/11 0/11 
S27 0/3 2/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 
S28 2/5 0/5 3/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 
S29 0/10 7/10 2/10 0/10 0/10 1/10 
S30 5/14 2/14 4/14 0/14 3/14 0/14 
S31 0/9 4/9 5/9 0/9 0/9 0/9 
S32 5/11 3/11 0/11 2/11 1/11 0/11 
S33 11/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 
S34 3/5 0/5 2/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 
S35 0/6 0/6 3/6 0/6 1/6 2/6 
S36 0/11 9/11 2/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 
S37 4/7 3/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S38 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S39 1/8 0/8 7/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 
S40 5/12 3/12 3/12 0/12 1/12 0/12 
S41 3/13 2/13 0/13 0/13 8/13 0/13 
S42 0/7 7/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S43 4/13 3/13 0/13 0/13 6/13 0/13 
S44 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S45 7/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
Total 130/420 105/420 108/420 3/420 41/420 33/420 

420 project images were posted by all 45 students throughout the semester. The most 

number of project images were posted on the 2nd and the 3rd preliminary juries, with 

the same number of posts – 131 of the total of 420 (31.191%) – on each day. 43 

project images (10.238%) were posted on non-studio weekdays; 34 (8.095%) were 

posted on weekends; 30 (7.143%) were posted on the 1st preliminary jury; 22 
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(5.238%) were posted on regular studio days; 18 (4.286%) were posted on the 

brainstorming day; and 11 project images (2.619%) were posted on the sketch 

problem submission day. In total, 320 of the 420 project images (76.191%) were 

posted on jury and/or submission days. 130 of the total of 420 project images 

(30.952%)were posted within studio hours, thus, 290 of 420 (69.048%) were posted 

using the temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group. 

Project Image Folders by “Create Photo Album” Feature: 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.29 : Project image folder posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.35 : Project image folder posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S3 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S4 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S5 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S6 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S7 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S9 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S10 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S11 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S12 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S13 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S14 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S15 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S16 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S17 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S18 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S19 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S20 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S21 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S24 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S25 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S26 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S28 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S30 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S31 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S32 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S35 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S36 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S37 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S39 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S40 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S42 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S43 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S44 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S45 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 0/71 0/71 0/71 0/71 0/71 33/71 0/71 38/71 0/71 
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Figure 7.30 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.31 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 
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Table 7.36 : Project image folder posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S3 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S4 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S5 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S6 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S7 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S9 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S10 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S11 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S12 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S13 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S14 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S15 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S16 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S17 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S18 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S19 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S20 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S21 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S24 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S25 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S26 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S28 1/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 0/2 
S30 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S31 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 
S32 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S35 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S36 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S37 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S39 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S40 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S42 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 0/2 
S43 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S44 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S45 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 8/71 0/71 25/71 4/71 34/71 0/71 

71 project image folders were posted by 36 of the total of 45 students (80%) 

throughout the semester. 33 of these 71 project image folders (46.479%) were posted 

on the final jury day, while 38 of them (53.521%) were posted on non-studio 

weekdays. Out of the 33 project image folders posted on a studio day, 8 of them 

(11.268% of the total 71) were posted within studio hours, while 25 of them 

(35.211%) were posted in non-working hours. To conclude, 63 of the total 71 project 

image folders (88.732%) were posted using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook 

group. 
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Project Videos by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.32 : Project video posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.37 : Project video posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S2 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 
S3 0/4 0/4 0/4 2/4 0/4 2/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S4 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S7 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S8 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S9 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S10 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/11 0/1 
S12 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S13 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S14 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S15 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S16 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S17 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S18 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S20 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S21 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S24 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S26 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S28 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S29 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S30 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S31 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S32 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S35 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S36 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S37 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S39 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S40 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S42 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S43 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S44 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S45 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 0/59 0/59 0/59 3/59 0/59 21/59 0/59 35/59 0/59 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.33 : Project video posts by students over hours in studio days. 
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Figure 7.34 : Project video posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.38 : Project video posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S2 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 
S3 1/4 0/4 3/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S4 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S6 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S7 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S8 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S9 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S10 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S11 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S12 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S13 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S14 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S15 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S16 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S17 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S18 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S20 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S21 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S24 1/2 1/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S26 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S28 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S29 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S30 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S31 1/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 0/2 
S32 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S33 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 
S36 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S37 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 
S39 0/1 0/1 1/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S40 0/1 0/1 1/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S42 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2  0/2 
S43 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S44 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S45 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 8/59  1/59 15/59 5/59 30/59 0/59 
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59 project videos were posted by 36 of the 45 students (80%) throughout the 

semester. 35 of the 59 project videos (59.322%) were posted on non-studio 

weekdays; 21 of them (35.593%) were posted on the final jury day; and 3 (5.085%) 

were posted on the 2nd preliminary jury. In total, 24 of the 59 project videos 

(40.678%) were posted on studio days, 8 of which (13.559% of the total 59) were 

within studio hours, 1 on working hours, and 15 (25.424% of the total 59) during 

non-working hours. To conclude, 51 of the 59 project video posts (86.441%) were 

made using the temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group. 

Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.35 : Verbal critique posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.39 : Verbal critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/18 0/18 3/18 2/18 0/18 4/18 0/18 8/18 1/18 
S2 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 1/3 
S3 0/4 0/4 2/4 2/4 0/4 2/4 2/4 2/4 0/4 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
S8 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 3/3 0/3 
S10 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S26 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S29 1/4 0/4 0/4 1/4 0/4 0/4 1/4 0/4 1/4 
S30 2/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 1/5 1/5 1/5 
S31 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S32 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 
S34 2/5 2/5 2/5 1/5 2/5 0/5 1/5 1/5 0/5 
S36 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 1/3 1/3 0/3 
S41 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 8/8 0/8 
S43 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S45 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
Total 3/62 2/62 5/62 5/62 1/62 6/62 8/62 25/62 7/62 

 

 

 
Figure 7.36 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in studio days. 
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Figure 7.37 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 

 

 
Figure 7.38 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.40 : Verbal critique posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S1 0/18 0/18 9/18 1/18 7/18 1/18 
S2 1/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 1/3 
S3 2/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 2/4 0/4 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
S8 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S10 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S11 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S26 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S29 0/4 1/4 2/4 0/4 0/4 1/4 
S30 1/5 0/5 2/5 1/5 0/5 1/5 
S31 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S32 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 
S34 2/5 0/5 2/5 0/5 1/5 0/5 
S36 0/3 1/3 1/3 1/3 0/3 0/3 
S41 0/8 0/8 0/8 0/8 8/8 0/8 
S43 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S45 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
Total 7/62 2/62 20/62 5/62 21/62 7/62 

62 verbal critiques were posted by 17 of the 45 students (37.778%) throughout the 

semester. 25 of the 62 verbal critiques (40.323%) were posted on non-studio 



 205 

weekdays; 22 (35.484%) were posted on jury and/or submission days; 8 of them 

(12.903%) were posted on regular studio days; and 7 of them (11.290%) were posted 

on weekends. 29 of the 62 verbal critiques (46.774%) were posted on studio days, 7 

of which (11.290%) were within studio hours. To conclude, 55 of the total of 62 

verbal critique posts by students (88.710%) were made using the temporal flexibility 

of the group. 

Image Critiques by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.39 : Image critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.41 : Image critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st 
Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 
25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 (Total) 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 4/4 0/4 

 
Figure 7.40 :Image citique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.42 : Image critique posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

S1 (Total) 0/4 0/4 0/4 2/4  2/4 0/4 

 4 image critiques were posted by 1 of the 45 students (2.222%) during the semester. 

All of the 4 image critiques (100%) were posted on non-studio weekdays. 2 of them 

(50%) were posted within working hours and the other 2 (50%) were posted in non-

working hours. To conclude, 100% of the image critiques posted by students was 

posted using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

 

 



 206 

Link Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.41 : Link critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.43 : Link critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury (17th, 
21st Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury (18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S8 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S10 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S16 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S20 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S29 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S31 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S37 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S43 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S45 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
Total 1/14 0/14 1/14 0/14 0/14 0/14 1/14 9/14 2/14 

 

 

 
Figure 7.42 : Link critique posts students over hours in studio days. 

 

 

 



 207 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.43 : Link critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 

 
Figure 7.44 : Link critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.44 : Link critique posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S1 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S8 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S10 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S16 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
S20 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S29 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S31 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S37 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S43 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S45 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total 0/14 1/14 2/14  5/14 4/14 2/14  

14 link critiques were posted by 12 of the 45 students (26.667%) throughout the 

semester. 9 of the 14 link critiques (64.286%) were posted on non-studio weekdays; 

2 of them (14.286%) on weekends; 1 (7.142%) on a regular studio day; 1 (7.142%) 

on wall critique day;and 1 of them (7.142%) was posted on the 1st preliminary jury 

day. In total, 3 of the link critiques (21.429%) were posted on studio days, while 11 

of them (78.571%) were posted outside studio days. Out of the 3, which were posted 

on studio days, non of them were posted within studio hours. Thus, all the link 

critiques (100%) were posted outside studio hours, making use of the temporal 

flexibility of the Facebook group. 
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Verbal Non-Critique Posts by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.45 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours days of the semester. 

Table 7.45 : Verbal non-critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 1st Pre 
Jury 
(14th 
Feb) 

Sketch 
Problem 
(17th 
Feb) 

Brain-
storming 
(21st, 
24th 
Feb) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(17th, 
21st 
Mar) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(18th, 
21st, 25th 
Apr) 

Final 
Jury 
(31st 
May) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 1/7 2/7 2/7 2/7 
S2 1/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 3/4 0/4 
S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
S7 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S8 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S10 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S12 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 0/2 
S13 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S15 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S18 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S20 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S21 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S24 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 
S26 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S28 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 
S30 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S36 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S37 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S39 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S40 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 2/3 1/3 
S42 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S43 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
Total 1/45 0/45 2/45 0/45 0/45 9/45 3/45 25/45 5/45 
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Figure 7.46 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7.47 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

 

 

 
Figure 7.48 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 
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Table 7.46 : Verbal non-critique posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

S1 0/7 0/7 3/7 0/7 2/7 2/7 
S2 0/4 0/4 1/4 0/4 3/4 0/4 
S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 
S7 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S8 0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S10 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S12 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 
S13 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S15 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S18 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S20 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S21 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S24 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 1/2 
S26 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S28 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 
S30 2/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S36 1/2 0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 0/2 
S37 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S39 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
S40 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 2/3 1/3 
S42 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S43 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
Total 7/45 0/45 8/45  4/45 21/45  5/45 

45 non-critique verbal posts were shared by 24 of the 45 students (53.333%) during 

the semester. 25 of the 45 verbal non-critique posts (55.556%) were posted on non-

studio weekdays; 9 of them (20%) were posted on the final jury day; 5 (11.111%) 

were posted on weekends; 3 (6.667%) were posted on regular studio days; 2 

(4.444%) were posted on brainstorming day; and 1 of them (2.222%) was posted on 

the 1st preliminary jury day. In total 15 of the 45 non-critique posts (33.333%) were 

made within studio days, while 30 of them (66.667%) were posted in non-studio 

days. Out of the 15 verbal non-critique posts within studio days, 7 were posted 

within studio hours and 8 in non-working hours. To conclude, 7 of the total of 45 

non-critique verbal posts (15.556%) were made within studio hours, while 38 of 

them (84.444%) were posted using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Discussion: 

The summary and discussion of the use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group 

by teachers and students are presented below, separately. 
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Teachers: The analysis of the distribution of all types of posts by teachers over jury 

days, studio days, non-studio days and weekends is discussed below. In addition, the 

analysis of the distribuiton of all types of posts over studio hours, working hours and 

non-working hours is also presented. 

Table 7.47 : All posts by 8 teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 Jury Days Regular Studio 
Days 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

Verbal Critique Posts 234/314 1/314 28/314 51/314 
Image Critique Posts 6/19 0/19 13/19 0/19 
Video Critique Posts 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 
Link Critique Posts 0/5 2/5 2/5 1/5 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 4/47 14/47 27/47 2/47 
Image Non-Critique Posts 3/12 9/12 0/12 0/12 
Document Posts 2/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 
Event Posts 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 
Total Posts 249/402 27/402 72/402 54/402 

249 of all 402 posts (61.940%) were made on jury days, 27 of them (6.716%) were 

made on regular studio days, 72 of them (17.911%) were made on non-studio 

weekdays, and 54 of the 402 posts (13.433%) were made on weekend days. In other 

words, just over 60% of all posts were made on jury days; and, in total, 276 posts 

(68.657%) were made on jury and/or regular studio days. After the jury days, the 

most number of posts were recorded on non-studio weekdays, which was followed 

by weekends, and by regular studio days as the last one. The data suggests that, apart 

from the jury days – where all teachers get together with students and record their 

critiques that they share during the jury in the group page – the group was mostly 

used to communicate on weekdays, where teachers and students did not meet in the 

studio. Weekends was the second most popular time for teachers to use the group to 

communicate, while the least popular time in the group page was regular studio days. 

“Jury Days > Non-Studio Weekdays > Weekends > Regular Studio Days” 

Table 7.48 : All posts by 8 teachers in studio, working and non-working hours. 
Teachers All Posts in Hours Studio Hours Working Hours Non-Working Hours 
Verbal Critique Posts 208/314 20/314 86/314 
Image Critique Posts 0/19 19/19 0/19 
Video Critique Posts 0/1 1/1 0/1 
Link Critique Posts 0/5 4/5 1/5 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 8/47 18/47 21/47 
Image Non-Critique Posts 12/12 0/12 0/12 
Document Posts 1/3 2/3 0/3 
Event Posts 1/1 0/1 0/1 
Total Posts 230/402 64/402 108/402 
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230 of all 402 posts (57.214%) were made within studio hours, 64 of them 

(15.920%) were made within working hours, while 108 of them (26.866%) were 

made within non-working hours. In other words, more than half of the posts were 

made within studio hours; while 172 of all 402 posts, i.e. more than 40%, were made 

outside studio hours, where the the temporal flexibility provided by Facebook group 

was made use of. 

“Studio Hours > Non-Working Hours > Working Hours” 

To conclude, in terms of days, over 30% of all posts by teachers were made using the 

temporal flexibility, while in terms of hours, over 40% of their posts were made 

using the temporal flexibility of the group. In the table, the summary of all numbers 

of teachers and posts, in terms of temporal flexibility, is presented. 

Students: Next, here, the analysis of the distribution of all types of posts by students 

over jury days, studio days, non-studio days and weekends, is presented. Also below 

is the analysis of the distribuiton of all types of posts over studio hours, working 

hours and non-working hours. 

Table 7.49 : All posts by 45 students in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

Students All Posts in Days Jury Days Regular Studio 
Days 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

Project Image Posts 320/420 23/420 43/420 34/420 
Project Image Folder Posts 33/71 0/71 38/71 0/71 
Project Video Posts 24/59 0/59 35/59 0/59 
Verbal Critique Posts 22/62 8/62 25/62 7/62 
Image Critique Posts 0/4 0/4 4/4 0/4 
Link Critique Posts 1/14 2/14 9/14 2/14 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 12/45 3/45 25/45 5/45 
Total Posts 412/675 36/675 179/675 48/675 

Out of the total of 675 posts made by students (except likes), 412 of them (61.037%) 

were made on jury days, 36 (5.333%) were made on regular studio days, 179 

(26.519%) were made on non-studio weekdays, and 48 (7.111%) were made on 

weekends. In other words, the highest number of posts were made by students on 

jury days, followed by non-studio weekdays, then on weekends, and, lastly, on 

regular studio days. Despite the high number of posts on jury days, these days were 

the most popular days among students only for posting project images. In all other 

types of posts these days were less popular; while the non-studio weekdays were the 

most popular days for students to make all the other types of posts. This result shows 

that students used the group page to interact and communicate with teachers and 
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other students during the week, when they could not meet. After the non-studio 

weekdays, the following popular time of the week for the students to use the group 

was weeekends, which shows that they also used the group page to communicate in 

off-days, again when they could not meet the studio people in the studio. The least 

popular days to use the group wwere the regular studio days, as in those days, they 

could communicate face-to-face with teachers and other students. Finally, 

numerically, 448 of the total 675 posts (66.370%) were made during the studio days, 

while 227 of them (33.630%) were made outside studio days. In short, students used 

the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group in more than 30% of all their posts. 

“Jury Days > Non-Studio Weekdays > Weekends > Regular Studio Days” 

Table 7.50 : All posts by 45 students in studio, working and non-working hours. 
Students All Posts in Hours Studio Hours Working Hours Non-Working Hours 
Project Image Posts 130/420 108/420 182/420 
Project Image Folder Posts 8/71 4/71 59/71 
Project Video Posts 8/59 6/59 45/59 
Verbal Critique Posts 7/62 7/62 48/62 
Image Critique Posts 0/4 2/4 2/4  
Link Critique Posts 0/14 6/14 8/14 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 7/45 4/45 34/45 
Total Posts 160/675  137/675  378/675  

In terms of the hours of the days, when the posts were made throughout the semester, 

160 out of 675 posts were made within studio hours, 137 were made within 137 

hours, and 378 were made in non-working hours. The most number of posts were 

made in non-working hours, followed by studio hours, and lastly the working hours. 

The non-working hours of the day, which are between the end of the working hours 

each day, 17:30, and the beginning of the working hours the next day, 09:30, were 

the most popular time for all types of posts throughout the semester. This result show 

that students used the group page the most outside studio and working hours, in the 

duration of the day when they cannot meet teachers and other students. To put in 

numbers, 515 out of the total of 675 posts (76.296%) were made outside studio 

hours. Thus, students used the temporal flexibility of the group within hours of the 

day, in more than 75% percent of all the posts they made. 

“Non-Working Hours > Studio Hours > Working Hours” 

To conclude, in terms of days, over 30% of all posts by students were made using the 

temporal flexibility, while in terms of hours, over 75% of their posts were made 
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using the temporal flexibility of the group. Below is the table, summarising the 

numbers of students and posts, in terms of temporal flexibility. 

In the below table, the summary of the use of the temporal flexibility of the group by 

teachers and students is displayed, in terms of days and hours. 

Table 7.51 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group by teachers and 
students over days and hours. 

 Days Hours 
Teachers  Over 30% of the total posts Over 40% of the total posts 
Students Over 30% of the total posts Over 75% of the total posts 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: 

The question(s) of analysis: Was the Facebook group“2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used by teachers and students to exchange critiques outside the given 

critique durations in desk, wall and jury critique situations, in order to have flexible 

critique sessions extended over time? For which critique situations was the temporal 

flexibility of the group used? 

The recording unit: Any critique thread in the group page. 

The variable: The time intervals of the critique sitautions of the studio. 

Under this topic, the analysis focuses on the intervals of critique sitautions, and how 

the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group was used to exchnage critiques 

outside these limited time intervals. The analysis is categorised on the basis of the 

critique situations; namely, wall, jury and general critiques. The sequence of analysis 

under each title is, first, the verbal explanation of the times of the exchange critiques 

for the critique situation, and second, the table showing these times. 

Wall Critique Situations 

There was 1 wall critique situation recorded in the group page, where 4 wall critiques 

were given by 1 teacher. Students were divided into 5 groups for a group 

brainstorming session within studio hours on the 21st of February. They were 

required to prepare wall presentations of their outcomes in the studio and upload the 

photos of their wall presentations in the group page for the next studio day, the 24th 

of February, when they presented their group work. In total, 8 images were uploaded 

by 5 groups; 3 groups uploaded 1 image each, 1 group uploaded 2 and 1 uploaded 3 

photos of their wall presentations.1 of the 8 teachers (12.5%) gave wall critique to 3 
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of the 8 images (37.5%) uploaded by 3 individual groups by writing verbal comment 

in the group. The teacher, T3, also wrote a general verbal critique on the group wall, 

addressing all students. All 4 comments were recorded on the 24th of February, 

during the wall presentations.To conclude, none of the 4 wall critiques recorded in 

the group page made use of the temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group. 

Table 7.52 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by T3 in all 
critiques in the wall critique. 

 During 
T3 (Total) 4 

Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: This jury was held on the 14th of February, from 13:30 to 17:30. 

There were only verbal critiques recorded in the Facebook group for this jury. There 

were 13 verbal critiques by 2 teachers recorded in the group page for the 1st 

preliminary jury. T1 wrote 10 verbal comments, all of which were within the jury 

hours. T3 made 3 verbal comments, all after the jury day, on the next studio day 

before the studio hours. To conclude, 3 of the 13 verbal critique activities of teachers 

(23.077%) were made using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page. 

There were 4 verbal critiques recorded by 3 students for this jury. After the jury, S30 

made 2 verbal comments on her/his works as a reply to T1’s critique on the same 

material by S30. S29 added his work on the jury day after studio hours and added 

verbal critique on his own work. Also after the jury, S8 made a verbal comment on 

her/his work. To conclude, all 4 verbal critiques (100%) by students for the 1st 

preliminary jury were made using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group 

page. To summarise, there were 17 verbal critiques recorded in the group page by 

teachers and students for the 1st preliminary jury. 7 of them (41.177%) were made 

using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page. 

Table7.53 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page in all critiques in 
the 1st preliminary jury. 

 During Jury Same Day 3 Day 7 Days 
T1 10    
T3   3  
S8    1 
S29  1   
S30  2   
Total 10 3 3 1 
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Sketch Problem: On the 14th of February, during the 1st preliminary jury, the sketch 

problem was assigned to the students. Students worked on the sketch problem on the 

17th of February and submitted their sketches from the 17th to the 21st of February. 

On the 21st of February, teachers evaluated the sketches. Verbal and image critiques 

were recorded in the Facebook group for the sketch problem. There were 22 verbal 

critiques recorded by 2 teachers in the group page on the sketch problem 

submissions. T1 made 5 verbal comments, which were all during the studio hours on 

the submission day. T3 wrote 17 verbal comments, 1 of them outside studio hours 

and 16 within the studio hours. To conclude, 1 of the 22 verbal critiques by teachers 

(4.546%) was made using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 12 verbal 

critiques were recorded by 5 students on the sketch problem submission. S1 made 1 

verbal comment on her/his own work before the submission date. S3 made 2 verbal 

critiques in reply to a comment made on her/his project during the sketch problem. In 

addition, S1, S8, S32 and S34 wrote a total of 9 verbal critiques on their works, and 

also as replies to T1 and T3’s comments on them, on the sketch problem day after the 

studio hours and also on the following day. Therefore, 10 of the 12 verbal critiques 

by students on the sketch problem (83.333%) were made using the temporal 

flexibility of the group. In summary, there were a total of 34 verbal critiques 

recorded in the group page by teachers and students for the sketch problem. 11 of 

these 34 verbal critiques (32.353%) were made using the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group page. There were 6 image critiques by T3 made on the sketch 

problem day before the studio hours. All image critiques posted for the sketch 

problem (100%) were made using the temporal flexibility of the group.To conclude, 

there were a total of 40 critiques posted by teachers and students for sketch problem. 

17 of them (42.5%) were made by 1 of 2 the teachers and 4 of the 5 students, who 

posted critiques, using the tenporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Table 7.54 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers and 
students in all types of critique exchange for the sketch problem. 

 2 Days Same Day During Same Day 1 Day 
T1   5   
T3  1 + 6 (image) 16   
S1 1   3  
S3   2   
S8    3  
S32     1 
S34    2  
Total 1 7 23 8 1 
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2nd Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 184 verbal critiques recorded by 7 out of 

8 teachers in the group page for the 2nd preliminary jury. 77 of them (41.848%) were 

posted during the jury hours, on the two jury days, by 6 of the teachers. 107 of them 

(58.152%) were made outside the two jury intervals, by 7 of the teachers, using the 

temporal flexibility of the Facebook group.10 verbal critiques were recorded by 6 

students for the 2nd preliminary jury. 2 of them were made during the jury. 8 of the 

verbal critiques (80%) were posted by 6 students outside the jury hours, making use 

of the temporal flexibility of the group.3 link critiques were recorded by 3 students in 

the 2nd preliminary jury. 1 of them was posted during the jury hours; while 2 of them 

were made outside the jury intervals. In other words, 2 of the 3 link critiques by 2 

students (66.667%) were made using the temporal flexibility of the group.In 

summary, there were a total of 197 critiques recorded by teachers and students in the 

group page for the 2nd preliminary jury. 80 of these critiques were recorded during 

the jury hours. 117 of all critiques (59.391%) were made outside the jury intervals, 

using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Table 7.55 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page in all critiques 
in the 2nd preliminary jury. 
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T1  23 11   13 3      
T3  8 3   7       
T4  2   1        
T5     26  1 15     
T6  10 2   5       
T7  2   25     1   
T8  7 4  3      6 6 
S1       2      
S2    1         
S3         2    
S26  1 (link)           
S29 1 (link)    1        
S32     1        
S34  1    1  1     
S36            1 (link) 
Total 1 54 20 1 57 26 6 16 2 1 6 7 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were 97 verbal critiques posted by 7 of the 8 teachers for 

the 3rd preliminary jury in the group page. 79 of them were made during the jury 

hours on three jury days. 18 of them (18.557%) were posted outside the jury intervals 

by 3 of the 7 teachers, making use of the temporal flexibility of the group. 1 verbal 

critique was made by 1 student for this jury and it was posted during the jury hours. 
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To conclude, 98 verbal critiques were recorded by teachers and a student for the 3rd 

preliminary jury, 80 of which were posted during the jury hours. 18 of the total of 98 

verbal critiques (18.367%) were made using the temporal flexibility of the group. 

Table 7.56 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page in all critiques 
in the 3rd preliminary jury. 

 During Same Day During During 1 Day 2 Days 7 Days 
T1 15  3 13   1 
T2 20   6    
T3 5       
T4 6       
T5  7      
T6 3  2 4    
T8   2  2 8  
S2 1       
Total 50 7 7 23 2 8 1 

Final Jury: There were a total of 19 verbal critiques posted by 3 students for the final 

jury. 2 of them were made during the jury. 17 of the verbal critiques (89.474%) by 3 

students were recorded outside the jury interval, using the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group. 

Table 7.57 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page in all critiques 
in the final jury. 

 1 Day Same Day During 1 Day 
S1 6 3 1  
S36   1 2 
S41    6 
Total 6 3 2 8 

General Critique Situation 

There were 5 verbal critiques recorded by 3 teachers in general critique situation, all 

of which were made outside studio hours, making use of the temporal flexibility of 

the group. 12 verbal critiques were made by 10 students in general critique situation. 

11 of them (91.667%) were posted outside studio hours by 10 students, using the 

temporal flexibility of the group page. To conclude, there were a total 17 verbal 

critiques recorded by teachers and students in general critique situation. 1 of them by 

1 student was posted during studio hours. 16 of these verbal critiques (94.118%) by 3 

teachers and 10 students were made outside studio hours, using the temporal 

flexibility of the group. 13 image critiques were made by 1 teacher outside studio 

hours, all posted (100%) by using the temporal flexibility of the group. In addition, 4 

image critiques were posted by 1 student, again using the temporal flexibility. In 

summary, all 17 image critiques in general critique situation (100%) were made 
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using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. There was 1 video critique 

posted by 1 teacher in general critique situation. The post was made outside studio 

hours, making use of the temporal flexibility. Finally, 5 link critiques were posted by 

2 teachers in general critique situation. All of them (100%) were made outside studio 

hours, using the temporal flexibility of the group. 13 link critiques were recorded by 

11 students, all making use of the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. All 18 

link critiques by teachers and students (100%). To conclude, 53 critiques were 

recorded by 4 teachers and 13 students in general critique situations. 1 of them was 

posted within studio hours. 52 of them (98.113%) were made outside studio hours, 

using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Table 7.58 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers and 
students in verbal critiques in general critique situations. 

 Studio Hours Non-Studio Hours 
T1  2 (link) 
T3  1 + 13 (image) 
T5  1 
T7  3 + 1 (video) + 3 (link) 
S1  2 + 4 (image) + 2 (link) 
S2  1 + 2 (link) 
S6  1 + 1 (link) 
S8  1 (link) 
S10  1 + 1 (link) 
S16  1 
S20  1 (link) 
S29  1 + 1 (link) 
S30 1 1 
S31  1 + 1 (link) 
S37  1 (link) 
S43  1 + 1 (link) 
S45  1 + 1 (link) 
Total 1 16 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

As explained earlier, the percentages of teachers and students who thought the 

Facebook group contributed to exchanging critiques without temporal and spatial 

limitations increased in the 2nd questionnaires but decrased in the third one. In 

addition, there were additional comments by both teachers and students, about the 

group providing temporal flexibility to the studio processes. In the 1st questionnaire, 

1 teacher wrote that the group would help giving critiques to students before or after 

the studio classes. In the 2nd questionnaire, there were 3 teachers emphasising the 

time saved by the use of the Facebook group. 1 of them wrote that students uploaded 

their files before the class started, enabling the presentations to be made in sequence 

without interruption. Another teacher noted that the group enabled shorter juries by 
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preventing time losses because of necessities – and excuses – of getting print-outs, 

hanging them on the wall, etc. A third teacher wrote that the group was “saving time 

in a very crowded class”. Teachers and students also wrote their opinions and 

suggestions in the questionnaires, regarding the temporal issues related to the use of 

the group. In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 teacher noted that if there were less number of 

students, the group could be used more effectively for critiques; but when the 

number was high, it was effective for making announcements. Another teacher 

suggested that the group should not be used during the classes but could be important 

and effective for exchanging critiques outside studio hours. In the 3rd questionnaire, 1 

teacher wrote that the group was not used in the studio hours but in preliminary and 

final juries. In the 2nd questionnaire, two students criticised the timing of teachers’ 

critiques. 1 of them noted that critiques were not sufficifient because they were only 

made during juries; while another wrote that the teachers’ interactions were not 

frequent and were concentrated around the jury times. 

7.1.1.2 Physical limitations and virtual space 

The focus in this section is the physical limitations, which were expressed by the 

interviewees. The analysis of the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” and the answers to questionnaires investigates, whether, and how, the 

use of the group as a supplement in the studio process addressed these limitations. 

The aim is to find out if the Facebook group functioned as a mutual virtual space, 

where students can represent their project processes, and their designer identities to 

teachers and other students, and where teachers and students can share ideas and 

material with all the students, and teachers, without the limitations of the physical 

studio space. The first part presents the content analysis of the Facebook group in 

two sections, which are reserved for two aspects of the physical limitations, 

individually. The second part focuses on the analysis of the questionnaires answers. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Physical Features of and Facilities in Studio Classrooms: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a virtual space by students to represent their project processes 

and designer identities, functioning as the students’ personal studio areas? 
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The recording unit: Project Process – The collection of project materials posted by 

each student; Designer Identitiy – The personal information about each student in 

her/his profile in the members page. 

The variable: Each student. 

Personal Virtual Space to present Individual Project Processes 

In the first two thirds of the second cycle, i.e. the first two thirds of the Spring 

semester of the 2010-2011 Academic year in ITU, there were no “Create Photo 

Album” feature in Facebook groups. All students posted their project material on the 

group wall, and each image post was located in the single, collective photo album of 

the group. Students were not able to create their own pesonal virtual spaces where 

their individual project process could be followed. The Photo Album feature was 

added before the final submissions, so the students were able to create image folders 

for their final works of the project. The videos could not be added to the folders, so 

they were posted separately on the group wall and added to the collective album of 

the group. To conclude, the students’ project works were recorded in the group page 

(as analysed in the next section), but personal virtual spaces presenting each 

student’s project process separately could not be created, due to the limitations of the 

Facebook groups. 

Personal Virtual Space to Represent Students’ Designer Identities 

Facebook groups are sub-spaces within the social network site Facebook, where all 

members have their personal profile pages. The members of the groups share the 

same group space, but they are not necessarily “friends” with each other. The groups 

do not allow its members to create their personal profiles specific to the group. Thus, 

under this topic, the analysis is limited to the information provided by each student, 

in the members page of the group. In the members section of the group, each student 

is represented by their profile pictures, and the basic information they provided in 

their main Facebook profile, such as their hometown or the name of the institiution 

they study or work. Such basic information gives personal clues about each member. 

Though, again, because of the limitations of the Facebook groups, students were not 

able to create personal virtual spaces to represent their designer identities. The basic 

information about each student in the members page of the Facebook group consists 

of their names, pictures, and affiliations. The profile names were an issue in the pilot 
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study, where a number of students used nicknames and were difficult to be identified. 

In the Facebook group, it was observed that most of the students used their real 

names as profile names, as expected, and thus giving enough clues about the identity 

of each student. Throughout the use of the group a majority of the student members 

had their full names unchanged as their profile names. 1 of the students joined the 

group only for the implementation and left the group, and Facebook, after the 

semester ended. S/he had a nickname as her profile name, which was known by 

everyone. Another student used a nickname as her/his Facebook profile name, again 

all throughout the implementation, known to all members. Finally, another student 

used a sentence as her/his profile name for the duration of the implementation, and 

then changed it to her/his real name. By October 2012, the profile names of the 

members were as shown in the table below. Also presented below, are the choices for 

profile pictures, and affiliations, by each member. 

Table 7.59 : Profile information of students in the members page. 
Full Name 43/45 
Pseudo Name (Nickname) 2/45 
Photo of the Member Her/Himself 36/45 
Photo of Something 1/45 
Graphical Image 7/45 
Default Facebook Profile Image 1/45 
School 28/45 
Work 5/45 
Hometown 4/45 
No Affiliation 8/45 

Physical Space vs Virtual Space: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a virtual space by teachers and students to share their ideas, 

exemplary material, and other information addressing all students and teachers? 

The variable: Addressee of each post (all students and teachers). 

The recording unit: Each post by teachers and students in the group. 

There were a total of 147 verbal and visual posts by 5 teachers (62.5%) and 19 

students (42.222%) in the group page, addressing everybody in the studio; which 

included verbal critiques, image critiques, video critique, link critiques, assignments 

and briefs, announcements, and images of studio process. 3 teachers (37.5%) posted 

11 verbal critiques on the group wall. 1 teacher (12.5%) shared image critiques; 

while another (12.5%) shared a video critique, addressing all students. 2 teachers 
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(25%) posted a total of 5 link critiques, again for all students. 3 of the teachers 

(37.5%) shared assignments and briefs. 5 teachers (62.5%) made a total of 47 

announcements, on the group wall. 1 (12.5%) shared 15 images of the studio process. 

In addition, 7 students (15.556%) shared 9 verbal critiques; 1 (2.222%) shared image 

critiques; 12 (26.667%) shared a total of 14 link critiques, with all studio people on 

the group wall. 7 students (15.556%) made a total of 10 announcements and 5 of 

them (11.111%) posted images of the studio process. 

Table 7.60 : Posts by the members of the group, addressing all teachers and/or 
students. 

 Verbal 
Critique 

Image 
Critique 

Video 
Critique 

Link 
Critique 

Assignment/ 
Brief 

Announcement Studio 
Image 

T1    2 2 31 15 
T3 4 19   2 7  
T5 1    1 5  
T7 6  1 3  2  
T8      2  
S1 3 3  2  4  
S2 1   2    
S3      1  
S4    1   1 
S8    1   1 
S10 1   1    
S11      1  
S16    1    
S19       1 
S20    1    
S24      1 2 
S29 1   1    
S30      1 3 
S31 1   1    
S35      1  
S37    1    
S40      1  
S43 1   1    
S45 1   1    
Total 20 22 1 19 5 57 23 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were no answers in the questionnaires in relation to the physical limitations. 

7.1.1.3 Archival limitations and online record 

The Facebook group, by definition, functions as an online archive of all posts by its 

members; a feature, which this study suggests can be a means of addressing the 

archival limitations within the studio system, which were stated by the interviewees. 

Here, the analyses of the content of the group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” and the questionnaire answers aim to find out if the group page held 

a collective online archive; where regular records of students’ project processes, 
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critique exchanges among teachers and students, and also the studio course process 

were kept. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Keeping Records of Students’ Project Processes: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of students’ project processes? Which parts 

of the project processes were kept of which students? 

The recording unit: Any project post by any student. 

The variable: Each student. 

During the semester, it was a course requirement for students to upload their project 

works in the Facebook group page for all submissions, including the 1st preliminary 

jury, the sketch problem, the brainstorming session, the 2nd and the 3rd preliminary 

juries and the final jury, chronologically. The sketch problem assignment was 

announced on the 14th of February, and students were required to upload their 

personal works in the group from 17th to 21st of February. A brainstorming session 

was held as a group work on the 21st of February, where one student from each group 

was expected to upload the group’s brainstorming outcome in the Facebook group. 5 

individual groups were formed for brainstorming session and each group’s work was 

uploaded in the page. The findings of this submission are included in the tables but 

are not mentioned in the analysis, which focuses on the records of project processes 

on the level of individual students. Finally, in the three preliminary juries and the 

final jury, all students were required to upload their personal work, individually. 

Below is the analysis of the archive of students’ work processes in the group page on 

the basis of the 5 submission events, the sketch problem and the 4 juries throughout 

the semester. All 45 students (100%) uploaded their personal project works in the 

Facebook group page. 17 of these 45 students (37.778%) uploaded project material 

for all 5 of the submissions (100%). 5 of the students (11.111%) posted their work 

for 4 submissions (80%), and not for the 1st preliminary jury. 12 of them (26.667%) 

submitted their project work for 4 of the 5 submission events (80%), not uploading 

their work for the sketch problem. 1 student (2.222%) uploaded her/his work for 4 

submissions (80%), excluding the 3rd preliminary jury. To summarise, 18 of the 45 

students (40%) submitted their project work for 4 of the submission events (80%), in 
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varying combinations. In addition, 6 students (13.333%) uploaded their works for 3 

of the submissions (60%); 3 students (6.667%) submitted for 2 (40%); 1 student 

(2.222%) uploaded her/his work for only 1 of the submission events (20%). Finally, 

11 students (24.444%) uploaded their project works outside the submission 

requirements, which is an important aspect, as it shows the voluntary sharing of the 

personal project works by students. The project processes of 17 of the 45 students 

(37.778%) were archived in the group page throughout the semester, as all these 

students uploaded their project work for all 5 submission dates. In addition, 

considering that the sketch problem was a classwork and its submission was less 

formal, the 4 juries – 3 preliminary and 1 final – can be regarded as the main 

submission events. In this respect, it may also be concluded that 29 (17 + 12) of the 

45 students (64.444%) submitted their project work for all formal jury submissions, 

keeping regular records. The table below displays all submissions by each student, in 

detail. 
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Table 7.61 : Personal project works uploaded by students in the group page. 
 
 

1st Pre 
Jury 
14th Feb 

Sketch 
Problem 
17th Feb 

Brain- 
storming 
21st Feb 

2nd Pre Jury 
17th 21st 
March 

3rd Pre Jury 
18th 21st 25th 
April 

Final Jury 
31st May 

Studio 
Time 

S1 2 PI 2 PI  3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV 1 PI 
S2 7 PI 1 PI + 1 PV  3 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV 5 PI 
S3 2 PI 2 PI  3 PI + 2 PV 3 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S4 1 PI  1 PI 3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S5 1 PI   3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S6 1 PI 2 PI  3 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV 2 PI 
S7 2 PI 1 PI  3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S8 5 PI 2 PI 1 PI 3 PI 4 PI 11 PI + 2 PV  
S9 1 PI   3 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S10 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S11 2 PI   3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S12 2 PI   3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S13 1 PI   4 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV 3 PI 
S14 1 PI   3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S15 1 PI   3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S16 1 PI   3 PI 3 PI 1 PIF + 1 PV  
S17 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S18 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV 1 PI 
S19 2 PI  1 PI 3 PI  2 PIF  
S20 1 PI   3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S21 2 PI   3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S22 2 PI   3 PI 4 PI   
S23 1 PI   3 PI    
S24 1 PI 1 PI 2 PI 3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S25 1 PI 2 PI  3 PI 6 PI 2 PIF 2 PI 
S26 2 PI   4 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S27 2 PI 1 PI      
S28 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI  2 PIF + 1 PV  
S29 2 PI 1 PI  3 PI 3 PI 1 PV 1 PI 
S30 2 PI 1 PI 3 PI 3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV 2 PI 
S31 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI + 1 PV 3 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV 1 PI 
S32 2 PI 1 PI  3 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S33  2 PI  3 PI 6 PI   
S34 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI    
S35  1 PI  3 PI 1 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV 1 PI 
S36 1 PI 1 PI  3 PI 6 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S37  1 PI  3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S38  1 PI      
S39  1 PI  3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV  
S40  1 PI  3 PI 5 PI 2 PIF + 1 PV 3 PI 
S41  2 PI  3 PI  8 PI  
S42  1 PI  3 PI 3 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S43 5 PI 1 PI  3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  
S44    3 PI  2 PIF + 1 PV  
S45    3 PI 4 PI 2 PIF + 2 PV  

Another analysis can be made on the basis of the number of students who uploaded 

their works for each submission date. For the 1st preliminary jury 35 students 

(77.778%) submitted their work; for the sketch problem 28 students (62.222%) 

uploaded; for the 2nd preliminary jury 43 students (95.556%) submitted; for the 3rd 

preliminary jury 37 students (82.222%); and finally, for the final jury 39 students 

(86.667%) uploaded their work for the submission.  
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Table 7.62 : Students who uploaded works for submissions. 
1st Preliminary Jury 35 students (77.778% of the total 45) 
Sketch Problem 28 students (62.222% of the total 45) 
2nd Preliminary Jury 43 students (95.556% of the total 45) 
3rd Preliminary Jury 37 students (82.222% of the total 45) 
Final Jury 39 students (86.667% of the total 45) 

Keeping Records of Critique Exchanges: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of critique exchanges among teachers and 

students? Which type of critiques was recorded by teachers and students in which 

critique situations? 

The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 

The variables: The person who posted the critique; and the critique situation in which 

the critiques were posted. 

Wall Critique Situation 

There was one wall critique situation recorded in the Facebook group page. As 

mentioned above, there was a brainstorming session held by 5 individual groups of 

students. The outcomes of each group were hung on the wall in the studio, and the 

groups uploaded the photos of their works on the wall and posted in the group page. 

There were 8 photos of the wall presentations by 5 students, as the representatives of 

each group. 1 out of 8 teachers (12.5%), T3, posted verbal critiques on 3 of these 8 

wall presentations (37.5%), each by a different group. T3 also made a general verbal 

comment on the group home page, addressing all groups. 

Table 7.63 : Verbal critique records in wall critique situations. 

 
 

Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: In the 1st preliminary jury, 11 verbal critiques were recorded by 

2 of the 8 teachers (25%) on the works of 7 of the total of 35 students (20%) who 

uploaded their works for this jury; while 1 of the teachers also wrote 2 verbal 

comments on the group wall addressing all students (100%). T1 wrote 10 verbal 

critiques to 7 students (20%). T3 wrote 1 verbal comment to 1 student (2.857%) and 

2 verbal comments to all students (100%). In addition, there were 4 verbal comments 

 S4 S8 S19 All Total 
T3 (Total) 1 1 1 1 4 



 228 

recorded by 3 of the total of 45 students (6.667%), all on their own works. To 

conclude, there were 17 verbal critiques recorded by 2 teachers (25%) and 3 students 

(5.714%); 15 of them addressing the individual works of 8 students (22.857%) and 2 

addressing all students (100%). 

Table 7.64 : Verbal critique records for the 1st preliminary jury. 

1 like was recorded by 1 of the teachers (12.5%) on the comment of another (12.5%). 

6 likes were recorded by 3 students (6.667%), addressing 4 students (8.889%). In 

total, 7 likes were recorded by 1 teacher and 3 students, in the 1st preliminary jury, 

addressing 1 teacher and 4 students. 

Table 7.65 : Like records for the 1st preliminary jury. 
 T1 S9 S10 S12 S27 Total 
T3 1     1 
S1 1 1 1 1  4 
S3  1    1 
S28     1 1 
Total 2 2 1 1 1 7 

Sketch Problem Submission: In the sketch problem submission, verbal critiques by 2 

of the 8 teachers (25%) were recorded to 12 of the total of 28 students (42.857 %), 

who submitted their sketches in the group page. 5 verbal critiques by T1 to 5 

different students (17.857% of the total 28) were recorded. 16 verbal critiques by T3 

were recorded on the works of 11 students (39.286%), 1 was written on the group 

wall addressing all students (100%). 5 students out of the 45 (11.111%) made a total 

of 10 verbal comments, all on their own sketches. 3 verbal critiques were recorded 

by S1; 2 by S3; 2 by S8; 1 by S32; and finally 2 by S34. In summary, 31 verbal 

critiques were recorded by 2 teachers (25%) and 5 students (11.111%), 29 of them 

addressing 14 individual students (50%), and 1 addressing all (100%). 

 

 

 

 S7 S8 S21 S22 S25 S26 S27 S29 S30 All Total 
T1 1  1 1 2 1 2  2  10 
T3      1    2 3 
S8  1         1 
S29        1   1 
S30         2  2 
Total 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 4 2 17 
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Table 7.66 : Verbal critique records for the sketch problem submission. 
 S1 S3 S8 S18 S29 S31 S32 S33 S34 S38 S39 S40 S41 S42 All Total 
T1 1    1   1     1 1  5 
T3 2 2  1 1 2 2 1  1 1 1 1  1 16 
S1 3               3 
S3  2              2 
S8   2             2 
S32       1         1 
S34         2       2 
Total 6 4 2 1 2 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 31 

4 likes were recorded by 1 of the 8 teachers (12.5%) to 4 of the 28 students 

(14.286%). In addition, 3 out of 45 students (6.667%) liked the works by 3 students 

(10.714%). In total, 7 likes were recorded by 1 teacher (12.5%) and 3 students 

(6.667%) on the works of 7 students (25%). 

Table 7.67 : Like records for the sketch problem submission. 
 S6 S24 S25 S27 S35 S37 S42 Total 
T3 1 1 1   1  4 
S2    1    1 
S16       1 1 
S28     1   1 
Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 

2nd Preliminary Jury: 7 out of 8 teachers (87.5%) wrote 175 verbal critiques to 40 of 

the total of 43 students (93.023%), who submitted their works for the 2nd preliminary 

jury. 50 verbal critiques were recorded by T1 to the works of 27 of the 43 students 

(62.791%); 18 verbal critiques were written by T3 to 15 students (34.884%), 1 of 

which was addressing all students; 3 verbal comments were recorded by T4 to 2 

students (4.651%); 41 verbal critiques were written by T5 to a total of 38 students 

(88.372%); 17 verbal critiques were recorded by T6 to 15 students (34.884%); 27 

verbal comments were written by T7 to 24 students (55.814%); and 19 verbal 

critiques were recorded by T8 to 16 out of 43 students (37.209%). 12 verbal critiques 

were recorded by 8 of the total of 45 students (17.778%). S1 recorded 2 verbal 

critiques on her/himself out of the 43 students (2.326%); S2 wrote 1 verbal comment 

on her/his work (2.326%); S3 recorded 2 verbal critiques on her/himself (2.326%); 

S26 wrote 1 verbal critique on her/his work (2.326%); S29 recorded 2 verbal 

critiques on her/himself (2.326%); S32 wrote 1 verbal comment on her/himself 

(2.326%); S34 recorded 2 verbal critiques, 1 on her/his work and 1 on the work of 

another student (4.651%); and, finally, S36 wrote 1 verbal comment for another 

student’s work (2.326%). To summarise, there were a total of 187 verbal critiques 

recorded by 7 of the 8 teachers (87.5%) and 8 of the 45 students (17.778%). 186 of 
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them addressed 40 of the 43 individual students (93.023%), who uploaded works, 

while 1 of them addressed all students (100%). 

Table 7.68 : Verbal critique records for the 2nd preliminary jury. 

 

There were 3 link critiques recorded by 3 of the 45 students (6.667%) to 3 of the 43 

students (6.977%), who submitted their work in the group page. 2 students gave 1 

link critique each, to their own works (2.326% of the total 43); while 1 student gave 

a link critique to another (2.326%). 

Table 7.69 : Link critique records for the 2nd preliminary jury. 
 S26 S29 S42 Total 
S26 1   1 
S29  1  1 
S36   1 1 
Total 1 1 1 3 

There were a total of 34 likes recorded by 5 of the 8 teachers (62.5%). 

Table 7.70 : Like records for the 2nd preliminary jury. 

 
 

3rd Preliminary Jury: 98 verbal critiques by 7 out of 8 teachers (100%) were recorded 

to a total of 28 students (75.676% of the total of 37 students who uploaded their 
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work). T1 posted a total of 32 verbal critiques to 21 out of 37 students (56.757%); T2 

recorded 26 verbal critiques to 15 students (40.541%); T3 made 5 verbal critique 

posts to 3 students (8.108%); T4 recorded 6 verbal critiques to 5 students (13.514%); 

T5 recorded 7 verbal critiques for 7 (18.919%); T6 posted 9 verbal critiques to 9 

(24.324%); and finally, T8 recorded a total of 12 verbal critiques to 12 out of 37 

students (32.432%) by. In addition, 1 (2.222%) student recorded 1 verbal critique on 

her/his work. To conclude, there were a total of 98 verbal critiques recorded by 7 

teachers and 1 student in the 3rd preliminary jury. Separately, 3 out of 37 students 

(8.108%) received verbal critique from 5 of the 8 teachers (62.5%); 5 students 

(13.514%) received verbal critique from 4 teachers (50%); 7 studens (18.919%) 

received verbal critique from 3 teachers (37.5%); 5 students (13.514%) received 

verbal critique from 2 teachers (25%); and finally, 8 out of 37 students (21.622%) 

received verbal critique from 1 teacher (12.5%). 9 of the 37 students (24.324%) who 

also uploaded their project work for the 3rd preliminary jury did not receive any 

verbal critique from any of the teachers. There were no students who received 

critique from all teachers in this jury.  

Table 7.71 : Verbal critique records in the 3rd preliminary jury. 

 

1 link critique was recorded by 1 of the teachers (12.5%), addressing 1 student 

(2.222%). 

Table 7.72 : Link critique records in the 3rd preliminary jury. 
 S32 
T8 (Total) 1 

1 like was recorded by 1 of the teachers (12.5%) addressing the work of 1 student 

(2.222%). 6 likes were posted by 3 of the students (6.667%), addressing the works 

and critiques of 4 students (8.889%). In total, 7 likes were recorded by 1 teacher and 

3 students in the final jury, addressing 5 students (11.111%). 
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Table 7.73 : Like records in the 3rd preliminary jury. 
 S12 S20 S26 S36 S37 Total 
T3  1    1 
S11 1    1 2 
S24   1   1 
S42   1 2  3 
Total 1 1 2 2 1 7 

Final Jury: In the final jury, no verbal critiques were recorded by any of the 8 

teachers. 3 out of 45 students (6.667%) made 21 verbal critiques to 12 of the 39 

students (30.769%), who uploaded their works for the final jury. S1 wrote 10 verbal 

critiques to 8 students; S36 wrote verbal critiques to 3 students (7.692%), 1 for each. 

In addition, S41 wrote 8 verbal critiques on her/his own project material. 

Table 7.74 : Verbal critique records for the final jury. 
 S4 S5 S7 S9 S12 S14 S17 S21 S28 S36 S41 S42 Total 
S1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1     10 
S36         1 1  1 3 
S41           8  8 
Total 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 8 1 21 

There was 1 link critique recorded by 1 student (2.222%) on the work of another 

(2.222%). 

Table 7.75 : Link critique records in the final jury. 
 S36 
S36 (Total) 1 

1 like was recorded by 1 of the 8 teachers (12.5%) on the work of 1 student 

(2.222%), in the final jury. Besides, there were 26 likes recorded by 12 students 

(26.667%), on the works and critiques of 12 students (26.667%). In total, 27 likes 

were recorded by 1 teacher and 12 students addressing a total of 13 students, in the 

final jury. 
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Table 7.76 : Like records for the final jury. 
 S4 S5 S7 S9 S13 S14 S17 S18 S24 S28 S30 S36 S42 Total 
T8  1            1 
S1 2  1 1  1 1 1 1     8 
S3      1    1    2 
S11    1          1 
S13            2  2 
S18           1   1 
S26           1 1 1 3 
S30      1        1 
S36          3   1 4 
S37    1          1 
S42            1  1 
S43    1          1 
S45     1         1 
Total 2 1 1 4 1 3 1 1 1 4 2 4 2 27 

General Critique Situation 

There were a total of 14 verbal critiques recorded by 3 teachers (37.5%) and 7 

students (15.556%) in the general critique situation, addressing a total of 2 students, 

and everybody. 

Table 7.77 : Verbal critique exchange records in general critique situation. 
 S6 S30 All Total 
T3   1 1 
T5   1 1 
T7   2 2 
S1   3 3 
S2   1 1 
S6 1   1 
S20   1 1 
S30 1 1  2 
S43   1 1 
S45   1 1 
Total 2 1 11 14 

1 of the teachers (12.5%), T3 recorded 19 image critiques, addressing all students 

(100%), in general critique situation. 1 student (2.222%), S1 posted 3 image 

critiques, again, addressing all students (100%). 

Table 7.78 : Image critique exchange records in general critique situation. 
 All Total 
T3 19 19 
S1 3 3 
Total 22 22 

1 video critique was recorded by 1 of the teachers (12.5%) addressing all students 

(100%). 

Table 7.79 : Video critique exchange records in general critique situation. 
 All 
T7 (Total) 1 
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There were 5 link critiques recorded by 2 of the 8 teachers (25%), all addressing all 

students (100%). In addition, 14 link critiques were posted by 12 of the 45 students 

(26.667%), 1 addressing 1 of the students (2.222%) and 13 addressing all students 

(100%). In total, 19 link critiques were recorded by 2 teachers and 12 students, 1 

addressing 1 student and 18 addressing all. 

Table 7.80 : Link critique exchange records in general critique situation. 
 S4 All Total 
T1  2 2 
T7  3 3 
S1  2 2 
S2  2 2 
S4  1 1 
S8  1 1 
S10  1 1 
S16  1 1 
S20  1 1 
S29  1 1 
S31  1 1 
S37 1  1 
S43  1 1 
S45  1 1 
Total 1 18 19 

There were 2 likes recorded by 1 out of the 8 teachers (12.5%), on the works and 

critique materials of 2 students (4.444%), in general critique situation. In addition, 9 

likes were recorded by 6 of the 45 students (13.333%), addressing the works and 

critiques of 1 teacher (12.5%) and 4 students (8.889%). In total, 11 likes were 

recorded by 1 teacher and 6 students, addressing 1 teacher and 4 students. 

Table 7.81 : Like records in general critique situation. 
 T7 S1 S2 S6 S31 Total 
T7  1   1 2 
S1   1   1 
S2 1 1    2 
S8  1 1   2 
S30    2  2 
S37  1    1 
S29 1     1 
Total 2 4 2 2 1 11 

Keeping Records of Studio Course Processes: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of studio course processes? Which type of 

course related non-critique material was kept in the group page, and by who? 

The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 



 235 

The variable: Any course-related content except project material submissions and the 

citique exchanges. 

The brief for the project assignment was recorded in the group page as a doc post by 

T3 on the 21st of February. On the 14th of February, T1 posted the assignment brief 

for the sketch problem. On the 21st of February, s/he recorded the assignment brief 

for th brainstorming session. Similarly, the requirements list for the 2nd preliminary 

and the final juries were recorded in the group page by T1, by 2 announcements on 

the 14th of March, and by 1 doc post on the 4th of May, respectively. To conclude, 

there were 5 briefs recorded in the Facebook group by 2 out of 8 teachers (25%); 1 of 

them for the general project assignment, and 5 announcements on the briefs for 4 of 

the 6 (66.667%) submissions of the studio course. There were a total of 50 visual and 

verbal announcements concerning the studio processes, recorded by 5 out of 8 studio 

teachers (62.5%) and 4 out of 45 students (8.889%), within the duration of the 

project process, as indicated earlier for this studio course. T1 made a total of 12 

verbal announcements, on the 23rd of February, 10th and 28th of March, 13th and 27th 

of April, 5th, 9th, 13th, 30th and 31st of May, in chronological order. S/he also made 15 

visual announcements displaying the studio process; 2 on the brainstorming session, 

1 on the 17th of March, 3 on the 28th of March, 6 on the 31st of March, 2 on the 31st of 

May, and finally 1 on the 1st of June. In total, T1 made 27 verbal and visual 

announcements throughout the semester. T3 made 2 verbal announcements on the 

24th of February. T5 made 6 verbal announcements during the semester, 1 on each of 

the following dates: 22nd and 23rd of February, 3rd and 22nd of March, 11th of April 

and 1st of June. T7 recorded 2 verbal announcements, 1 on the 26th of April and the 

other on the 31st of May. Similarly, T8 made 2 verbal announcements, 1 on the 27th 

of March and 1 on the 1st of June. In addition, S1 made an announcement on the 8th 

of April; S3 posted 1 on the 1st of Jun; S24 posted 1 on the 29th of May; and, finally, 

S35 recorded 1 verbal annluncement on the 31st of May. There were also 6 verbal 

announcements on the use of the Facebok group, both by 2 of the 8 teachers (25%) 

and 3 of the 45 students (6.667%). T1 made 2 verbal announcements on the use of 

the group, 1 on the 4th and the other on the 30th of May. T3 recorded 1 announcement 

on the 26th of Mar. Besides, S40 made 1 announcement on the 4th of May; while S11 

and S30 made 1 announcement each on the 31st of May. 
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Table 7.82 :  Studio course process material shared by the studio teachers and 
students. 

 T1 T3 T5 T7 T8 S1 S3 S11 S24 S30 S35 S40 Total 
Brief/Assignment 5 1           6 
Verbal/Visual 
Announcements 

27 2 6 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 46 

Total 32 3 6 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 52 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

In the questionnaire answers, the percentages of teachers and students, who thought 

the Facebook group functioned as an archive increased in the second questionnaires, 

though they decrased in the 3rd questionnaire. Teachers also wrote their comments on 

the issue of online record keeping in the group. In the 1st questionnaire, 1 of the 

teachers wrote that the group could make the oral comments written and permanent. 

In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 teacher wrote permanence as a defining feature of the 

group. Similarly, there were comments on the same issue in the 3rd questionnaire, 1 

noting that the group secured that the critiques were permanent and not forgotten. 

Furthermore, teachers and students added their opinions and suggestions in the 

questionnaires. In the 2nd questionnaire 1 teacher suggested that the students needed 

to add more information about their visuals such as project name, concept, etc., jury 

speeches, and models. S/he added that the complete jury process with questions and 

answers had to be included in the group. In the 3rdquestionnaire, 1 teacher noted: 

In juries teachers talk all together and make very different comments; it is very useful that all 

these critiques are written down as summarised, put in grammatically correct and deliberate 

sentences, simplified for students; it is an opportunity for students, who are not familiar, and 

slowly becoming familiar, with design concepts, to understand these senior level 

conversations and to go back and read again and ask what they couldn’t understand. 

1 of the teachers wrote that it was useful that the critiques were permanent; while 

another explained that the Facebook group: 

… makes the projects follow a consistent process; there was an archive of each students’ 

process and development; being able to see all the projects motivates the students; good and 

bad projects were constantly displayed and evaluated together, successes and failures were 

recorded, the reasons were specified and archived; in the last run the students with not so 

good projects got on their feet as well; the competition awards possibly effected as well but 

the projects being displayed together constantly and being open to comparisons was an 

influence; but it should be studied more ... 



 237 

One teacher noted that when the announcements were written and permanent in the 

group, students understood them better, and added that sharing visuals was more 

practial. S/he suggested that such a group environment could be used in educational 

or professional contexts, and also in graduate level courses, where students and 

teachers met less regularly than in the undergraduate ones. Finally, in the 2nd 

questionnaire, 1 student wrote that the process could not be followed. 

7.1.1.4 Relational limitations and online network of connections 

The focus of analysis in this section is the limitations stated in the interviews on how 

connected teachers and students are in the existing studio structure. It is aimed to find 

out if the Facebook group functioned as a network platform of social connectivity, 

where all teachers and students – and their works, ideas, reflections – are directly 

visible and accessible to each other. As the group is a shared space by all members, it 

could be assumed that all members see all posts, and so all people and material in the 

group are automatically connected to each other. Though, here the direct interactions 

are scrutinised, In addition, the answers in the questionnaires are analysed to 

understand the opinions of teachers and students on the subject matter. The content 

analysis involves the verbal anaysis and the tables displaying the detailed numbers. 

The tables in this section are two directional, and mirrored across the diagonal 

access, as the relations discussed in this section are two directional, too. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Social Connectivity among Teachers and Students: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a network where all teachers and students – their works, 

ideas, reflections – are directly connected to each other? Which teachers got 

connected to which students? How many times did they get connected in which type 

of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 1 teacher and 1 student in the thread. 
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Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

In the group page, there were 4 wall critiques given by T3, on the outcomes of the 

brainstorming sessions held by 5 individual groups of students. 3 of these wall 

critiques directly addressed the representatives of 3 of the groups; while 1 of them 

was written on the group wall, addressing all students. Here, only the one-to-one 

interactions are considered, so the last wall critique is not taken into account. T3 got 

directly connected to 3 individual students (6.667% of the total 45). Consequently, 3 

students got directly connected to 1 of the teachers (12.5%) via the group, in the wall 

critique situation. 

Table 7.83 : Connectivity among teachers and students in wall critique. 
 T3 S4 S8 S19 Total 
T3  1 1 1 3 
S4 1    1 
S8 1    1 
S19 1    1 
Total 3 1 1 1  

Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: 13 direct connections were made between 2 teachers (25%) and 

9 students (20%), in the 1st preliminary jury, by being in the same critique thread. T1 

got connected to 9 students (20%) for a total of 11 times; while T3 got connected to 2 

students (4.444%) in 2 threads. 2 students (4.444%) got connected to 2 teachers 

(25%), while 7 (15.556%) got connected to 1 (12.5%). 

Table 7.84 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the 1st preliminary jury. 
 T1 T3 S1 S7 S21 S22 S25 S26 S27 S28 S30 Total 
T1   1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 11 
T3      1  1    2 
S1 1           1 
S7 1           1 
S21 1           1 
S22 1 1          2 
S25 1           1 
S26 1 1          2 
S27 2           2 
S28 1           1 
S30 2           2 
Total 11 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 1 2  

Sketch Problem Submission: A total of 23 direct connections were made between 2 

teachers (25%) and 17 students (37.778%), during the sketch problem. T1 got 

directly connected to 6 students (13.333%) for 6 times; while T3 connected to 15 
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students (33.333%) in for 17 times. 4 students (8.889%) got connected to 2 teachers 

(25%), and 13 (28.889%) got directly connected to 1 (12.5%). 

Table 7.85 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the sketch problem 
submission. 

 
 

2nd Preliminary Jury: 212 direct connections were made between 7 out of 8 teachers 

(87.5%) and 40 of the total of 45 students (88.889%), in the 2nd preliminary jury. T1 

got connected to 28 students (62.222%) for a total of 46 times; T3 got connected to 

19 students (42.222%) for 27 times; T4 got connected to 2 students (4.444%) in 2 

threads; T5 directly connected to 39 students (86.667%) for a total of 50 times; T6 

got connected to 20 students (44.444%) for 25 times; T7 got connected to 27 students 

(60%) for 39 times; and, finally, T8 got connected to 20 students (44.444%) for a 

total of 23 times. Consequently, 6 students (13.333%) got connected to 6 teachers 

(75%); 10 students (22.222%) directly connected to 5 teachers (62.5%); 9 students 

(20%) connected to 4 teachers (50%); 7 students (15.556%) connected to 3 teachers; 

4 (8.889%) got connected to 2 teachers (25%); and 4 got directly connected to 1 

teacher (12.5%). 
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Table 7.86 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the 2nd preliminary jury.  

 
 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were 85 connections made between 7 teachers (87.5%) 

and 28 students (62.222%) in this jury, by being in the same critique thread. T1 got 

directly connected to 22 students (48.889%) for a total of 29 times; T2 got connected 

to 15 students (33.333%) for 17 times; T3 got connected to 3 students (6.667%) for 4 

times; T4 got directly connected to 5 students (11.111%) for 5 times; T5 got 

connected to 7 students (15.556%) for 7 times; T6 got connected to 10 students 

(22.222%) for 11 times; and, finally, T8 got directly connected to 11 students 

(24.444%) for a total of 12 times. Besides, 3 students (6.667%) got directly 

connected to 5 teachers (62.5%); 5 students (11.111%) got connected to 4 teachers 

(50%); 7 students (15.556%) got directly connected to 3 teachers (37.5%); 5 students 

(11.111%) got connected to 2 teachers (25%); and, finally, 8 students (17.778%) got 

directly connected to 1 teacher (12.5%), by being in the same critique thread. 
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Table 7.87 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the 3rd preliminary jury. 

 
 

Final Jury: There were 2 direct connections made between 1 teacher (12.5%) and 2 

students (4.444%). T8 got connected to 2 students, and 2 students got connected to 1 

teacher, each. 

Table 7.88 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the final jury. 
 T8 S1 S5 Total 
T8  1 1 2 
S1 1   1 
S5 1   1 
Total 2 1 1  

General Critique Situation 

5 direct connections were made between 1 teacher (12.5%) and 4 students (8.889%). 

T7 got connected to 4 students for a total of 5 times; while 4 students got connected 

to 1 teacher, each. 

Table 7.89 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the general critique 
situation. 

 T7 S1 S2 S29 S31 Total 
T7  1 2 1 1 5 
S1 1     1 
S2 2     2 
S29 1     1 
S31 1     1 
Total 5 1 2 1 1  
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Non-Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situation 

There was 1 direct connection made between 1 teacher (12.5%) and 1 student 

(2.222%) in wall critique, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Table 7.90 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the wall critique 
situation. 

 T3 S2 Total 
T3  1 1 
S2 1   
Total 1 1  

Jury and Submission Critique Situation 

1st Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers and students 

in the 1st preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Sketch Problem Submission: There were no direct connections between teachers and 

students in sketch problem, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers and 

students in the 2nd preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers and students 

in the 3rd preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: 9 direct connections were made between 3 teachers (37.5%) and 6 

students (13.333%) during the final jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

T1 got connected to 5 students (11.111%) for 5 times; T3 got connected to 2 students 

(4.444%) twice; and T7 got directly connected to 2 students (4.444%) twice, as well. 

3 students (6.667%) got connected to 2 teachers (25%); while 3 students (6.667%) 

got connected to 1 (12.5%). 

Table 7.91 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the final jury. 
 T1 T3 T7 S1 S2 S15 S28 S30 S36 Total 
T1    1 1 1 1  1 5 
T3     1 1    2 
T7    1    1  2 
S1 1  1       2 
S2 1 1        2 
S15 1 1        2 
S28 1         1 
S30   1       1 
S36 1         1 
Total 5 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1  
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General Critique Situation 

There were a total of 86 connections made between 4 teachers (50%) and 27 students 

(60%) in general critique situations, by being in the same non-critique thread. T1 got 

directly connected to 22 students (48.889%) for 29 times; T5 got connected to 6 

students (13.333%) for 8 times; T7 got connected to 22 students (48.889%) for 31 

times; and T8 got directly connected to 18 students (40%) for a total of 18 times. In 

addition, 1 student (2.222%) got connected to 4 teachers (50%); 17 students 

(37.778%) got directly connected to 3 teachers (37.5%); 4 students (8.889%) got 

connected to 2 teachers (25%); and 5 students (11.111%) got directly connected to 1 

teacher (12.5%), by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Table 7.92 : Connectivity between teachers and students in general critique situation. 

 

Discussion: 

In the critique threads, there were 3 direct connections made between 1 teacher 

(12.5%) and 3 students (6.667%), in the wall critique. In the 1st preliminary jury, 2 

teachers (25%) and 9 students (20%) got directly connected; while in the sketch 

problem 2 teachers (25%) connected to 17 students (37.778%) for 23 times. 212 

direct connections were made between 7 teachers (87.5%) and 40 students (88.889%) 

in the 2nd preliminary jury; and 85 connections were made between 7 teachers 

(87.5%) and 28 students (62.222%) in the 3rd preliminary jury. 2 direct connections 
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were made between 1 teacher (12.5%) and 2 students (4.444%) in the final jury; and, 

finally, 5 connections were made between 1 teacher (12.5%) and 4 students (8.889%) 

in the general critique situations. The results show that the most number of 

connections between the most number of teachers and the most number of students 

were made in the 2nd preliminary jury; while the least numbers were observed in the 

final jury. Below is the display of the numbers in detail of connectivity between 

teachers and students, in the critique threads. 

“2nd Pre > 3rd Pre > Sketch > 1st Pre > General > Wall > Final” 

Table 7.93 : Connectivity between teachers and students in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 3 1/8  3/45  
1st Preliminary Jury 13 2/8 9/45  
Sketch Problem Submission 23 2/8 17/45  
2nd Preliminary Jury 212 7/8 40/45  
3rd Preliminary Jury 85 7/8  28/45  
Final Jury 2 1/8 2/45  
General Critique Situation 5 1/8  4/45 

In the non-crtique threads, 1 teacher (12.5%) got directly connected to 1 student 

(2.222%%) for once, in the wall critique. There were no direct connections between 

teachers and students in the 1st preliminary jury, sketch problem, 2nd and 3rd 

preliminary juries, in non-critique threads. 9 direct connections were made between 3 

teachers (37.5%) and 6 students (13.333%) in the final jury; while in the general 

critique situations, there were 86 connections made between 4 teachers (50%) and 27 

students (60%). To conclude, the highest number of connections between the highest 

number of teachers and students were made in the general critique situation; and the 

lowest numbers were observed in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd preliminary juries and the skecth 

problem. 

“General > Final > Wall > 1st Pre = Sketch = 2nd Pre = 3rd Pre = 0” 

Table 7.94 : Connectivity between teachers and students in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 1 1/8  1/45  
1st Preliminary Jury 0 0/8 0/45 
Sketch Problem Submission 0 0/8 0/45 
2nd Preliminary Jury 0 0/8 0/45 
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/8 0/45 
Final Jury 9 3/8  6/45  
General Critique Situation 86 4/8 27/45  
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Social Connectivity Among Teachers: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a network where all teachers – their ideas, reflections – are 

directly connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to which teachers? 

How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 teachers. 

Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

There were 4 wall critiques by T3 in the group page. No other teacher joined in the 

wall critiques, thus there were no one-to-one connection among teachers in the 

group. 

Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: There was 1 direct connection between 2 teachers (25%) in this 

jury. T1 and T3 got connected once, by being in the same critique thread. 

Table 7.95 : Connectivity between teachers in 1st preliminary jury. 
 T1 T3 Total 
T1  1 1 
T3 1  1 
Total 1   

Sketch Problem Submission: 2 teachers (25%) got directly connected to each other 

for 4 times. 

Table 7.96 : Connectivity between teachers in sketch problem. 
 T1 T3 Total 
T1  4 4 
T3 4  4 
Total 4 4  

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were 174 direct connections made between 7 teachers 

(87.5%) by being in the same critique thread, in this jury. T1 directly connected to 6 

teachers (75%) for a total of 77 times; T3 got connected to 6 teachers (75%) for 44 

times; T4 connected to 5 teachers (62.5%) for 7 times; T5 directly connected to 6 

teachers (75%) for a total of 76 times; T6 got connected to 6 teachers (75%) for 42 
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times; T7 got connected to 6 teachers (75%) for 60 times; and, finally, T8 got 

directly connected to 5 teachers (62.5%) for a total of 42 times. 

Table 7.97 : Connectivity between teachers in 2nd preliminary jury. 
 T1 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 Total 
T1  13 2 22 9 18 13 77 
T3 13  2 10 8 10 1 44 
T4 2 2  1 1 1  7 
T5 22 10 1  13 16 14 76 
T6 9 8 1 13  6 5 42 
T7 18 10 1 16 6  9 60 
T8 13 1  14 5 9  42 
Total 77 44 7 76 42 60 42  

3rd Preliminary Jury: A total of 61 direct connections were made between 7 teachers 

(87.5%) in the 3rd preliminary jury, by being in the same critique thread. T1 got 

directly connected to 6 teachers (75%) for a total of 33 times; T2 got connected to 6 

teachers (75%) for 24 times; T3 got connected to 5 teachers (62.5%) for 11 times; T4 

got directly connected to 5 teachers (62.5%) for 12 times; T5 got connected to 4 

teachers (50%) for a total of 13 times; T6 got connected to 5 teachers (62.5%) for 14 

times; and T8 got directly connected to 3 teachers (37.5%) for a total of 12 times. 

Table 7.98 :Connectivity between teachers in 3rd preliminary jury. 
 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T8 Total 
T1  11 3 3 4 5 7 33 
T2 11  3 4 3 4 2 24 
T3 3 3  1 3 1  11 
T4 3 4 1  3 1  12 
T5 4 3 3 3    13 
T6 5 4 1 1   3 14 
T8 7 2    3  12 
Total 33 24 11 12 13 14 12  

Final Jury: There were no one-to-one connections among teachers on the final jury 

critique threads. 

General Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between teachers in the general critique situation, 

by being in the same critique thread. 

Non-Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between teachers in the wall critique situation, by 

being in the same non-critique thread. 
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Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the 1st 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Sketch Problem Submission: There were no direct connections between teachers in 

sketch problem, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There was 1 connection between 2 teachers (25%) in the 2nd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Table 7.99 : Connectivity between teachers in 2nd preliminary jury. 
 T1 T3 Total 
T1  1 1 
T3 1  1 
Total 1 1  

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: Again, there was 1 connection between 2 teachers (25%) in the final jury, 

by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Table 7.100 : Connectivity between teachers in the final jury. 
 T1 T3 Total 
T1  1 1 
T3 1  1 
Total 1 1  

General Critique Situation 

There were 8 direct connections between 5 teachers (62.5%) in general critique 

situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. T1 got connected to 4 teachers 

(50%) for a total of 5 times; T3 got directly connected to 2 teachers (25%) twice; T5, 

T7 and T8 all got directly connected to 2 teachers (25%) in 3 times. 

Table 7.101 :Connectivity between teachers in general critique situations. 
 T1 T3 T5 T7 T8 Total 
T1  1 2 1 1 5 
T3 1  1   2 
T5 2 1    3 
T7 1    2 3 
T8 1   2  3 
Total 5 2 3 3 3  

Discussion: 

In critique threads, there no connections between teachers in the wall critique. 2 

teachers (25%) got connected once in the 1st preliminary jury and 4 times in the 
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sketch problem. There were 174 connections in the 2nd preliminary jury and 61 in the 

3rd, between 7 teachers (87.5%). There were no connections between teachers in the 

final jury and general critique situation. The most number of connections between 

most number of teachers were made in the 2nd preliminary jury; while the lowest 

numbers were recorded in the wall critique, final jury, and the general critique 

situations. 

“2nd Pre > 3rd Pre > Sketch > 1st Pre > Wall = Final =General = 0” 

Table 7.102 : Connectivity between teachers in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers 
Wall Critique Situation o 0/8 
1st Preliminary Jury 1 2/8 
Sketch Problem Submission 4 2/8  
2nd Preliminary Jury 174 7/8  
3rd Preliminary Jury 61 7/8  
Final Jury 0 0/8 
General Critique Situation 0 0/8 

In the non-critique threads, there were no connections between teachers in the wall 

critique, 1st preliminary jury and sketch problem. 1 connection was made in the 2nd 

preliminary jury between 2 teachers (25%). No connections were made in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, too; while, in the final jury, 1 connection was made between 2 

teachers (25%). Finally, there were 8 connections between 5 teachers (62.5%) in the 

general critique situation. The highest numbers were observed in the general critique 

situation; while the lowest were in the wall critique, 1st preliminary jury, sketch 

problem and the 3rd preliminary jury. 

“General > 2nd Pre = Final > Wall = 1st Pre = Sketch = 3rd Pre = 0” 

Table 7.103 : Connectivity between teachers in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers 
Wall Critique Situation 0 0/8 
1st Preliminary Jury 0 0/8 
Sketch Problem Submission 0 0/8 
2nd Preliminary Jury 1 2/8  
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/8 
Final Jury 1 2/8  
General Critique Situation 8 5/8  

Social Connectivity Among Students 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a network where all students – their works, ideas, reflections 
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– are directly connected to each other? Which students got connected to which 

students? How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person is involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 students. 

Critique Thread 

Wall Critique Situation 

There were no connections between students in the wall critique situation, by being 

in the same critique thread. 

Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: There were 8 direct connections made between 7 students 

(15.556%) in this jury, by being in the same critique thread. 1 student (2.222%) got 

connected to 6 students (13.333%); 4 students (8.889%) got connected to 2 students 

(4.444%); and 2 students (4.444%) got connected to 1 student (2.222%), each. 

Table 7.104 : Connectivity between students in the 1st preliminary jury. 
 S1 S3 S9 S10 S12 S27 S28 Total 
S1  1 1 1 1 1 1 6 
S3 1  1     2 
S9 1 1      2 
S10 1       1 
S12 1       1 
S27 1      1 2 
S28 1     1  2 
Total 6 2 2 1 1 2 2  

Sketch Problem: There were 3 direct connections made in the group between 6 

students (13.333%), during the sketch problem. Each student got connected to 

another student in 1 critique thread. 

Table 7.105 : Connectivity between students in the sketch problem. 
 S2 S16 S27 S28 S35 S42 Total 
S2   1    1 
S16      1 1 
S27 1      1 
S28     1  1 
S35    1   1 
S42  1     1 
Total 1 1 1 1 1 1  

2nd Preliminary Jury: 20 direct connections were made between 14 out of 45 students 

(31.111%), in this jury. 1 student (2.222%) got connected to 6 students (13.333%); 1 



 250 

(2.222%) got directly connected to 5 students (11.111%); and 1 got connected to 4 

students (%). 3 students (6.667%) got connected to 3 students (6.667%); 2 (4.444%) 

got connected to 2 students (4.444%); and, finally, 6 students (13.333%) got directly 

connected to another student (2.222%), by being in the same critique thread. 

Table 7.106 : Connectivity between students in the 2nd preliminary jury. 
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S1   1        1    2 
S2   1            1 
S3 1 1     1        3 
S4      1         1 
S12          1     1 
S26    1    1 1 2   1  6 
S28   1       2    1 4 
S30      1         1 
S34      1    2  1 1  5 
S36     1 2 2  2   1 1  9 
S37 1              1 
S41         1 1     2 
S42      1   1 1     3 
S45       1        1 
Total 2 1 3 1 1 6 4 1 5 9 1 2 3 1  

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were 7 direct connections between 7 students (%) by 

being in the same critique thread, in the 3rd preliminary jury. 1 student (2.222%) got 

connected to 3 students (6.667%); 3 (6.667%) got connected to 2 students (4.444%); 

and 3 students (6.667%) got directly connected to 1 student (2.222%), each. 

Table 7.107 : Connectivity between students in the 3rd preliminary jury. 
 S11 S12 S24 S26 S36 S37 S42 Total 
S11  1    1  2 
S12 1       1 
S24    1   1 2 
S26   1    1 2 
S36       2 2 
S37 1       1 
S42   1 1 2   4 
Total 2 1 2 2 2 1 4  

Final Jury: 49 direct connections were made between 22 students (48.889%) in the 

final jury, by being in the same critique thread. 1 student (2.222%) got directly 

connected with a total of 15 students (33.333%); 4 students (8.889%) got directly 

connected to 5 students (11.111%); 5 (11.111%) got connected to 4 (8.889%); 3 

students (6.667%) got connected to 3 (6.667%); 1 (2.222%) got directly connected to 

2 students (4.444%); and 8 students got directly connected to another student 

(2.222%). 
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Table 7.108 : Connectivity between students in the final jury. 

 

General Critique Situations 

There were 89 direct connections made between 19 students (42.222%) in general 

critique situation, by being in the same critique thread. 1 student (2.222%) got 

connected to 15 students (33.333%) and another got connected to 13 students 

(28.889%). 11 students (24.444%) got directly connected to a total of 12 students 

(26.667%), each. 2 students (4.444%) got connected to 4 students (8.889%); 1 

(2.222%) got connected to 3 students (6.667%); and 3 students (6.667%) got directly 

connected to another student (2.222%), each. 
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Table 7.109 : Connectivity between students in general critique situation. 

 

Non-Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situation 

There were no connections between students in the wall critique situation, by being 

in the same non-critique thread. 

Jury Critique Situations 

1st Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the 1st 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Sketch Problem Submission: There were no direct connections between students in 

sketch problem, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the 1st 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the 1st 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: 13 direct connections were made between 7 students (15.556%) in the 

final jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 2 students (4.444%) got directly 

connected to 5 students (11.111%); 3 students (6.667%) got connected to 4 students 

(8.889%); and 2 students (4.444%) got directly connected to another student 

(2.222%), each. 
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Table 7.110 : Connectivity between students in final jury. 
 S1 S2 S3 S11 S15 S30 S42 Total 
S1   1 1 1 2 1 6 
S2     1   1 
S3 1    1 1 1 4 
S11 1       1 
S15 1 1 1   1 1 5 
S30 2  1  1  1 5 
S42 1  1  1 1  4 
Total 6 1 4 1 5 5 4  

General Critique Situation 

There were 235 direct connections made between 26 students (57.778%) in general 

critique situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. 1 student (2.222%) got 

connected to 23 students (51.111%); 7 students (15.556%) got directly connected to 

22 students (48.889%); 1 student (2.222%) got connected to 18 students (40%); 

while another (2.222%) got connected to 17 students (37.778%). 7 students 

(15.556%) got directly connected to 16 students (35.556%); 1 (2.222%) got 

connected to 14 students (31.111%); 4 students (8.889%) got connected to 13 

students (28.889%); and 1 (2.222%) got connected to 12 students (26.667%), Finally, 

1 student (2.222%) got connected to 5 students (11.111%); while 2 students 

(4.444%) got directly connected to 2 others (4.444%), by being in the same non-

critique thread. 

Table 7.111 : Connectivity between students in general critique situation. 
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Discussion: 

In critique threads, there no direct connections between students in the wall critique. 

There were 8 connections between 7 students (15.556%) in the 1st preliminary jury; 3 

connections between 6 students (13.333%) in the sketch problem; 20 connections 

between 14 students (31.111%) in the 2nd preliminary jury; 7 connections between 7 

students (15.556%) in the 3rd preliminary jury; 49 connections between 22 students 

(48.889%) in the final jury; and 89 connections between 19 students (42.222%) in 

the general critique situation. The highest number of connections was observed in the 

general critique situation; while the most number of students, who got directly 

connected, was recorded in the final jury. The lowest numbers in connections and 

number of students were in wall critique. 

“General > Final > 2nd Pre > 1st Pre > 3rd Pre > Sketch > Wall = 0” 

Table 7.112 : Connectivity between students in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 0 0/45 
1st Preliminary Jury 8 7/45  
Sketch Problem Submission 3 6/45  
2nd Preliminary Jury 20 14/45  
3rd Preliminary Jury 7 7/45  
Final Jury 49 22/45  
General Critique Situation 89 19/45  

In the non-critique threads, there were no direct connections between students in the 

wall critique, 1st preliminary jury, sketch problem and the 2nd and the 3rd preliminary 

juries. There were 13 direct connections between 7 students in the final jury; and 

there were 235 connections between 26 students in the general critique situation. The 

highest number of connections between the most number of students was in the 

general critique situation; while the lowest numbers were observed in the wall 

critique, 1st preliminary jury, the sketch problems, the 2nd , the 3rd preliminary juries. 

“General > Final > Wall = 1st Pre = Sketch = 2nd Pre = 3rd Pre = 0” 

Table 7.113 : Connectivity between students in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 0 0/45 
1st Preliminary Jury 0 0/45 
Sketch Problem Submission 0 0/45 
2nd Preliminary Jury 0 0/45 
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/45 
Final Jury 13 7/45  
General Critique Situation 235 26/45  
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 of the teachers noted that the group acted as a source 

available to all students. In the 3rd questionnaire, 1 teacher wrote that everybody in 

the group followed; while another one explained that “having an inventory of what 

the students are doing, available to us and to all the students, plays a role in leading 

each student to different creative concepts and increase conceptual diversity; a 

thorough research might be necessary to test it”. Among students, in the 2nd 

questionnaire, 1 of the students wrote that the group did not contribute much at all, 

apart from enabling students to see each other’s projects. Another student noted that 

the group facilitated sharing any other material related to the projects such as videos 

or visuals. Similarly, 1 student wrote that the group made it easier to see where their 

friends were in the process and time themselves accordingly; while another noted 

that it made it easier for them to make evaluations from a student’s point of view, 

since they saw 120 presentation sheets from 40 students. Teachers and students also 

added their opinions in the questionnaires. In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 of the teachers 

defined the group as a platform to share projects and more material about the 

projects. Also in the 2nd questionnaire, 1 student emphasised the necessity of a more 

effective system for critiques, as s/he did not get any comments from any teacher or 

student. Finally, another one wrote that teachers needed to spend more time writing 

comments to all the uploaded projects, because some projects had not received any 

comments. 

7.1.1.5 Hierarchical limitations and neutral roles as users 

In this section, the use of the Facebook group “2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” is scrutinised in relation to the hierarchical limitations in the existing 

studio environment. As stated in the interviews, and also in the literature, the 

hierarchical limitations may act as obstacles in the occurrence of reflective 

interactions and communications in the studio. Below are the analyses of, the use of 

the Facebook group and the answers to the questionnaires by teachers and students, 

in order to find out, if the group functioned as a social setting of uniform, neutral, 

equal social roles, where teachers and students became users employing the same 

features and functions to share their works and ideas. 
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Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group“2010-2011 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a social setting of uniform social roles, where the roles of 

“teacher” and “student” were less rigid? 

The recording units: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all posts by students; In the 

students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ posts topic: all posts by 

students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: all posts by teachers and students; 

In teacher’s reflection: the critiqus threads where there are more one person involved. 

The variables: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all student posts except the required 

project work submissions; In the students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ 

posts topic: all critiques and comments made by students on posts and activities of 

teachers and other students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: the posts in 

which informal, casual content is shared by teachers and/or students; In teacher’s 

reflection: the involvement of more than one teacher. 

Obligatory vs Voluntary 

13 of 45 students (28.889%) shared their project works, voluntarily, outside the 

required submission times, in the group page. There were a total 27 images by 12 

students (26.667%) and 4 videos posted by 3 students (6.667%). 20 students 

(44.444%) posted verbal and visual critiques in the group page. 16 students 

(35.556%) made a total of 58 verbal critique posts; 12 students (26.667%) posted 14 

link critiques; and 1 student (2.222%) made 4 image critiques in the group page. 22 

students made a total of 42 non-critique verbal posts, in the group page. Finally, 31 

out of 45 students (68.889%) used the like feature for a total of 127 times, to 

communicate their opinions voluntarily, on the posts by teachers and other students 

in the group page. 
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Table 7.114 : Voluntary activities by each student. 
 Submission Critique Non-Critique Like 
S1 1 image 17 verbal + 2 link + 4 image 7 verbal 18 
S2 9 image + 1 video 3 verbal + 2 link 4 verbal 8 
S3 2 video 4 verbal  5 
S4  1 link   
S5   1 verbal 1 
S6 2 image 1 verbal   
S7   1 verbal 2 
S8  3 verbal + 1 link  3 
S10  1 verbal + 1 link 1 verbal  
S11   1 verbal 6 
S12   2 verbal 2 
S13 3 image  1 verbal 7 
S15   2 verbal 3 
S16  1 link  1 
S17    2 
S18 1 image  1 verbal 2 
S20   1 verbal 2 
S21  1 link 1 verbal 1 
S22    1 
S24   2 verbal 5 
S25 2 image   2 
S26  1 verbal 1 verbal 10 
S28   3 verbal 4 
S29 1 image 3 verbal + 1 link  1 
S30 2 image 5 verbal 4 verbal 8 
S31 1 image + 1 video 1 verbal + 1 link   
S32  2 verbal   
S34  5 verbal  2 
S35 1 image  1 verbal  
S36  3 verbal  11 
S37  1 link 1 verbal 6 
S39   1 verbal 1 
S40 3 image  3 verbal 2 
S41 1 image 7 verbal   
S42   2 verbal 6 
S43  1 verbal + 1 link 1 verbal 1 
S44    1 
S45  1 verbal + 1 link  3 

The below table shows the total numbers of students and the total numbers of each 

type of voluntary posts by them. 

Table 7.115 : Voluntary activities by students. 
# of students # of voluntary posts 
12/45 27 project images 
3/45 4 project videos 
16/45 58 verbal critiques 
12/45 14 link critiques 
1/45 4 image critique 
22/45 42 verbal non-critiques 
31/45 127 likes 

Students’ Critiques and Comments 

There were 20 students, who shared their opinions in the form of verbal comments 

and likes on the posts of teachers. 11 students (24.444%) made a total of 24 verbal 
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comments on the posts of teachers. 15 students (33.333%) liked the posts by 

teachers, for a total of 24 times. 

Table 7.116 : Students’ critiques and comments on teachers’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Teachers # of Likes # of Teachers 
S1 7 3 3 3 
S2 2 3 5 4 
S3 3 2 1 1 
S7   1 1 
S8   1 1 
S11 1 2 2 2 
S13   2 2 
S15   1 1 
S18   1 1 
S20   1 1 
S24   1 1 
S28 3 1   
S29 1 2 1 1 
S30 2 1   
S32 2 2   
S34 1 2   
S37   1 1 
S39 1 2   
S40   2 2 
S41 1 2   
S45   1 1 

In addition, 21 students (46.667%) made verbal comments on theirs and other 

students’ comments. 15 students (33.333%) made verbal comments on their own 

posts; while 10 students (22.222%) made posted 23 verbal comments on other 

students’ posts. 22 students (48.889%) liked the posts by other students, for a total of 

64 times. 
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Table 7.117 : Students’ critiques and comments on students’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Students # of Likes # of Students 
S1 15 11 + S1 15 13 
S2 1 S2 3 3 
S3 1 S3 4 4 
S5 1 1 1 1 
S6 1 1   
S7   1 1 
S8 3 S8 1 1 
S10 1 S10   
S11 1 S11 4 4 
S13   5 3 
S15 2 1 2 2 
S16   1 1 
S18   1 1 
S20   1 1 
S21   1 1 
S22   2 2 
S24   4 3 
S25   2 2 
S26 1 S26   
S29 3 S29   
S30 6 2 + S30   
S31 1 S31   
S34 4 2 + S34   
S36 4 2 + S36   
S37 1 1 5 4 
S39   1 1 
S40 1 1   
S41 7 S41   
S42 2 1 6 3 
S43 1 S43 1 1 
S44   1 1 
S45 1 S45 2 2 

Furthermore, there were posts by students, which were not critiques or comments on 

the posts by teachers and other students, but critical reflections on the given 

assignment, studio process and the use of Facebook group. 1 student (2.222%) posted 

4 image critiques; while 11 students (24.444%) posted 13 link critiques, on the group 

wall. In addition, on the 28th of April, after the site visit organised by T7, S12 wrote a 

reflective comment on the related non-critique thread. S/he wrote that s/he found the 

visit very productive and fruitful; and that it showed her new perspectives on the 

subject matter of the design assignment. On the 4th of May, between the 3rd 

preliminary jury and the final jury, S40 wrote a note on the group wall, addressing 

the teachers. S/he criticised the use of the group by teachers to give critiques; and 

s/he requested from teachers to use the group more efficiently for critique exchange. 

6 students liked the post, 1 of which made a verbal comment. In other words, 7 out of 

45 students (15.556%) joned in and communicated their views on this subject matter. 

T1 commented on the post, answering on behalf of all the teachers. On the 1st of 

June, after the final jury and before the grades were announced, S3 wrote on the wall, 
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addressing the teachers. S/he requested that the grades for two individual projects 

were indicated separately, so that there would be no questions in students’ minds. 

S/he added that they had asked the same thing the year before but it did npot happen. 

2 students liked S3’s post. Therefore, 3 out of 45 students (6.667%) expressed their 

opinions on the issue. 

Table 7.118 : Students’ critical reflections on the assignment, studio process, 
Facebook group. 

 Verbal Comment Image Critique Link Critique 
S1  4 2 
S2   2 
S3 1   
S4   1 
S8   1 
S10   1 
S12 1   
S16   1 
S20   1 
S29   1 
S31   1 
S40 1   
S43   1 
S45   1 

Informal, Casual Interactions 

There were a total of 27 posts using an informal language, and 21 likes on these 

posts, by 3 teachers (37.5%) and 21 students (46.667%) throughout the semester, in 

the group page. 3 students (6.667%) used an informal language in 4 captions that 

they wrote for their submission materials. On the 13th of February, S1 wrote a 

caption for her/his submission for the 1st preliminary jury. S/he said that s/he might 

not be able to make her/his other submission due to many “soaps” and TV programs, 

which were on that night. On the 21st of February, on one of her/his 1st preliminary 

jury submission posts, S36 added a caption with an informal language, saying “anca” 

in Turkish, which meant that s/he could just make the submission then, even though 

it was late. On the 23rd of February, S43 joined the group late and started to make 

her/his submissions. S/he added a caption in her/his first upload, addressing everyone 

in an informal language, saying “Hey!”. Another caption of informal language by 

S36 was posted on the 18th of April. S/he wrote “das material” as the caption of the 

post, using German language as a light joke, to explain that the content of that 

particular submission post was the materials used in the design. In addition, 

2students (4.444%) used an informal language in 5 verbal critiques they wrote on the 

uploaded works of other students; while 1 student (2.222%) joined in by using the 
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like feature. On the 28th of March, S36 made a verbal critique on the work of S42, 

using a very informal language in English: “gang is down to fight yeah”. On the 30th 

and 31st of May, S1 posted verbal critiques on the final submissions of other 

students, and in 3 of these critique posts s/he used informal language. On the 31st of 

May, again on the final submission of a student, S36 made a verbal critique of joke 

content, and S13 liked her/his joke. Finally, there were 18 verbal posts of non-

critique content, by 3 teachers (37.5%) and 8 students (17.778%). 11 students 

(24.444%) joined in by liking some of these posts. On the 27th of April, S18 joined a 

non-critique thread, by making a joke about a post by another student in that thread, 

and 2 students liked her/his joke. The joke continued by a post by T7, which was 

liked by 3 students. On the 29th of May, S24 addressed all students on the group wall, 

by asking if they could bring a specific tool to the studio that day, using the group for 

an informal conversation amongst students. On the same date, S45 made a verbal and 

a link critique post on the group wall. On the same day, S1 and S40 commented on 

this post, both using informal language with joke content. 11 other students liked the 

joke S40 made. On the 30th of May, T1 asked a question to all students on the group 

wall, which was answered by an outsider student with a light joke, which was liked 

by 2 students, one of which was another outsider member. T3 commented on the 

joke by smiling smileys and T1 replied by another joke, which was liked by a 

student. On the same day, T1 makes another announcement on the group wall, which 

was answered by S1 with a joke. In the early hours of 31st of May, when the students 

were making their submissions for the final jury, T7 made a verbal post on the group 

wall, saying s/he was working on her/his own project while students where working 

on theirs. Her/his friendly post was liked by 2 students. On the same night, S30 

started a conversation saying s/he was having difficulty uploading her/his files, 

which led to a conversation of informal language with joke content, between 5 

students. Upon uploading her/his files, S30 added a comment to one her/his files, 

saying “AT LAST!”. Finally, S35 made a verbal post on the group wall during the 

final jury, asking if her/his jury had already been held. The below table shows the use 

of informal languages by teachers and students in different types of posts. Likes 

show the participation of teachers and students in the informal talks, by liking the 

post of such language. 
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Table 7.119 : Use of informal language by each teacher and student in different 
types of posts. 

 Caption Verbal Critique Verbal Post Like 
T1   1  
T3   1  
T7   2  
S1 1 3 2 1 
S2    1 
S3    1 
S5    1 
S12    1 
S13    1 
S15   2 2 
S17    1 
S18   1 1 
S22    1 
S24   1 1 
S25    2 
S26    2 
S30   4 2 
S35   1  
S36 2 2   
S39    1 
S40   1  
S42   2 1 
S43 1    
S45    1 

The below table show the total number of different types of posts in informal 

conversations with the total number of teachers and students, who made these posts. 

Table 7.120 : Use of informal language by teachers and students in different types of 
posts. 

 # of posts # of students # of teachers 
Caption 4 3  
Verbal Critique 5 3  
Verbal Non-Critique 18 8 3 
Like 21 17  

Teacher’s Reflections 

All 8 teachers got directly connected to 6 or 7 teachers in critique threads, by writing 

verbal critiques or using the like feature. T1 got connected to all other 7 teachers for 

a total of 115 times in 4 jury situations. T2 got directly connected to 6 teachers for 24 

times in 1 jury. T3 got connected to 7 teachers for 60 times in 4 jury situations. T4 

got directly connect to 6 teachers 19 times in 2 juries. T5 got connected to all the 

other 7 teachers for a total of 89 times in 2 juries. T6 got connected to 7 teachers for 

56 times in 2 jury situations. T7 got connected to 6 teachers for 60 times in 1 jury. 

Finally, T8 got directly connected to 6 teachers for a total of 54 times in 2 jury 

situations. 
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Table 7.121 :Teacher’s reflection on each other’s critique. 
 # of studio teachers # of direct connections 
T1 7 115 
T2 6 24 
T3 7 60 
T4 6 19 
T5 7 89 
T6 7 56 
T7 6 60 
T8 6 54 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

Teachers and students made comments and added their opinions about the function 

of the group as a relatively more casual social atmosphere with less strict roles. In the 

1st questionnaire, 1 student wrote that the group could improve the social relations 

among students outside the studio. Therefore, the student expected the Facebook 

group to supplement to the casual, informal social interactions and communications 

among students, breaking the more formal and project-based relations within studio 

environment (Craig and Zimring, March 2000). As a negative comment, which can 

be interpreted in a positive way in terms of the hierarchical issues, 1 student wrote 

that the group reduced the seriousness of the juries. In the 3rd questionnaire, 1 teacher 

wrote that in the Facebook group, the projects looked like finished products. In 

teachers’ 2ndquestionnaire, one of them criticised that the “participation by the 

students was little, which was not understandable since they used Facebook daily and 

constantly”. In the 2nd questionnaire, in relation to the issue of verbal critiques being 

permanently written down, teachers reflected on the quality of the critıques, saying 

that the permanent, written format improved the content of the critiques. 

Furthermore, 1 of the teachers wrote that the critiques, which were written in 

Facebook, were more objective, and not emotional or linguistically ornamented. S/he 

added that it increased the quality of communication, and that instead of unnecessary 

talk there were clear and to-the-point comments. 

7.2 ITU 2010-2011 EUT 492 Graduation Design Studio 

This section focuses on the implementation process, the analyses and findings, of the 

use of the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” in the 2010-2011 Spring 

semester graduation project design studio. The first part, which is called “Application 

of Facebook Group in Design Studio Course” includes the complete implementation 

process. It consists of the detailed information about the course, how Facebook group 
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was started by the researcher and used by teachers and students, the important events 

throughout the course process, and also the analysis of the questionnaire answers 

during the implementation. (For samples of the questionnaires, please see Appendix 

B.) Similar to the previous section, “Studio Limitations and Facebook Group” is the 

second part of this section, as well, which analyses and discusses the use of the group 

and the questionnaire answers, under the 5 main limitations. 

The second site of the second cycle of the implementation was the 4th year 

graduation project design studio course held in the Spring semester of the 2010-2011 

Academic year in the Department of Industrial Product Design in ITU. The EUT 492 

Graduation Project, is the final design studio course of the four-year education 

program of the department, where students work on their graduation projects for a 

whole semester. As a tradition in the department, students work with small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), which already have ongoing partnerships with the 

department. Students and companies are matched by the studio teachers in the 

beginning of the semester. Each student is assigned to work with a particular SME, 

which introduces its professional project brief to the student. A professional 

designer-client relationship is established between students and SMEs throughout the 

semester, replicating the practice students will join in after graduating from the 

department. As explained in the first cycle, which was also conducted in a 4th year 

graduation project studio – but an irregular one – the graduation project studio 

courses hold a different structure than the regular studio courses in the department. 

To summarise briefly, there are no weekly studio hours, and teachers and students 

meet only for core, preliminary and final juries. In addition, there were no studio 

classrooms assigned for this studio course. As they did not meet weekly, they did not 

need regular studio rooms and used different rooms in the department for the juries. 

The 2010-2011 Spring semester EUT 492 Graduation Project studio course was 

taken by 23 students and given by 3 studio teachers, who also constitiuted the core 

jury. There were 6 participating jury members, who only attended to the preliminary 

juries and the final jury. Officially, teachers, jury members and students met in 7 

occassions; the first meeting of the semester, 2 core juries, 3 preliminary juries, and 

the final jury. Core juries were held by the 3 studio teachers and the students, who 

wanted to attend, as it was not obligatory to attend these juries. All teachers, jury 

members and students were required to attend the preliminary and final juries. 2 of 
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the 3 studio teachers were already Facebook users and they joined the group with 

their personal accounts. 1 of them, also a studio teacher in the 3rd year studio site of 

the second cycle, did not have a Facebook account but joined the social network site 

for the implementation. All 3 teachers were positive about the implementation, and 

similarly, the use of the Facebook group for submissions was made a requirement 

throughout the semester. Out of the 22 students, who answered the 1st questionnaires, 

8 of them (36.364%) used Facebook everyday; 8 of them (36.364%) used Facebook 

very often; 4 (18.182%) used it sometimes; 1 (4.546%) used it rarely; and 1 student 

(4.546%) did not have a Facebook account. 

Table 7.122 : Use of Facebook by teachers and students of the studio course. 
Use Facebook Regularly Use Facebook Rarely Do Not Use Facebook 
1 studio teacher (33.333%) 1 studio teacher (33.333%) 1 studio teacher (33.333%) 
16 students (72.727%) 5 students (22.727%) 1 student (4.546%) 

The secret Facebook group, which was initiated on the 5th of January 2011 for this 

studio course, was called “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio”. (For screenshot of the 

group page, please see Appendix D.) The researcher attended the first meeting of the 

semester on the 11th of February, where all students, all studio teachers, and 

representatives from some of the SMEs were present. There were no jury members in 

this meeting, as they were not required to attend. After the studio teachers’ talks 

about how the course would be held and the student-SME matches were finalised, 

the researcher briefly introduced the study and handed out the 1st questionnaires to 

teachers, two representatives of the SME projects, and students. There were not 

many reactions or comments about the implementation. Similar to the 3rd year studio 

course, the researcher was the admin and added most of the teachers and students to 

the group by becoming friends with them on Facebook. Again, some of the students, 

who did not want to be friends with the researcher, were added by other students, 

instead. 

The 1st questionnaire was answered by 3 studio teachers (100%), 2 firm 

representatives, and 22 out of 23 students (95.652%). 

Table 7.123 : Teachers and students who answered the 1st questionnaire. 
 Teachers Jury Members Students 
1st Questionnaire 3/3 + 2 FR 0/6 22/23 (95.652%) 
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In the 1st questionnaire, the question on the intentions of the use of the group in the 

studio process was answered by all 3 teachers, 2 representatives and 19 out of 22 

students, who filled-in the questionnaire. 

Table 7.124 : Teachers and students who marked the given intentions in the 1st 
questionnaire.  

 Teachers Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the design 
studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

2/3 (66.667%) 
2 FR (100%) 

9/15 (60%) 
 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 2/3 (66.667%) 
2 FR (100%) 

10/15 (66.667%) 
 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and 
students 

3/3 (100%) 
2 FR (100%) 

7/15 (46.667%) 
 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
held uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

3/3 (100%) 
2 FR (100%) 

13/15 (86.667%) 
 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
followed by everyone 

3/3 (100%) 
2 FR (100%) 

15/15 (100%) 
 

6. Creating an archive of the critique exchanges in design studio 
class, showing when and by who the critiques were made 

3/3 (100%) 
2 FR (100%) 

11/15 (73.333%) 
 

All teachers and students thought the group would contribute to the critique 

exchange being accessible to everyone. The second most popular intention among 

teachers and students was contribution to exchanging critiques without temporal and 

spatial limitations, with 100% in teachers and more than 86% in students. All 

teachers and more than 73% of students thought that the group would function as an 

archive of critique exchanges. Just over 66% of both teachers and students thought 

the group would contribute to the critique exchange between students. More than 

66% of the teachers and 60% of students marked the intention that the group would 

supplement to the critique exchange between teachers and students. All teachers 

thought the group would contribute to the critique exchange between teachers and 

students, whereas just over 46% of the students thought the same way. No comments 

were added by teachers or students. 

Similar to the 3rd year studio course in this cycle, the students of this class had close 

friendships and relationships with each other, as a group. Again, it was expected that 

these close relationships would be reflected in the group environment. Though, 

because teachers and students did not meet weekly and students were intentionally 

left alone to work with the professional companies, the offline social environment 

was not as frequent and regular. The group was used by all teachers and students 

regularly beginning with the 2nd preliminary jury on the 23rd of March, but only 

around or on the jury dates. Attendance to the core juries was not obligatory, and 

thus submissions in the core juries were not made in the group, as they were not 
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required by the studio teachers. The group was used in the 2nd and 3rd preliminary 

juries and the final jury, for both submissions and critique exchanges. The researcher 

did not attend the 1st preliminary jury on the 23rd of February and the 1st core jury on 

the 9th of March. As a consequence, even though it was announced, in the first 

meeting, that it was a requirement to make the submissions in the group page, neither 

teachers nor students followed up these requirements. The researcher made an 

announcement on the group page, after the 1st preliminary jury, asking the students to 

upload their research material, which they had presented. She also created events for 

the 1st preliminary and core juries. Nevertheless, the first activities started in the 2nd 

preliminary jury, on the 23rd of March, which the researcher attended, and where, 

also 3 studio teachers and 3 jury members were present. A few days before the jury, 

the researcher asked the teachers and jury members to come to the jury with their 

laptops, if they wanted to write their critique in the group. In the jury morning some 

of the teachers and jury members came to the studio with their laptops, ready to be 

connected to the group during the jury. No submissions were made by any of the 

students prior to the jury, so the researcher and another staff member helped the first 

few students in uploading their files. As more students realised that it was a 

requirement to upload the presentations in the group, they got more organised and 

started to upload their material in order. In this preliminary jury, where teachers and 

students first used the group actively for presentations and critiques, the same 

problem about creating photo folders was encountered. 

During the 2nd preliminary jury, the 2nd questionnaire was handed out to teachers, 

jury members and students. 2 of the 3 studio teachers (66.667%), no jury members, 

and 21 out of 23 students (91.304%) filled-in the questionnaire. 

Table 7.125 : Teachers and students who answered the 2nd questionnaire. 
 Teachers Jury Members Students 
2nd Questionnaire 2/3 (66.667%) 0/6 21/23 (91.304%) 

2 teachers who filled-in the questionnaire, and 19 out of the 21 students, answered 

the question focusing on the intentions of the group.  
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Table 7.126 : Teachers and students who marked the given intentions in the 2nd 
questionnaire. 

 Teachers Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the 
design studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

1/2 (50%) 12/19 (63.158%) 
 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 0/2 7/19 (36.842%) 
 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and 
students 

2/2 (100%) 13/19 (68.421%) 
 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to 
be held uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

2/2 (100%) 11/19 (57.895%) 
 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to 
be followed by everyone 

2/2 (100%) 15/19 (78.947%) 
 

6. Creating an archive of the critique exchanges in design studio 
class, showing when and by who the critiques were made 

2/2 (100%) 13/19 (68.421%) 
 

All teachers and more than 78% of students thought that the group contributed to the 

critique exchanges being accessible to everyone. All teachers and more than 68% of 

the students marked that the group contributed to the critique exchange between 

teachers and students, and that it functioned as an archive of critique exchanges. The 

group contributed to exchanging critiques without temporal and spatial limitations 

according to all teachers and more than 57% of the students. Half of the teachers and 

more than 63% of the students thought that the group supplemented to the critique 

exchange in general. Finally, the lowest percentages were observed in the choices of  

the group contributing to the critique exchange between students, with none of the 

teachers and more than 36% of students marking this intention. 1 of the teachers 

noted her/his opinion saying that, during the juries, talking to the students and 

writing in the group page at the same time, might create an unnatural atmosphere. 

Some students wrote their opinions and suggestions, at the end of the questionnaire. 

3 students mentioned the difficulty of uploading single images with the absence of 

the option of creating individual folders. 1 of them wrote that the Facebook group 

was not integrated enough into their lives, and that it would take a long time to get 

used to, especially longer for teachers. 

Similarly, in the beginning of May, after the 2nd core jury and just before the 3rd 

preliminary jury, the researcher made the announcement that the “Create Photo 

Album” feature was introduced in Facebook groups. Students made their 

submissions in the personal folders for the 3rd preliminary jury and the final one. The 

3rd preliminary jury was held on the 4th of May, which the researcher did not attend. 

The students made their submissions in the group, made their presentations by 

projecting the group page onto the wall, and the teachers wrote their critiques, too. 
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The final jury was held on the 8th of June, in a meeting room of the departments, 

which was located under the ground floor of the building. Because of the locations of 

the room, the Internet connection was weak. Thus, even though the students 

uploaded their material in the group page, the presentations were not made by 

projecting the group page, and no critiques were written by teachers and jury 

members. 

The 3rd, and the final, set of questionnaires were handed out in the final jury. All 3 

studio teachers, 5 of the 6 jury members, and 18 out of 23 students filled-in the 

questionnaires. 

Table 7.127: Teachers and students who answered the 3rd questionnaire. 
 Teachers Jury Members Students 
2nd Questionnaire 3/3 (100%) 5/6 (83.333%) 18/23 (78.261%) 

All 3 studio teachers, 4 of the jury members, and all 18 students, who filled-in the 

questionnaire, answered the question regarding the intentions of the group. 

Table 7.128 : Teachers, jury members and students who marked the given intentions 
in the 3rd questionnaire. 

 Teachers Jury Members Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place 
in the design studio class process by the use of Social 
Network Sites 

3/3 T (100%) 
 

4/4 JM (100%) 12/18 
(66.667%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between 
students 

0/3 T 1,5/4 JM (50%) 7/18 
(38.889%) 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange between 
teachers and students 

3/3 T (100%) 
 

4/4 JM (100%) 14/18 
(77.778%) 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design 
studio class to be held uninterrupted, without temporal 
and spatial limitations 

1+0,5/3 T 
(66.667%) 

4/4 JM (100%) 10*/18 
(55.556%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design 
studio class to be followed by everyone 

3/3 T (100%) 4/4 JM (100%) 15*/18 
(83.333%) 

6. Creating an archive of the critique exchanges in 
design studio class, showing when and by who the 
critiques were made 

3/3 T (100%) 3/4 JM (75%) 16/18 
(88.889%) 

All studio teachers, all jury members and a high percentage of students thought that 

the group contributed to the critique exchange between teachers and students, to the 

critique exchange to be followed by everyone, and to create an archive of critique 

exchanges. All teachers and all jury members and more than half of the students 

thought it contributed to the critique exchange in general. All jury members and 

more than half of studio teachers and students thought the group contributed to 

critique exchange to be held without temporal and spatial limitations. None of the 

teachers, half of the jury members and less than half of the students thought it 
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contributed to the critique exchange between students. Some of the teachers, jury 

members, and students added their opinions and suggestions. 1 teacher noted that it 

was important that the group use drew attention to environmental sensitivity by 

reducing printed presentation sheets. 2 of the teachers wrote that the implementation 

was very positive, nevertheless, both emphasised the difficulty of giving talking to 

the students and, at the same time, writing in the group. Among jury members, 1 

emphasised the negative effect of technical infrastructure, such as not having Internet 

connection during the final jury. 1 of them wrote thet s/he would not prefer using 

Facebook for work affairs, while another noted that s/he supported the 

implementation very much. 4 of the students thought that the implementation was 

very positive, 1 noting that the accessibility was not equally easy for everyone. 1 

student wrote that it was not good that people without Facebook accounts were 

forced to start one, and added that the written comments were the same as the ones 

told during the jury, anyway. Finally, 1 of them noted that it was not secure to upload 

project material in Facebook, as they could get around in the Internet.  

The group was not used after the final jury. 

Throughout the semester, the researcher joined the studio in the first meeting, in the 

2nd preliminary jury, and in the final jury. There was not much communication 

between teachers and students, teachers and researcher, or students and researcher 

throughout the semester about the use of the group. The most important tool of 

communication about the implementation was the questionnaires, which were held 

three times during the projects. The answers to some of the questions in the 

questionnaires are analysed and discussed above. Below results are presented and 

discussed, separately for teachers and for students, in order to be able to observe how 

the opinions of teachers and students changed throughout the implementation. The 

answers by firm representatives and the jury members are not added, as they were 

only entered in single sets of questionnaires, and do not present a change throughout 

the semester. 
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Table 7.129 : Teachers who marked the seven intentions. 
 1st Questionnaire 2nd Questionnaire 3rd 

Questionnaire 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that 
takes place in the design studio class process 
by the use of Social Network Sites 

2/3 (66.667%) 
 

1/2 (50%) 3/3 T (100%) 
 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between students 

2/3 (66.667%) 0/2 0/3 T 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between teachers and students 

3/3 (100%) 
 

2/2 (100%) 3/3 T (100%) 
 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be held uninterrupted, 
without temporal and spatial limitations 

3/3 (100%) 
 

2/2 (100%) 1+0,5/3 T 
(66.667%) 
 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be followed by everyone 

3/3 (100%) 
 

2/2 (100%) 3/3 T (100%) 
 

6. Creating an archive of the critique 
exchanges in design studio class, showing 
when and by who the critiques were made 

3/3 (100%) 
 

2/2 (100%) 3/3 T (100%) 
 

All teachers, who answered this question thoughout the semester, thought that the 

group contributed to the critique exchange between teachers and students, to the 

critique exchange being accessible to everyone, and also to creating an archive of 

critique exchanges. There was an increase in the percentage of teachers who thought 

that the group contributed to the critique exchange in general. By contrast, there was 

a decrease in the percentage of teachers who marked that the group contributed to 

exchanging critiques without temporal and spatial limitations. Finally, in the 2nd and 

3rd questionnaires, none of the teachers thought that the group contributed to the 

critique exchange between students. 

Table 7.130 : Sudents who marked the seven intentions. 
 1st Questionnaire 2nd Questionnaire 3rd Questionnaire 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that 
takes place in the design studio class process 
by the use of Social Network Sites 

9/15 (60%) 
 

12/19 (63.158%) 
 

12/18 (66.667%) 
 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between students 

10/15 (66.667%) 7/19 (36.842%) 7/18 (38.889%) 

3. Contributing to the critique exchange 
between teachers and students 

7/15 (46.667%) 
 

13/19 (68.421%) 
 

14/18 (77.778%) 
 

4. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be held uninterrupted, 
without temporal and spatial limitations 

13/15 (86.667%) 
 

11/19 (57.895%) 
 

10*/18 
(55.556%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in 
design studio class to be followed by 
everyone 

15/15 (100%) 
 

15/19 (78.947%) 
 

15*/18 
(83.333%) 

6. Creating an archive of the critique 
exchanges in design studio class, showing 
when and by who the critiques were made 

11/15 (73.333%) 
 

13/19 (68.421%) 
 

16/18 (88.889%) 

Throughout the semester, there was an increase in the percentage of the students who 

thought the group contributed to the critique exchange in general, the critique 

exchange between teachers and students, and functioning as an archive of critique 

exchanges. In contrast, the percentage of students who thought that the group 
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supplemented to the critique exchange between students, to exchanging critiques 

without temporal and spatial limitations decreased. Finally, the percentage of the 

students who marked that the group contributed to the critique exchange being 

accessible to everyone decrease in the 2nd questionnaire, but increased again in the 

3rd one. 

The answers of teachers and students are observed to be similar. The majority of both 

teachers and students thought that the group functioned as an archive of critique 

exchnages (6), made the critique exchnages accessible to everyone (5), contributed 

both to the critique exchanges between teachers and students (3), and to the critique 

exchange in general (1). According to the answers of both teachers and students, the 

least strong functions of the group were contributing to critique exchanges without 

temporal and spatial limitations (4), and also, to the critique exchange between 

students (2). 

Teachers: “1 = 3 = 5 = 6 > 4 > 2” 

Students: “6 > 5 > 3 > 1 > 4 > 2” 

The comments, opinions and suggestions of teacher and students, which are related 

to the individual topics of the limitations are presented in the relevant sections.  

7.2.1 Studio limitations and Facebook group 

In the spring semester of the academic year 2010-2011, the classes were held 

between the 7th of February and 12th of May 2011. In the Graduation Project Studios 

of the department weekly studio classes are not held, and teachers and students meet 

up in core, preliminary and final juries. Below is the table showing the semester 

schedule of juries and other meetings of the EUT 492 Graduation Project Studio. 

Table 7.131 : Schedule of 2010-2011 Spring EUT 429 Graduation Project. 
Studio Situation Date Time 
1st Meeting of the Studio 11th February 2011 13:30-17:30 
1st Preliminary Jury 23rd February 2011 09:30-17:30 
1st Core Jury 9th March 2011 13:30-17:30 
2nd Preliminary Jury 23rd March 2011 09:30-17:30 
2nd Core Jury 13th April 2011 13:30-17:30 
3rd Preliminary Jury 4th May 2011 09:30-17:30 
Final Jury 8th June 2011 09:30-17:30 

All charts and tables include the group activities by teachers and students between 

the dates 7th of February, the start of the semester, and 9th of June, the day after the 
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final jury. Any activity outside those dates ais not included in the charts. Below are 

the general information and statistics on the activities by the teachers and students in 

the Facebook group ITU EUT 492 Design Studio. As a consequence of the structure 

of the studio course, there were only jury critiques held throughout the studio course. 

The Facebook group was not used to exchange critiques in core juries. Part of the 

critique exchanges was recorded in the 2nd and 3rd preliminary juries and the final 

jury. There were a total of 3 studio teachers, 3 jury members and 21 active students 

in the Facebook group. 4 of the students left the group and deleted all their posts in 

the group just after the semester ended, thus are not included in the analysis. The 

content analysis of the Facebook group in this studio is made on the basis of 17 

students. 

Teachers: Out of the 3 studio teachers and 6 jury members of the studio course, all 3 

studio teachers – T1, T2, T3 – and 2 out of 6 jury members – J1, J2 – used the group. 

The 3 studio teachers and 2 jury members used the following features in Facebook 

group for the given purposes. 

Table 7.132 : The features of the group which the teachers used. 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to make announcements or to share other non-critique messages 
The Create Event feature to share information on jury dates and other events 
The Like feature 

In total, there were 99 posts by 3 studio teachers and 2 jury members throughout the 

semester. 90 of these 99 posts (90.909%) were verbal critiques; 7 of them (7.071%) 

were verbal posts of non-critique content; 1 (1.010%) was an event; and 1 (1.010%) 

was a like. Below is the table displaying the numbers and percentages of all posts. 

Table 7.133 : All posts by 3 studio teachers and 2 jury members. 
Verbal Critique Posts 90/99 (90.909%) 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 7/99 (7.071%) 
Event Posts 1/99 (1.010%) 
Likes 1/99 (1.010%) 

The type of post with the highest number, thus the most popular activity amongst 

studio teachers and the jury member, was exchanging verbal critiques, followed by 

exchanging verbal non-critiques and, finally, sharing event information and liking. 

“Verbal Critique > Verbal Non-Critique > Event = Likes” 
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Table 7.134 : All types of posts by 3 studio teachers and 2 jury members. 
 Verbal Critique Posts Verbal Non-Critique Posts Event Posts Likes Total 
T1 33 2  1 36 
T2 17    17 
T3  3   3 
J1 36 2 1  39 
J2 4    4 
Total 90 7 1 1 99 

Students: The 17 studio students (100%) used the following features in Facebook 

group for the given purposes. 

Table 7.135 : The features of the group which the teachers used. 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to submit their single project images 
The Create Photo Album feature to submit their project images in groups 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to submit their project videos 
The Written Post feature to submit their project links 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Written Post features to make announcements or to share other non-critique messages 
The Written Post feature to share non-critique links 
The Like feature 

In total, there were 130 posts by all 17 studio students throughout the semester. 80 of 

the total 130 posts (61.539%) were project images; 28 of them (21.539%) were 

project image folders; 4 (3.077%) were project videos; 1 (0.769%) was a project link; 

7 of them (5.385%) were verbal critiques; 1 (0.769%) was a non-critique verbal post; 

2 (1.539%) were link of non-critique content; and 7 of them (5.385%) were likes. 

Table 7.136 : All posts by 17 students. 
Project Image Posts 80/130 (61.539%) 
Project Image Folder Posts 28/130 (21.539%) 
Project Video Posts 4/130 (3.077%) 
Project Link Posts 1/130 (0.769%) 
Verbal Critique Posts 7/130 (5.385%) 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 1/130 (0.769%) 
Link Non-Critique Posts 2/130 (1.539%) 
Likes 7/130 (5.385%) 

The type of activity with the most number of posts, thus the most popular one 

amongst students was sharing project images; followed by sharing project image 

folders; followed by exchanging verbal critiques and liking; followed by sharing 

project videos; then sharing non-critique links; and finally, sharing project links and 

verbal posts of non-critique content. 

“Project Image > Project Image Folder > Verbal Critique = Like > Project Video > 

Link Non-Critique > Project Link = Verbal Non-Critique” 
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Table 7.137 : All types of posts by 17 studio students. 
 Project 

Image 
Posts 

Project 
Image 
Folder 
Posts 

Project 
Video 
Posts 

Project 
Link 
Posts 

Verbal 
Critique 
Posts 

Verbal 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Link 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Likes Total 

S1 4 2      1 7 
S2 4 2   3   1 10 
S3 6 2     1  9 
S4 3 1  1  1 1  7 
S5 1 2 1      4 
S6 2 1      2 5 
S7 6 2 2  1    11 
S8 4 2      1 7 
S9 10 1 1  1    13 
S10 3 2       5 
S11 13 1      2 16 
S12 3 2       5 
S13 7 2       9 
S14 7 2       9 
S15 2 1       3 
S16 5 2   2    9 
S17  1       1 
Total 80 28 4 1 7 1 2 7 130 

7.2.1.1 Temporal limitations and temporal flexibility 

In this section, the content of the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” and 

the answers by teachers and students of the EUT 492 Graduation Project Studio to 

the questionnaires are analysed in order to find out if the temporal flexibility 

provided by the online social network environment was made use of. The analyses 

are made under the two main topics mentioned earlier, which were derived from the 

statements by the interviewees in relation to the temporal limitations of the existing 

studio course structure. Similarly, in figures showing the posts over days, the black 

lines represent the studio days, while grey areas represent the weekends. In addition, 

in figures showing the posts over hours in studio days, the dark grey areas represent 

the studio and working hours; in figures of hours in non-studio days, the light grey 

areas represent the working hours. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used by teachers and students outside studio hours? For which purposes was the 

group used by teachers and students outside studio hours? What were the frequency 

and/or patterns of the use of the group by teachers and students outside studio hours? 

The recording unit: Any post made in the group by any member of the group. 
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The variables: Studio Days (Studio Hours, Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), 

Non-Studio Weekdays (Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), Weekends 

Teachers: 

Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.49 : Verbal critique posts by teachers and jury members over days of the 

semester. 

Table 7.138 : Verbal critique posts by teachers and jury members in studio days, 
non-studio days, weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd 
Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury (4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury (8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

T1 0/33 0/33 0/33 16/33 0/33 0/33 0/33 17/33  0/33 
T2 0/17 0/17 0/17 13/17 0/17 4/17  0/17 0/17 0/17 
J1 0/36 0/36 0/36 15/36  0/36 14/36  6/36  1/36 0/36 
J2 0/4 0/4 0/4 3/4  0/4   1/4  0/4 
Total 0/90 0/90 0/90 47/90  0/90 18/90  6/90  19/90 0/90 

 
Figure 7.50 : Verbal critique posts by teachers and jury members over hours in 

pre/final jury days. 

 
Figure 7.51 : Verbal critique posts by teachers and jury members over hours in non-

studio weekdays. 
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Table 7.139 : Verbal critique posts by teachers and jury members in studio, working 
and non-working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

T1 10/33  6/33  14/33  3/33  0/33 
T2 16/17  1/17  0/17 0/17 0/17 
J1 35/36  0/36  1/36  0/36 0/36 
J2 3/4  0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 
Total 64/90  7/90  15/90  4/90  0/90 

90 verbal critiques were posted by 2 studio teachers (66.667%) and 2 jury members 

(33.333%). T1 posted 33 verbal critiques, 16 on jury days (48.485%) and 17 on non-

studio weekdays (51.515%). Out of the 16 verbal posts on jury days, T1 made 6 of 

them in non-working hours. Thus, T1 posted 23 out of 33 verbal critiques (69.697%) 

using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. T2 posted 17 verbal critiques in 

total, all on jury days. 1 of them (5.882%) was posted outside studio hours, thus 

using the temporal flexibility provided by the group. Finally, J1 posted 36 verbal 

critiques, 35 on jury days, and all within studio hours, and 1 on non-studio weekdays. 

Thus J1 made use of the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group for 1 out of 36 of 

the verbal critiques (2.778%). J2 posted 4 verbal critiques, 3 of them on a jury day 

within studio hours, and 1 on a non-studio day outside working hours. J2 used the 

temporal flexibility of the group in 1 out of 4 verbal critiques (25%) s/he posted. To 

conclude, 2 studio teachers and 2 jury members used the temporal flexibility of 

Facebook group in their verbal critique posts. Out of the total of 90 verbal critiques 

26 of them (28.889%) were posted making use of the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group, i.e outside studio hours. 

Verbal Non-Critique Posts by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.52 : Verbal critique posts by teachers and jury members over days of the 

semester. 
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Table 7.140 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers and jury members in studio days, 
non-studio days, weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd Core 
Jury (13th 
Apr) 

3rd 
Pre 
Jury 
(4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

T1 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
T3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 2/3 1/3  
J1 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/3 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  
Total 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 1/7  0/7 0/7 4/7  2/7  

 
Figure 7.53 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers and jury members over hours in 

pre/final jury days. 

 
Figure 7.54 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers and jury members over hours in 

non-studio weekdays. 

 
Figure 7.55 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers and jury members over hours in 

weekends. 

Table 7.141 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers and jury members in studio, 
working and non-working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T1 1/2  0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
T3 0/3 0/3 1/3  1/3  1/3  
J1 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 1/2  
Total 1/7  0/7 2/7  2/7  2/7  

In total, 7 verbal non-critique posts were made by 2 studio teachers (66.667%) and 1 

jury member (16.667%). T1 made 2 non-critique verbal posts, 1 on a core jury day 

(50%), within jury hours, not using the temporal flexibility; and 1 on a non-studio 

weekday (50%), thus using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. T3 made 

3 non-critique verbal posts, again 2 on non-studio weekdays and 1 on weekend 

(100%), making use of the temporal flexibility provided by the group. Finally, J1 

made 2 non-critique verbal posts, 1 on a non-studio weekday and 1 on a weekend 

(100%), again using the temporal flexibility of the group. To conclude, all 2 teachers 

and 1 jury member, who posted verbal non-critique posts made us of the temporal 
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flexibility of the Facebook group. 6 of the 7 verbal non-critique posts (85.714%) 

were made using the temporal flexibility provided by the group. 

Events by “Create Event” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.56 : Event posts by teachers and jury members over days of the semester. 

Table 7.142 : Event posts by teachers and jury members in studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd 
Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

J1 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 
 

0/1 0/1 
 

0/1 0/1 
 

0/1 1/1 0/1 

 
Figure 7.57 : Event posts by teachers and jury members over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

Table 7.143 : Event posts by teachers and jury members in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

J1 (Total) 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 

1 event was posted by J1 (16.667%) on a non-studio weekday within working hours. 

The temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group was made use of by J1 to 

share this event. 
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Students: 

Project Images by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 

 
Figure 7.58 : Project image posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.144 : Project image posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/4 0/4 0/4 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S2 0/4 0/4 0/4 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S3 0/6 0/6 0/6 6/6  0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 
S4 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S6 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S7 0/6 0/6 0/6 5/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 1/6 0/6 
S8 0/4 0/4 0/4 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S9 0/10 0/10 0/10 6/10 0/10 4/10  0/10 0/10 0/10 
S10 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S11 0/13 0/13 0/13 7/13 0/13 6/13  0/13 0/13 0/13 
S12 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S13 0/7 0/7 0/7 7/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S14 0/7 0/7 0/7 7/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 
S15 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S16 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 5/5  0/5 
Total 0/80 0/80 0/80 64/80  0/80 10/80  0/80 6/80  0/80 

 

 
Figure 7.59 : Project image posts by students over hours in pre/final jury days. 
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Figure 7.60 : Project image posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.145 : Project image posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S1 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S2 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S3 6/6  0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 
S4 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S5 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S6 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S7 5/6  0/6 0/6 1/6  0/6 
S8 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S9 10/10  0/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 
S10 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S11 13/13  0/13 0/13 0/13 0/13 
S12 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 
S13 0/7 7/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 
S14 0/7 7/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 
S15 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S16 0/5 0/5 5/5  0/5 0/5 
Total 55/80  19/80  5/80  1/80  0/80 

In total, 80 project images were posted by 16 of the 17 students (94.118%) 

throughout the semester. 64 of them (80%) were posted on the 2nd preliminary jury, 

10 (12.5%) were posted on the 3rd preliminary jury, and 6 (7.5%) were posted on 

non-studio weekdays. Out of the 74 project images posted on jury days, 19 of them 

were posted outside studio hours. To conclude, 25 out of 86 project images 

(29.069%), by 6 students (35.294%) in the group page were posted making use of the 

temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Project Image Folders by “Create Photo Album” Feature: 

 

 
Figure 7.61 : Project image folder posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.146 : Project image folder posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd 
Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury (4th 
May) 

Final Jury 
(8th Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S3 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S5 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S7 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S8 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 1/2  0/2 
S9 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S10 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S12 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S13 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 
S14 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S15 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S16 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 1/2  0/2 
S17 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 0/28 0/28 0/28 0/28 0/28 12/28  11/28  5/28  0/28 

 

 
Figure 7.62 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in pre/final jury 

days. 

 

 
Figure 7.63 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 
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Table 7.147 : Project image folder posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days Non-
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S1 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S2 1/2  1/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S3 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S4 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S5 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S7 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S8 1/2  0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
S9 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S10 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S11 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S12 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S13 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 
S14 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S15 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S16 1/2  0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 
S17 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 13/28  10/28  3/28  2/28  0/28 

28 project image folders were posted in the group page by all 17 students (100%) 

throughout the semester. 12 of them (42.857%) were posted on the 3rd preliminary 

jury day, 11 (39.286%) on the final jury day and 5 of them (17.857%) were posted on 

non-studio weekdays. Out of the 23 project image folders posted on jury days, 10 

were posted outside studio hours. To conclude, 15 out of the 28 project image folders 

(53.571%), by 13 out of 17 students (76.471%), were posted making use of the 

temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Project Videos by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.64 : Project video posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.148 : Project video posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st Core 
Jury (9th 
Mar) 

2nd Pre 
Jury (23rd 
Mar) 

2nd Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury (4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S7 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 
S9 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  2/4  1/4  0/4 
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Figure 7.65 : Project video posts by students over hours in pre/final jury days. 

 
Figure 7.66 : Project video posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.149 : Project video posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days Non-
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S5 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S7 0/2 1/2  0/2 1/2  0/2 
S9 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 1/4  2/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 

In total, 4 project videos were posted, 3 on jury days and 1 on a non-studio weekday. 

Out of the 3 project videos posted on jury days, 2 of them were posted outside studio 

hours. To conclude, 3 of the 4 project videos (75%), by 2 students (11.765%), were 

posted making use of the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Project Links by “Written Post” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.67 : Project link posts by student over days of the semester. 

Table 7.150 : Project link posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd 
Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

S4 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

 
Figure 7.68 : Project link posts by students over hours in pre/final jury days. 

Table 7.151 : Project link posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days Non-
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S4 (Total) 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
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1 project link was posted in the group on a jury day within studio hours. To 

conclude, the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group was not used to post project 

links. 

Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 
Figure 7.69 : Verbal critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.152 : Verbal critique posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd 
Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd 
Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

S2 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 
S7 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S9 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S16 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 
Total 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 7/7  0/7 

 

 
Figure 7.70 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 7.153 : Verbal critique posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days Non-
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S2 0/3 0/3 1/3  2/3  0/3 
S7 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S9 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S16 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 
Total 0/7 0/7 5/7  2/7  0/7 

7 verbal critiques were posted by 4 students in the group page. All of these verbal 

critique posts by 4 students (23.529%) were made on non-studio weekdays (100%), 

thus making use of the temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group. 
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Verbal Non-Critique Posts by “Written Post” Feature: 

 
Figure 7.71 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.154 : Verbal non-critique posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends.  

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st 
Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd Core 
Jury 
(13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury 
(4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S4 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

 
Figure 7.72 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours in pre/final jury days. 

Table 7.155 : Verbal non-critique posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

S4 
(Total) 

1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

 

1 verbal (non-critique) post was made in the group page, on a jury day, within studio 

hours. Thus, the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group was not used to share 

verbal (non-critique) posts in the group. 

Link Non-Critique Posts by “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.73 : Link non-critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.156 : Link non-critique posts by students in studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 1st 
Meeting 
(11th 
Feb) 

1st Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Feb) 

1st Core 
Jury 
(9th 
Mar) 

2nd Pre 
Jury 
(23rd 
Mar) 

2nd Core 
Jury (13th 
Apr) 

3rd Pre 
Jury (4th 
May) 

Final 
Jury 
(8th 
Jun) 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
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Figure 7.74 : Link non-critique posts by students over hours in pre/final jury days. 

 
Figure 7.75 : Link non-critique posts by students over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

Table 7.157 : Link non-critique posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio/Working 
Hours 

Studio Days Non-
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S4 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 1/2  0/2 0/2 1/2 0/2 

2 non-critique link posts were made in the group page. 1 was on a jury day within 

studio hours and the other on a non-studio weekday. Thus, 1 of the 2 non-critique 

links, by 1 student (5.882%) was posted making use of the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group. 

Discussion: 

The summary and discussion of the use of the temporal flexibility provided by the 

Facebook group, by teachers and students, in all types of posts are presented below. 

Teachers: Here, the analysis of the distribution of all types of posts by studio 

teachers and jury members over jury days, non-studio days and weekends is 

discussed. Besides, the analysis of the distribuiton of all types of posts over studio 

hours, working hours and non-working hours is also presented. 

Table 7.158 : All posts by 3 studio teachers and 2 jury members in jury days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 Jury Days Non-Studio Weekdays Weekends 
Verbal Critique Posts 71/90 19/90 0/90 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 1/7 4/7 2/7 
Event Posts 0/1 1/1  0/1 
Total Posts  72/98   24/98   2/98  

In teachers’ posts, including all posts by studio teachers and jury members, 72 of the 

total of 123 posts (73.469%) were made on jury days; 24 of them (24.490%) were 

made on non-studio weekdays; and 2 (2.041%) were made on weekends. In other 
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words almost 75% of all posts were made on jury days, while the group was used in 

non-studio weekdays and weekends for just over 25% of all posts; which also show 

the percentage of the use of temporal flexibility of the group by teachers. 

“Jury Days > Non-Studio Weekdays > Weekends” 

The majority of all verbal critiques were posted on studio days. The most popular 

days for verbal posts of non-critique content were non-studio weekdays, followed by 

weekends and, lastly, the jury days. The 1 event post was made on a non-studio 

weekday. Teachers tended to use the temporal flexibility of the group more for the 

posts other than the verbal critiques. 

Table 7.159 : All posts by 3 teachers and 2 jury members in studio, working and 
non-working hours. 

 Studio Hours Working Hours Non-Working Hours 
Verbal Critique Posts 64/90 15/90 11/90 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 1/7 2/7 4/7 
Event Posts 0/1 1/1  0/1 
Total 65/98  18/98  15/98  

In terms of hours of the day, 65 out of all 98 posts by teachers (66.327%) were made 

within studio hours; while 18 of them (18.367%) were made in working hours and 15 

(15.306%) in non-working hours. Thus, over 65% of all posts were recorded within 

studio hours, and 33.674% of them were made in working and non-working hours, 

using the temporal flexibility of the group 

“Studio Hours > Working Hours > Non-Working Hours” 

The majority of the verbal critiques were posted in studio hours, followed by 

working and, lastly, by non-working hours. Most of the verbal posts of non-critique 

content were made in non-working hours, followed by working hours, and the studio 

hours. The event post was made in working hours. Thus, teachers tended to use the 

group in studio hours for verbal critiques, nevertheless, for other types of posts, they 

preferred to use the temporal flexibility of the group. To conclude, in terms of days 

of the week, over 25% of all posts were made using the temporal flexibility; while, in 

terms of hours of the day, over 30% of the posts were made using the temporal 

flexibility. In the table below, the summary of all numbers of teachers and posts, in 

terms of temporal flexibility, is displayed. 

Students: The analysis of the distribution of all types of posts by students over jury 

days, non-studio days and weekends is presented below. Also here is the analysis of 
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the distribuiton of all types of posts over studio hours, working hours and non-

working hours. 

Table 7.160 : All posts by 17 students in jury days, non-studio days, weekends. 
 Jury Days Non-Studio Weekdays Weekends 
Project Image Posts 74/80 6/80 0/80 
Project Image Folder Posts 23/28 5/28 0/28 
Project Video Posts 3/4 1/4 0/4 
Project Link Posts 1/1 0/1 0/1 
Verbal Critique Posts 0/7 7/7 0/7 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 1/1 0/1 0/1 
Link Non-Critique Posts 1/2 1/2 0/2 
Total Posts 103/123  20/123  0/123 

Out of the total of 123 posts by all students, 103 of them (83.740%) were made on 

jury days and 20 of them (16.260%) were made on non-studio weekdays. There were 

no posts made on weekends. 

“Jury Days > Non-Studio Weekdays > Weekends = 0” 

In all types of posts, the majority of the posts were made on jury days, expect the 

verbal critique posts where the majority of them were on non-studio weekdays, and 

also the link posts of non-critique content where the posts were divided into jury and 

non-studio days equally. Thus, the students tended to use the group mostly on jury 

days. In terms of days of the week, they used the temporal flexibility of the Facebook 

group in 16.260% of their posts, in total. 

Table 7.161 : All posts by 17 students in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio Hours Working Hours Non-Working Hours 
Project Image Posts 55/80 5/80 20/80 
Project Image Folder Posts 13/28 3/28 12/28 
Project Video Posts 1/4 0/4 3/4 
Project Link Posts 1/1 0/1 0/1 
Verbal Critique Posts 0/7 5/7 2/7 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 1/1  0/1 0/1 
Link Non-Critique Posts 1/2  0/2 1/2 
Total Posts 72/123  13/123  38/123  

In terms of the hours of the day, students made 72 of the total 123 posts (58.537%) 

within studio hours; while they made 38 of them (30.894%) in non-working hours; 

and 13 (10.569%) within working hours. Thus, most of the posts were made within 

studio hours, followed by non-working hours; and the least number of posts were 

recorded in working hours. 

“Studio Hours > Non-Working Hours > Working Hours” 
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The numbers above show that students made the majority of their posts within studio 

hours for most types of posts, except the project video posts where most of the posts 

were made in non-working hours; and the link posts of non-critique content where 

the posts were equally divided between studio hours and non-working hours. In 

addition, in verbal posts of non-critique content the students did not use the group in 

studio hours, and they made this type of posts mostly in working and then in non-

working hours. To put in numbers, students used the group mostly within studio 

hours, and they made use of the temporal flexibility of the group in 51 (41.463%) out 

of their total posts. To conclude, students used the temporal flexibility provided by 

the group in over 15% of their posts in terms of days of the week; while, in terms of 

hours of the day, they used the temporal flexibility in over 40% of the total of their 

posts. The table summarises the numbers of students and posts, in terms of temporal 

flexibility. The table below summarises the use of temporal flexibility of the group 

by teachers and students over days and hours. 

Table 7.162 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group by teachers and 
students over days and hours. 

 Days Hours 
Teachers (studio teachers and jury members) Over 25% of the total posts Over 30% of the total posts 
Students Over 15% of the total posts Over 40% of the total posts 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: 

The question(s) of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used by teachers and students to exchange critiques outside the given critique 

durations in desk, wall and jury critique situations, in order to have flexible critique 

sessions extended over time? For which critique situations was the temporal 

flexibility of the group used? 

The recording unit: Any critique thread in the group page. 

The variables: The time intervals of the critique situations of the studio. 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 56 verbal critiques posted by 2 studio 

teachers and 2 jury members for the 2nd preliminary jury. 40 of them were made 

during the jury hours. 16 of the 56 verbal critiques (28.571%) were posted, by 1 

studio teacher and 1 jury member, outside the jury hours, making use of the temporal 

flexibility of the group. In addition, 2 verbal critiques were posted by 1 student, both 
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outside the jury hours, using the temporal flexibility. To conclude, 18 of the total of 

58 verbal critiques by teachers and a student (31.035%) were made using the 

temporal flexibility of the group. 

Table 7.163 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers 
and students in verbal critiques in the 2nd preliminary jury. 

 During Same Day 5 Days 7 Days 
T1 9 7 8  
T2 13    
J1 15    
J2 3   1 
S16   2  
Total 40 7 10 1 

3rd Preliminary Jury: A total of 28 verbal critiques were posted by 2 studio teachers 

and 1 jury member for the 3rd preliminary jury. 18 of them were posted during the 

jury. 10 of them (35.714%) were posted by 1 studio teacher and the jury member, 

after the jury day. In addition, 2 verbal critiques were made by 2 students, both after 

the jury. In summary, 30 verbal critiques were posted by 2 studio teachers, 1 studio 

member and 2 students for the 3rd preliminary jury. 12 of them (40%) were posted 

outside jury hours, using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Table 7.164 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers 
and students in all critiques in the 3rd preliminary jury. 

 During 7 Days 9 Days 12 Days 
T1  4  4 
T2 4    
J1 14  1 1 
S7    1 
S9  1   
Total 18 5 1 6 

Final Jury: For the final jury, 4 verbal critiques were posted by 1 jury member, all of 

which were made during the jury hours. 

Table 7.165 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers 
and students in all critiques in the final jury. 

 During 
J1 (Total) 4 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

In the 3rd questionnaire, 1 of the jury members added her/his comment about the 

temporal advantages the Facebook group provides in the juries. S/he explained: 
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Usually, there are 7-8 people [jury members] in the juries. First, the student presents, lets 

says 5 mins, and then, if everyone speaks for 2 mins, 1 student presentation can last half an 

hour; when there are over 40 students, the jury members can lose concentration. 

S/he added that s/he could be sure that all students read her/his words in full 

attention. S/he also wrote that by using the group the jury saved time. S/he concluded 

that the implementation was very positive in general, if it was conducted well. Also 

in the 3rd questionnaire, 1 student noted that the critique exchange was not as 

frequent as s/he had expected, and that, especially teachers replied only (mostly) in 

juries. 

7.2.1.2 Physical limitations and virtual space 

In this section, the content analysis of the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design 

Studio” and the analysis of the answers to the questionnaires by teachers and students 

of the 2010-2011 Graduation Project studio course focus on the aspects of the 

physical limitations. The analyses investigate if the group was used a mutual virtual 

space, where students’ project processes and designer identities were shared with 

teachers and other students. In addition, the function of the group as a virtual space, 

where teachers and students shared their ideas and material with everybody in the 

studio is analysed. Again, the content analysis is made under two individual aspects 

of the physical limitations, and followed by the analysis of the questionnaire 

answers, and the discussion. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Physical Features of and Facilities in Studio Classrooms: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as a virtual space by students to represent their project processes and designer 

identities, functioning as the students’ personal studio areas? 

The recording units: Project Process – The collection of project materials posted by 

each student; Designer Identitiy – The personal information about each student in 

her/his profile in the members page. 

The variable: Each student. 
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Personal Virtual Space to present Individual Project Processes 

As discussed in the “Physical Limitations and Virtual Space” section of the 2010-

2011 EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio course, there was no “Create Photo Album” 

feature in Facebook groups, during the first two thirds of this semester. Students 

shared their project images and videos in the collective space of the group, in the 

single photo album of the group. There was no personal virtual space of the students, 

to share their individual project processes. 

Personal Virtual Space to Represent Students’ Designer Identities 

The personal information on students and the clues on their designer identities are 

analysed on the basis of their profile content as presented in the members page. The 

profile names, profile pictures and the affiliations of students are analysed. 

Table 7.166 : Profile information of students in the members page. 
Full Name 17/17 
Pseudo Name (Nickname) 0/17 
Photo of the Member Her/Himself 13/17 
Photo of Something 4/7 
School 14/17 
Work 1/17 
No Affiliation 2/17 

Physical Space vs Virtual Space: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as a virtual space by teachers and students to share their ideas, exemplary 

material, and other information addressing all students and teachers? 

The recording unit: Each post by teachers and students in the group. 

The variable: Addressee of each post (all students and teachers). 

1 out of 3 studio teachers (33.333%) and 1 of the 6 jury members (16.667%) used the 

group page to make a total of 3 announcements addressing everyone in the studio 

course. In addition, 2 students (11.765%) shared 3 announcements. 

Table 7.167 : Posts by the members of the group, addressing all teachers and/or 
students. 

 Announcement 
T1 2 
J1 1 
S1 1 
S4 2 
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were no answers in the questionnaires in relation to the physical limitations. 

7.2.1.3 Archival Limitations and Online Record 

In this section, the analyses investigate if the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design 

Studio” functioned as an online archive of students’ project processes, of critique 

exchanges, and of the studio course process. The content analysis is made under 

three individual topics, followed by the analysis of questionnaire answers by teachers 

and students, and finally the discussion. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Keeping Records of Students’ Project Processes: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as an online archive of students’ project processes? Which parts of the project 

processes were kept of which students? 

The recording unit: Any project post by any student. 

The variable: Each student. 

In the first meeting of the semester, there were no submission requirements, so there 

were no submissions made in the group page. It was not a requirement to attend the 

core juries, so only the students who wanted to take critique from the three studio 

teachers attended those juries. There were no submission requirements in the core 

juries, either. In the 1st preliminary jury, students were required to submit their work, 

but they were not asked to submit their work in the group page by the studio 

teachers, thus none of the students made their submission in the group. In the 2nd and 

3rd preliminary juries the researcher attended the juries. Before the 2nd one, the 

researcher contacted the studio teachers and the students to invite them to use the 

group for submissions. The studio teachers asked the students to submit their work a 

few days before the jury but the students did not do so. On the day of the jury, the 

students uploaded their project images just before and during the jury. In the 3rd and 

the final juries the students uploaded their material before and during the juries. All 

17 students (100%) uploaded their project works in the group page throughout the 

semester. 13 out of 17 students (76.471%) submitted their project work for all 3 of 

the juries. 1 of these students (5.882%) also submitted work at a random time within 
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the semester, too. 3 students (17.647%) submitted their project material for 2 of the 

juries; 2 (11.765%) for the 2nd and the 3rd preliminary juries, and 1 (5.882%) for the 

2nd preliminary and the final juries. Finally, 1 student (5.882%) submitted her/his 

project material only for the 3rd preliminary jury. None of the students’ complete 

project process was archived in the group page, as none of the students submitted 

their work for the 1st preliminary jury. Though, beginning with the 2nd preliminary 

jury, 13 of the students posted their work for all formal jury submissions, thus more 

than 75% of the students recorded their project process in the group page. 

Table 7.168 : Personal project works uploaded by students in the group page. 
 1st Meeting 

(11th Feb) 
1st Pre Jury 
(23rd Feb) 

1st Core 
Jury 

2nd Pre 
Jury 

2nd 
Core 
Jury 

3rd Pre Jury Final Jury Random 
Days 

S1    4PI  PIF PIF  
S2    4PI  PIF PIF  
S3    6PI  PIF PIF  
S4    3PI; PLk  PIF   
S5    PI  PIF PIF; PV  
S6    2PI   PIF  
S7    6PI  PIF PIF; PV PV 
S8    4PI  PIF PIF  
S9    6PI  4PI; PV PIF  
S10    3PI  PIF PIF  
S11    7PI  6PI PIF  
S12    3PI  PIF PIF  
S13    7PI  PIF PIF  
S14    7PI  PIF PIF  
S15    2PI  PIF   
S16    5PI  PIF PIF  
S17      PIF   

In addition, 16 students (94.118%) submitted their work for the 2nd preliminary jury; 

again 16 (94.118%) uploaded their project work for the 3rd preliminary jury; and, 

finally, 14 of the students (82.353% ) submitted their project material for the final 

jury in the group page. Below is the table, showing the numbers and percentages of 

the submissions by students. 

Table 7.169 : Students who uploaded work for submissions. 
1st Meeting 0 students (0% of the total 17) 
1st Preliminary Jury 0 students (0 % of the total 17) 
1st Core Jury 0 students (0 % of the total 17) 
2nd Preliminary Jury 16 students (94.118% of the total 17) 
2ndCore Jury 0 students (% of the total 17) 
3rd Preliminary Jury 16 students (94.118% of the total 17) 
Final Jury 14 students (82.353% of the total 17) 
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Keeping Records of Critique Exchanges: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as an online archive of critique exchanges among teachers and students? Which 

type of critiques was recorded by teachers and students in which critique situations? 

The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 

The variables: The person who posted the critique; and the critique situation in which 

the critiques were posted. 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 59 verbal critiques recorded by 2 studio 

teachers (66.667%), 2 jury members (33.333%), and 1 student (5.882%), in the 2nd 

preliminary jury; 57 by teachers and jury members, and 2 by the student. T1 posted 

25 verbal critiques to the works of 13 students (76.471%); 13 verbal critiques were 

posted by T2 to 8 students (47.059%) (T2 made 1 verbal critique under the jury event 

post, by accident, addressing the work of one of the students. It is not clear in the 

verbal critique which student’s work was addressed. The verbal critique is added to 

the overall verbal critiques but it is not added to the number of students addressed by 

T2.); J1 made 15 verbal critiques to 8 students (47.059%); and, finally, J2 posted 4 

verbal critiques to the works of 4 students (23.529%). S16 posted 2 verbal critiques 

on her/his own work. There were 9 verbal critiques archived for 1 of the student 

(5.882%); 6 were recorded for 4 of them (23.529%); 5 verbal critiques were recorded 

for 1 (5.882%); 3 were recorded for 6 of them (35.294%); and 1 critique was 

recorded for 3 of the students (17.647%).  

Table 7.170 : Verbal critique records by teacher and students for the 2nd preliminary 
jury. 

 

S1
 

S2
 

S3
 

S4
 

S5
 

S6
 

S7
 

S8
 

S9
 

S1
1 

S1
2 

S1
3 

S1
4 

S1
6 

S 
(?

) 

To
ta

l 

T1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2  2 4 3 1 1 4  25 
T2 2 1 2  1 1 1 2 2      1 13 
J1 1 1 2 1 1 1  3 5       15 
J2 1  1     1  1      4 
S16              2  2 
Total 6 3 6 3 3 3 3 6 9 5 3 1 1 6 1 59 
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In addition, there were 3 likes recorded by 1 studio teacher (33.333%) and 2 students 

(11.765%), addressing 3 students (17.647%), each addressing 1. Below is the table 

showing the like records by teachers and students of the studio and the group. 

Table 7.171 : Like records by teacher and students for the 2nd preliminary jury. 
 S3 S2 S14 Total 
T1 1   1 
S1   1 1 
S8  1  1 
Total 1 1 1 3 

3rd Preliminary Jury: In the 3rd preliminary jury, there were 32 by 2 studio teachers 

(66.667%), 1 jury member (16.667%), and 3 students (17.647%); 27 by teachers and 

the jury member, and 5 by the students. T1 posted 8 verbal critiques to 6 students 

(35.294%); T2 made 4 verbal critiques to the works of 4 students (23.529%); J1 

posted 15 verbal critiques to 9 students. S2 posted 3 verbal critiques, and S7 and S9 

posted 1 verbal critique each, all to their own project works. Below is the table 

displaying the details of the verbal critique posts, in the 3rd preliminary jury. 

Table 7.172 : Verbal critique records by teachers and students for the 3rd preliminary 
jury. 

 S1 S2 S3 S4 S7 S8 S9 S11 S15 S16 S17 Total 
T1  2  1 1  2  1  1 8 
T2      1 1  1  1 4 
J1 1 2 1 3 2 1  2 2 1  15 
S2  3          3 
S7     1       1 
S9       1     1 
Total 1 7 1 4 4 2 4 2 4 1 2 32 

Final jury: 6 verbal critiques were recorded by 1 jury member (16.667%), in the final 

jury, addressing 5 students (29.412%). Below is the table showing the details. 

Table 7.173 : Verbal critique records by teachers and students for the final jury. 
 S2 S6 S11 S13 S14 Total 
J1 (Total) 2 1 1 1 1 6 

There were a total of 4 likes recorded by 3 students (17.647%) in the final jury. S2 

liked 1 students’ work (5.882%); S6 recorded 2 liked students’ works (11.765%); 

and S11 liked 1 students’ work (5.882%). The details are shown in the table below. 
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Table 7.174 : Like records for the 2nd preliminary jury. 
 S5 S7 S8 Total 
S2   1 1 
S6 1 1  2 
S11  1  1 
Total 1 2 1 4 

General Critique Situations 

There were no critiques recorded by teachers and/or students in general critique 

situation. 

Discussion: 

There were a total of 90 verbal critiques recorded by all studio teachers and jury 

members in all juries. 57 of them were recorded in the 2nd preliminary jury, 27 were 

recorded on the 3rd preliminary jury, and 6 were recorded in the final jury. Also, 1 

like was recorded in the 2nd preliminary jury. 

Table 7.175 : Critique records by teachers and jury members in all juries. 
Teachers Activities Verbal Critique Like 
2nd Preliminary Jury 57 1 
3rd Preliminary Jury 27  
Final Jury 6  
General   
Total 90 1 

All students recorded a total of 7 verbal critiques throughout all juries. 2 of them 

were recorded in the 2nd preliminary jury and 5 were recorded on the 3rd preliminary 

jury. In addition, there 6 likes recorded in total, 2 in the 2nd preliminary jury and 4 in 

the final jury. 

Table 7.176 : Critique records by students in all juries. 
Students Activities Verbal Critique Like 
2nd Preliminary Jury 2 2 
3rd Preliminary Jury 5  
Final Jury  4 
General   
Total 7 6 

Keeping Records of Studio Course Processes: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as an online archive of studio course processes? Which type of course related 

non-critique material were kept in the group page, and by who? 

The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 
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The variable: Any course-related content except project material submissions and the 

citique exchanges. 

There were a total of 9 announcements recorded in the group page throughout the 

semester, by 2 studio teachers (66.667%), 1 jury member (16.667%) and 2 students 

(11.765%). T1 recorded 2 verbal announcements in the group page. The first was on 

the 28th of March, inviting students who needed to register to the course. The second 

was on the 13th of April, summarising what happened in the 2nd core jury. There were 

3 announcements recorded by T3. The first one was on the 18th of February 

announcing the change of jury location. The other two were on the 20th and 22nd of 

March, one on the appointments for the 2nd preliminary jury, and the other asking the 

students to upload their submission material for the 2nd preliminary jury in the group 

page. J1 posted an announcement on the 26th of March, on the use of the group page, 

and warning students not to add outsiders to the group as members. In addition, on 

the 5th of may, J1 announced an event outside the course process, and also posted an 

event to invite teachers, jury members and students of the course. S3 posted a link as 

an announcement, to an updated webpage of the university. Also, S4 made one 

announcement on the 23rd of March, during the 2nd preliminary jury, sharing 

information on how to post certain kinds of documents in the group page. 

Table 7.177 : Studio course process material shared by studio teachers, jury 
members and students. 

 T1 T3 J1 S4 S3 Total 
Verbal/Visual Announcements 2 3 2 1 1 9 
Event   1   1 

In addition, there were 2 more announcements by T3 after the semester ended, during 

the next semester, in Autumn 2011. 1 of them was recorded on the 9th of September 

and the other on the 7th of October. Furthermore, R1 recorded 4 announcements, on 

the 22nd of February, 22nd of March, 20th of April, and 3rd of May, all concerning 

her/his research process. R2 recorded 4 announcements, on the 25th of February, 3rd 

of May, 2nd and 9th of June, all about the use of the Facebook group and the research 

process. R2 also recorded 5 events, on the 14th of February, 3rd and 10th of March, 3rd 

of May, and 1st of June, all for the core, preliminary and final juries. Finally, R2 

posted a photo album on the 9th of June, consisting of photographs taken during the 

final jury. 
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

Teachers added their comments in relation to the archival functions of the Facebook 

group. In the 1st questionnaire, 1 of the teachers wrote that s/he expected the group 

structure to become a corporate platform for documenting projects, sharing jury 

photographs and research material. In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 teacher noted that the 

group enable having all the visuals and information in hand when s/he evaluated the 

projects. There were also opinions and suggestions from teachers and students 

recorded in the questionnaires. In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 of the teachers suggested 

that students needed to explain each project sheet they uploaded, because when the 

teachers evaluated on their own they needed more information. In the 3rd 

questionnaire, 1 student noted that it was good to be able to see previous and current 

presentation sheets. Another one wrote: 

I first thought that uploading presentation sheets there and teachers following them was not 

possible to implement, and I questioned its necessity. But we really cannot watch each 

others’ presentations in juries, which we participate sleepless, and we cannot remember well 

what the teachers say. When the processes of uploading and writing comments are become 

systematical I believe that it will be a very effective and necessary application. 

Finally, 1 student explained that s/he did not like Facebook and was forced to start an 

account for the course. S/he added that critiques being recorded in the Internet 

permanently was good for reviewing past comments later, as taking notes was not 

possible in all juries. 

7.2.1.4 Relational limitations and online network of connections 

Within the relational limitations, the analysis investigates the direct connections 

between teachers and students, teachers, and students, separately, in three individual 

parts. The direct relations are the connections created by being in the same thread. 

The content analysis includes the verbal explanations and the numerical displays in 

tables, which are two directional to represent the nature of the social connetions. 

Also presented here are the analysis of the questionnaire answers and the discussion. 
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Content Analysis Of The Facebook Group: 

Social Connectivity among Teachers and Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as a network where all teachers and students – their works, ideas, reflections – 

are directly connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to which 

students? How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 1 teacher and 1 student in the thread. 

Critique Threads 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 50 direct connections between 2 studio 

teachers (66.667%), 2 jury members (33.333%), and 14 students (82.353%), in the 

2nd preliminary jury, by being in the same critique thread. T1 was directly connected 

to 13 students (76.471%) for a total of 20 times; T2 was connected to 8 students 

(47.059%) for 11 times; J1 was connected to 9 students (52.941%) for 15 times; and 

J2 was directly connected to 4 students (23.529%) for 4 times. In addition, 2 students 

(11.765%) got directly connected to a total of 4 teachers; 6 students (35.294%) got 

connected to 3 teachers; 2 (11.765%) got connected to 2 teachers; and 4 students 

(23.529%) got directly connected to 1 teacher, each. The table below shows the 

direct connections in detail. 
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Table 7.178 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the 2nd preliminary jury. 

 

3rd Preliminary Jury: In the 3rd preliminary jury, there were 23 direct connections 

between 2 studio teachers (66.667%), 1 jury member (16.667%), and 10 students 

(58.824%). T1 got directly connected to 6 students (35.294%) for 7 times; T2 got 

connected to 4 students (23.529%) for a total of 4 times; and J1 got directly 

connected to 8 students (7.059%) in 12 critique threads. In addition, 1 student 

(5.882%) got directly connected to a total of 3 teachers; 6 students (35.294%) got 

connected to 2 teachers; and 3 students (17.647%) got directly connected to 1 

teacher, each. Below is the table showing the connections. 

Table 7.179 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the 3rd preliminary jury. 
 T1 T2 J1 S1 S2 S3 S4 S7 S8 S9 S15 S16 S17 Total 
T1     2  1 1  1 1  1 7 
T2         1 1 1  1 4 
J1    1 1 1 3 2 1  2 1  12 
S1   1           1 
S2 2  1           3 
S3   1           1 
S4 1  3           4 
S7 1  2           3 
S8  1 1           2 
S9 1 1            2 
S15 1 1 2           4 
S16   1           1 
S17 1 1            2 
Total 7 4 12 1 3 1 4 3 2 2 4 1 2  

Final Jury: There were 6 direct connections between 1 jury member (16.667%) and 5 

students (29.412%), in the final jury. J1 got connected to 5 students (29.412%) for a 

total of 6 times, by being in the same critique thread. The table below displays the 

details. 
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Table 7.180 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the final jury. 
 J1 S2 S6 S11 S13 S14 Total 
J1  2 1 1 1 1 6 
S2 2      2 
S6 1      1 
S11 1      1 
S13 1      1 
S14 1      1 
Total 6 2 1 1 1 1  

General Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between teachers and students in general critique 

situation, by being in the same critique thread. 

Non-Critique Threads 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers and 

students in the 2nd preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers and students 

in the 3rd preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers and students in the 

final jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

General Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between teachers and students in general critique 

situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Discussion: 

In critique threads, a total of 50 connections were made between 2 studio teachers 

(66.667%), 2 jury members (33.333%) and 14 students (82.353%), in the 2nd 

preliminary jury. There were 23 connections between 2 studio teachers (66.667%), 1 

jury member (16.667%) and 10 students (58.824%) in the 3rd preliminary jury; while 

6 direct connections were made between 1 jury member (16.667%) and 5 students 

(29.412%) in the final jury. There were no direct connections in the general critique 

situation. The highest number of connections between the most number of teachers 

and students was observed in the 2nd preliminary jury; and the lowest were recorded 

in the general critique situation. 

“2nd Pre > 3rd Pre > Final > General = 0” 
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Table 7.181 : Connectivity between teachers and students in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers # of Students 
2nd Preliminary Jury 50 2/3 - 2/6  14/17  
3rd Preliminary Jury 23 2/3 - 1/6  10/17  
Final Jury 6 0/3 - 1/6 5/17  
General Critique Situation 0 0/3 - 0/6  0/17 

In non-critique threads, there were no direct connections between studio teachers, 

jury members and students, in any critique situation. 

“2nd Pre = 3rd Pre = Final = General = 0” 

Table 7.182 : Connectivity between teachers and students in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers # of Students 
2nd Preliminary Jury 0 0/3 - 0/6 0/17 
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/3 - 0/6 0/17 
Final Jury 0 0/3 - 0/6 0/17 
General Critique Situation 0 0/3 - 0/6 0/17 

Social Connectivity Among Teachers: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as a network where all teachers – their ideas, reflections – are directly 

connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to which teachers? How 

many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 teachers. 

Critique Threads 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were 22 direct connections between 2 studio teachers 

(66.667%) and 2 jury members (33.333%) in the 2nd preliminary jury, by being in the 

same critique thread. T1 got directly connected to 1 studio teacher (33.333%) and 2 

jury members (33.333%) for a total of 12 times; T2 got connected to 1 studio teacher 

(33.333%) and 2 jury members (33.333%) for 8 times; J1 got connected to 2 studio 

teachers (66.667%) and 1 jury member (16.667%) for 16 times; and J2 got directly 

connected to 2 studio teachers (66.667%) and 1 jury member (16.667%) for 8 times. 

Below is the table showing the details of the connections. 
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Table 7.183 : Connectivity between teachers in the 2nd preliminary jury. 
 T1 T2 J1 J2 Total 
T1  2 7 3 12 
T2 2  5 1 8 
J1 7 5  4 16 
J2 3 1 4  8 
Total 12 8 16 8  

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 5 direct connections between 2 studio 

teachers (66.667%) and 1 jury member (16.667%). T1 got directly connected to 1 

studio teacher (33.333%) and 1 jury member (16.667%) for a total of 5 times; both 

T2 and J1 got directly connected to 1 studio teacher (33.333%), for 2 and 3 times, 

respectively. The below table displays the details. 

Table 7.184 : Connectivity between teachers in the 3rd preliminary jury. 
 T1 T2 J1 Total 
T1  2 3 5 
T2 2   2 
J1 3   3 
Total 5 2 3  

Final Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the final jury, by 

being in the same critique thread. 

General Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between teachers in general critique situation, by 

being in the same critique thread. 

Non-Critique Threads 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the 2nd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the final jury, by 

being in the same non-critique thread. 

General Critique Situations 

There was 1 direct connection between 2 studio teachers (66.667%) by being in the 

same non-critique thread. T2 accidentally wrote a verbal critique under the event T3 

posted, addressing a student’s work. 
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Table 7.185 : Connectivity between teachers in general critique situation. 
 T2 T3 Total 
T2  1 1 
T3 1  1 
Total 1 1  

Discussion: 

In critique threads, there were 22 direct connections between 2 studio teachers 

(66.667%) and 2 jury members (33.333%) in the 2nd preliminary jury; while in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, there were 5 direct connections between 2 studio teachers 

(66.667%) and 1 jury member (16.667%). There were no direct connections between 

teachers in the final jury and the general critique situation. The highest numbers of 

connections and teachers were in the 2nd preliminary jury; and the lowest numbers 

were in the final jury and general critique situation. 

“2nd Pre > 3rd Pre > Final = General = 0” 

Table 7.186 : Connectivity between teachers in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers 
2nd Preliminary Jury 22 2/3 - 2/6  
3rd Preliminary Jury 5 2/3 - 1/6  
Final Jury 0 0/3 - 0/6 
General Critique Situation 0 0/3 - 0/6 

In non-critique threads, there were no direct connections between teachers in any of 

the jury situations. There was 1 connection between 2 studio teachers (66.667%) in 

the general critique situation, by accident.  

“General > 2nd Pre = 3rd Pre = Final = 0” 

Table 7.187 : Connectivity between teachers in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers 
2nd Preliminary Jury 0 0/3 0/6 
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/3 0/6 
Final Jury 0 0/3 0/6 
General Critique Situation 1 2/3 - 0/6 

Social Connectivity Among Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU EUT 492 Design Studio” 

used as a network where all students – their works, ideas, reflections – are directly 

connected to each other? Which students got connected to which students? How 

many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 
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The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 students. 

Critique Threads 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were 2 direct connections between 4 students (23.529%), 

by being in the same critique thread. All 4 students got connected to 1 student 

(5.882%) once, each. The details are shown in the table below. 

Table 7.188 : Connectivity between students in the 2nd preliminary jury. 
 S1 S2 S8 S14 Total 
S1    1 1 
S2   1  1 
S8  1   1 
S14 1    1 
Total 1 1 1 1  

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same critique thread. 

Final Jury: There were 5 direct connections between 6 students (35.294%), by being 

in the same critique thread. 3 students got connected to 1 student (5.882%); 2 

students (11.765%) got connected to 2 students; and 1 student got directly connected 

to 3 students (17.647%). 

Table 7.189 : Connectivity between students in the final jury. 
 S2 S5 S6 S7 S8 S11 Total 
S2     1  1 
S5   1    1 
S6  1  1  1 3 
S7   1   1 2 
S8 1      1 
S11   1 1   2 
Total 1 1 3 2 1 2  

General Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between students in the general critique situation, 

by being in the same critique thread. 
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Non-Critique Threads 

Jury Critique Situations 

2nd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the 2nd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

3rd Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the 3rd 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: There were no direct connections between students in the final jury, by 

being in the same non-critique thread. 

General Critique Situations 

There were no direct connections between students in general critique situation, by 

being in the same non-critique thread. 

Discussion: 

In critique threads, there were 2 direct connections between 4 students (23.529%) in 

the 2nd preliminary jury; and 5 connections between 6 students (35.294%) in the final 

jury. The highest numbers of connections and students were observed in the final 

jury; while the lowest were in the 3rd preliminary jury, and the general critique 

situation. 

“2nd Pre > 3rd Pre > Final = General = 0” 

Table 7.190 : Connectivity between students in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Students 
2nd Preliminary Jury 2 4/17 
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/17 
Final Jury 5 6/17  
General Critique Situation 0 0/17 

In non-critique threads, there were no direct connections between students, in any 

critique situation. 

“2nd Pre = 3rd Pre = Final = General = 0” 

Table 7.191 : Connectivity between students in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Students 
2nd Preliminary Jury 0 0/17 
3rd Preliminary Jury 0 0/17 
Final Jury 0 0/17 
General Critique Situation 0 0/17 
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

In the 1st questionnaire, 1 student wrote that s/he expected the group to contribute to 

students’ being up to date with each others’ projects and progress. In the 3rd 

questionnaire 2 students wrote that the Facebook group gave the opportunity to 

examine the shared presentations and projects in detail. In addition, there were 

opinions and suggestions recorded by students. In the 2nd questionnaire, 1 student did 

not find the network function of the group very useful:  

We already knew each other’s projects amongst ourselves, and could reach the teachers any 

time we wanted, as it is a small department. Maybe the projects can be shown outside the 

studio group; however student projects are kept confidential in case they are chosen to be 

produced, thus they should better be published after the finals. 

Finally, 1 student added that s/he was able to reach everybody’s presentation sheets 

in the project and get information. 

7.2.1.5 Hierarchical limitations and neutral roles as users 

Here, the analysis focuses on the hierarchical limitations and the use of the Facebook 

group in relation to them. Below, the content analysis and the analysis of the answers 

to the questionnaires are presented. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group used as a social setting of uniform 

social roles, where the roles of “teacher” and “student” were less rigid? 

The recording units: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all posts by students; In the 

students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ posts topic: all posts by 

students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: all posts by teachers and students; 

In teacher’s reflection: the critiqus threads where there are more one person involved. 

The variables: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all student posts except the required 

project work submissions; In the students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ 

posts topic: all critiques and comments made by students on posts and activities of 

teachers and other students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: the posts in 

which informal, casual content is shared by teachers and/or students; In teacher’s 

reflection: the involvement of more than one teacher. 
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Obligatory vs Voluntary 

There were a total of 20 voluntary posts by 11 out of 17 students (64.706%) in the 

group page. 3 students (17.647%) posted a total of 4 project videos, as voluntary 

submissions. 4 students (23.529%) posted 7 verbal critiques, in total. 1 student 

(5.882%) made a verbal post of non-critique content; while 2 students (11.765%) 

made 2 non-critique link posts. Finally, 4 students (23.529%) used the like feature 

for 6 times. 

Table 7.192 : Voluntary activities by each student in the Facebook group. 
 Submission Critique Non-Critique Like 
S1    1 
S2  3 verbal   
S3   1 link  
S4   1 verbal + 1 link  
S5 1 video    
S6    2 
S7 2 video 1 verbal   
S8    1 
S9 1 video 1 verbal   
S11    2 
S16  2 verbal   

The table below displays the total numbers of students and the total numbers of each 

type of voluntary posts made by students. 

Table 7.193 : Voluntary activities by students in the Facebook group. 
# of students # of voluntary posts 
3/17 (%) 4 project videos 
4/17 (%) 7 verbal critiques 
1/17 (%) 1 verbal non-critiques 
2/17 (%) 2 link non-critiques 
4/17 (%) 6 likes 

Students’ Critiques and Comments 

There were critiques and comments shared by a total of 8 students (47.059%) in the 

group page, on the posts by teachers and other students. 4 out of 17 students 

(23.529%) shared their opinions on the posts by teachers, in a total of 7 verbal 

comments. 

Table 7.194 : Students’ critiques and comments on teachers’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Teachers 
S2 3 1 
S7 1 1 
S9 1 1 
S16 2 1 



 311 

In addition, 6 students (35.294%) shared their opinions about the posts by themselves 

and by other students. 2 students (11.765%) posted a total of 5 verbal comments on 

their own works; while 4 students (23.529%) used the like feature to comment on 

other students’ posts. 

Table 7.195 : Students’ critiques and comments on students’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Students # of Likes # of Students 
S1   1 1 
S2 3 S2   
S6   2 1 
S8   1 1 
S11   2 2 
S16 2 S16   

Finally, 2 students (11.765%) shared verbal and link posts of non-critique content, 

addressing all teachers and students, on the group wall. 

Table 7.196 : Students’ critical reflections on the assignment, studio process, 
Facebook group. 

 Verbal Comment Link Non-Critique 
S3  1 
S4 1 1 

Informal, Casual Interactions 

There were no posts by teachers and students containing informal language. 

Teacher’s Reflections 

2 studio teachers and 2 jury members got directly connected to other studio teachers 

and jury members in critique threads. All connections were in the 2nd and 3rd 

preliminary juries. T1 got connected to 1 studio teacher and 2 jury members for a 

total of 17 times, in 2 jury situations. T2 got directly connected to 1 studio teacher 

and 2 jury members for a total of 10 times, in 2 juries. J1 got directly connected to 2 

studio teachers and 1 jury member for a total of 19 times, in 2 juries. Finally, J2 got 

directly connected to 2 studio teachers and 1 jury member for a total of 8 times, in 

the 2nd preliminary juries. 

Table 7.197 : Teacher’s reflection on each other’s critique. 
 # of studio teachers # of jury members # of direct connections 
T1 1 2 17 
T2 1 2 10 
J1 2 1 19 
J2 2 1 8 
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were opinions and suggestions added by students in the questionnaires, which 

were found relevant to the topic of hierechical limitations. In the 3rd questionnaire, 1 

of the students wrote that students did not make comments because there were 

teachers in the group, and that, it would be great if there was an “only-students” 

version of this group. Another student wrote that s/he – and other students – did not 

want to expose their projects, because they did not want to share their ideas with 

some of the students. In relation to teachers’ reflection, 1 teacher wrote that 

Facebook group forced her/him to sum up and make clear what s/he wanted to say, 

s/he thought more before s/he wrote. S/he also suggested that if everybody made 

comments by writing in the group, teachers could learn each others’ ideas there and 

then which would enrich discussions. 

7.3 MSUFA 2010-2011 Spring Project Studio Course 

A MSUFA 2010-2011 Spring semester vertical project studio course is the third 

implementation site of the 2nd cycle of the action research. Here, the application 

process of the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT Design Studio” in the vertical project 

studio is presented in detail. Similar to the previous sections, the content analysis of 

the Facebook group is unfolded under each limitation. In addition, the answers to the 

questionnaires are discussed. (For samples of the questionnaires, please see 

Appendix B.) 

The third implementation site of the 2nd cycle of the action research scheme was one 

ofthe vertical Project Studio in the Spring semester of the 2010-2011 Academic year, 

in the Department of Industrial Design in Mimar Sinan University of Fine Arts 

(MSUFA). The course was a regular vertical studio course of the department 

attended by students from third to seventh semesters. The studio classes were held 

every Monday and Tuesday, in the afternoons, between 13:30-17:30. The studio 

course was given by 1 teacher and attended by 13 students. The teacher had a 

Facebook account and used it to join the group. 12 out of 13 students (92.308%) 

joined the group with their personal accounts, too. According to the answers to the 

relevant question in the 1st questonnaire, the teacher used Facebook rarely. 7 out of 

10 students (70%), who answered the questionnaire, used Facebook very often, while 

3 of them (30%) used it sometimes. 



 313 

Table 7.198 : Facebook use of the teacher and students. 
Use Facebook Regularly Use Facebook Rarely 
 Teacher 
7 Students (70%) 3 Students (30%) 

The researcher attended the first class of the studio course on the 14th of February 

2011, where the studio teacher and 10 students were present. The 

researcherintroduced the research and handed out the first surveys. All students were 

interested while there were two major tendencies within the group. Part of the 

students was in favour of the Facebook group, saying it could be a step up for 

increasing the Internet use within the department. Some students were more reserved 

about an online environment in their Project studio, because they thought “Internet 

was not appropriate for artists” (“Sanatci adama Internet Gelmez”). They thought 

that the group would not be used, but still they were all willing to try and see the 

results. The teacher and 10 students answered the 1st questionnaire; the teacher and 8 

of the students answered the question concerningthe intentions of the Facebook 

group. The tables below show details of the people, who filled in the questionnaire, 

and also, the answers on the intentions. 

Table 7.199 : The teacher and students who answered the 1st questionnaires. 
 Teachers Students 
 1st Questionnaire 1/1 (100%) 10/13 (92.308%) 

Table 7.200 : Teachers and students, who marked the given intentions in the 1st 
questionnaires. 

 Teacher Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the design 
studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

1/1 (100%) 5/8 (62.5%) 
 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 1/1 (100%) 5/8 (62.5%) 
3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and students 1/1 (100%) 4/8 (50%) 
4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be held 
uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

1/1 (100%) 4/8 (50%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
followed by everyone 

1/1 (100%) 6/8 (75%) 

6. Creating an archive of  the critique exchanges in design studio class, 
showing when and by who the critiques were made 

1/1 (100%) 4/8 (50%) 

The teacher marked all the intentions in the 1st questionnaire. Half of the students 

thought the group would contribute to the critique exchange between teachers and 

students; the critique exchange to be held without temporal and spatial limitations; 

and the critique exchange to be archived. More than half of the students thought it 

would contribute to the critique exchange in general; to the critique exchange 

between students; and to the critique exchange to be followed by everyone. 
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The researcher joined another studio class in the middle of the semester, in the 6th 

week, on the 24th of March. The design assignment given to all students from all 

semesters, was prepared with the partnership of an electronics firm. There was a 

representative from the firm, presenting to all students from all semester that day. 

The researcher handed out the 2nd questionnaires. The teacher did not answer the 

questionnaire. 6 out of 13 students (46.154%) answered it, and no students marked 

any of the given intentions. 

Table 7.201 : The teacher and students who answered the 2nd questionnaires. 
 Teachers Students 
 2nd Questionnaire 0/1 6/13 (46.154%) 

In the 2nd survey, 1 of the students added that s/he had not used the Facebook group 

yet, but would definitely use it from then on. Another student wrote that if the group 

was used actively, it would perform all the 7 intentions. Finally, 1 student added that 

the group was not used for any purposes.5 students wrote their opinions and 

suggestions about the use of the Facebook group. 2 students wrote that they did not 

use the group, while another one wrote that s/he did not know the group was running. 

1 student commented that the group could not motivate people to participate. S/he 

added that if there had been 2 individual groups – one for only students, and another 

for teachers and students – the group could be more effective, because students might 

want to receive ideas from their friends without (or before) sharing it with the 

teacher. S/he concluded that the fact that the teacher was included (in every stage) 

could have caused people not to use it (because of being shy, etc.). Finally, 1 student 

wrote that the group was not used actively by any student, or teacher, and that a 

circulation should be started by the teacher. 

In the end of the semester, the researcher attended one more class, where the firm 

representatives were presenting again. The 3rd questionnaires were handed out. The 

teacher and 1 student (7.692%) answered the questionnaire. Below are the details. 

Table 7.202 : The teacher and students who answered the 3rd questionnaires. 
 Teachers Students 
 3rd Questionnaire 0/1 1/13 (7.692%) 
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Table 7.203 : Teachers and students, who marked the given intentions in the 3rd 
questionnaires. 

 Teacher Students 
1.Contributing to the critique exchange that takes place in the design 
studio class process by the use of Social Network Sites 

1/1 (100%) 1/1 (100%) 

2. Contributing to the critique exchange between students 0/1 0/1 
3. Contributing to the critique exchange between teachers and students 0/1 0/1 
4. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be held 
uninterrupted, without temporal and spatial limitations 

0/1 1/1 (100%) 

5. Contributing to the critique exchange in design studio class to be 
followed by everyone 

0/1 1/1 (100%) 

6. Creating an archive of  the critique exchanges in design studio class, 
showing when and by who the critiques were made 

0/1 0/1 

The teacher and the student thought the group contributed to the critique exchange in 

general. The student also thought it contributed to the critique exchange to be held 

without temporal and spatial limitations; and also; to the be followed by everyone.In 

the 3rd survey, the teacher and the student, who filled in the survey, wrote their 

opinions and suggestions. The teacher wrote that s/he could not use the group to give 

extra comments on students’ projects because of his workload in the department. 

S/he added that because of her/his absence, students’ use of the group had been 

limited. As an opinion on future implementations, s/he wrote that the advances in 

mobile communication technologies would lead to more widespread uses of such 

platforms. The student’s opinion was that the group could not achieve its goals 

because it was not used sufficiently. S/he added that the reason for the group not 

functioning as intended was not how it was presented but that the users were not 

interested. S/he concluded that if the group had been used more effectively it could 

be very useful, especially for communication among students. 

7.3.1 Studio limitations and Facebook group 

The vertical project studio course led by A. Z. Turan in the Spring semester of 2010-

2011 Academic year was held between 14thof February and 19th of May 2011. (For 

screenshots of the group page, please see Appendix D.) All charts are tables include 

the posts between these dates. The studio classes were held every Monday and 

Thursday. There were no preliminary juries held throughout the semester. The 

teacher and the students met twice a week, for desk critiques. There were the teacher 

and 12 students (92.308%) in the group. The teacher and 5 students (38.462%) used 

the group. 

Teacher: The studio teacher joined the group using her/his personal Facebook 

account. S/he used the following features of the group for the given purposes. 
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Table 7.204 : The features of the group which the teacher used. 
The Like feature 

The teacher used the like feature twice. 

Table 7.205 : All posts by the studio teachers. 
Like 2 (100%) 

To conclude, the teacher did not make any posts in the group page, but shared her/his 

positive opinion twice, on students’ posts. 

Students: 5 out of 12 students, who were members in the Facebook group, 

(41.667%) made posts. The 5 students used the following features of the Facebook 

group for the matched purposes. 

Table 7.206 : The features of the group which students used. 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give link critiques 
The Like feature 

There were a total of 10 posts by 5 students throughout the semester. 3 of these 10 

posts (30%) were verbal critique; 5 of them (50%) were link critiques; and, finally, 2 

(20%) were likes. 

Table 7.207 : All posts by 5 students. 
Verbal Critique Posts 3/10 (30%) 
Link Critique Posts 5/10 (50%) 
Likes 2/10 (20%) 

“Link Critique Posts> Verbal Critique Posts > Likes” 

3 out of the total of 5 students (60%) posted verbal critiques; 3 of them (60%) made 

link critique posts; and 2 (40%) used the like feature to share their opinions. 

Table 7.208 : All types of posts by each student. 
 Verbal Critique Posts Link Critique Posts Likes Total 
S1 1  1 2 
S2  3  3 
S3 1 1  2 
S4 1  1 2 
S5  1  1 
Total 3 5 2 10 

In summary, students did not share their project work in the group page. They shared 

examples and related information with each other, and also made verbal comments 

on and liked the shared material. 
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7.3.1.1 Temporal limitations and temporal flexibility 

The analysis in this section focuses on the two temporal aspects of the posts by 

teachers and students. The focus is the date and time information of the posts, 

whether they were made in or outside the studio days, hours and also the critique 

situations. In the figures showing the days below, the black lines are the studio days, 

while the grey areas areweekends. In the figures showing the hours, the dark grey 

areas are the studio hours and the light grey areas are the working hours. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan 

Design Studio” used by the teacher and students outside studio hours? For which 

purposes was the group used by the teacher and students outside studio hours? What 

was the frequency and/or patterns of the use of the group by the teacher and students 

outside studio hours? 

The recording unit: Any post made in the group by any member of the group. 

The variables: Studio Days (Studio Hours, Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), 

Non-Studio Weekdays (Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), Weekends. 

Teacher: 

The teacher only used the like feature in the group page. As mentioned earlier, the 

like feature in Facebook is not recorded by date and time, thus does not hold 

temporal information. For this reason, the analysis of the use of the temporal 

flexibility by the teacher cannot be made. 

Students: 

Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.76 : Verbal critique posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 7.209 : Verbal critique posts by students in studio days, non-studio weekdays, 
weekends. 

 Studio Days Non-Studio Weekdays Weekends 
S1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S3 0/1 0/1 1/1  
S4 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total 0/3 1/3  2/3  

 

 
Figure 7.77 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 
Figure 7.78 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.210 : Verbal critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3 2/3  

There were a total of 3 verbal critiques posted by 3 students (25% of the total 12), in 

the group page. S1 posted 1 verbal critique on a non-studio weekday, outside 

working hours. S3 and S4 posted 1 verbal critique, each, both on a weekend. To 

conclude, all verbal critiques were posted using the temporal flexibility of the 

facebook group. 

Link Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 7.79 : Link critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 7.211 : Link critique posts by students in studio days, non-studio weekdays, 
weekends. 

 Studio Days Non-Studio Weekdays Weekends 
S2 1/3  1/3  1/3  
S3 0/1 0/1 1/1  
S5 0/1 1/1  0/1 
Total 1/5  2/5  2/5  

 
 



 319 

 
Figure 7.80 : Link critique posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 7.81 : Link critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 
Figure 7.82 : Link critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 

Table 7.212 : Link critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S2 0/3 0/3 1/3 0/3 1/3 1/3 
S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  
S5 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
Total 0/5 0/5 1/5  0/5 2/5  2/5 

A total of 5 link critique posts was made by 3 students (25%). S2 posted 3 link 

critiques, 1 on a studio day, outside studio hours; 1 on a non-studio weekday, outside 

working hours; and 1 on a weekend. S3 made a link critique on a weekend; while S5 

posted a link critique on a non-studio weekday, outside working hours. In summary, 

all link critiques were posted making use of the temporal flexibility of the Facebook 

group. 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan 

Design Studio” used by the teacher and students to exchange critiques outside the 

given critique durations in desk, wall and jury critique situations, in order to have 

flexible critique sessions extended over time? For which critique situations was the 

temporal flexibility of the group used? 

The recording unit: Any critique thread in the group page. 

The variables: The time intervals of the critique situations of the studio. 
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General Critique Situation 

All critiques, both verbal and link, were made in general critique situations, outside 

studio hours. To conclude, all critiques were made using the temporal flexibility of 

the group. 

Table 7.213 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers 
and students in verbal critiques in general critique situations. 

 Non-Studio Hours 
S1 1 verbal 
S2 3 link 
S3 1 verbal + 1 link 
S4 1 verbal 
S5 1 verbal 
Total 8 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were no comments made by the teacher and the students in relation to the 

temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

7.3.1.2 Archival Limitations and Online Record 

This section focuses on the analysis of the records kept of different types of studio 

material, namely the students’ project processes, the critiques by the teacher and 

students, and the course process. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Keeping Records of Students’ Project Processes: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group“MSGSU EUT A Z Turan Design 

Studio” used as an online archive of students’ project processes? Which parts of the 

project processes were kept of which students? 

The variable: Each student. 

The recording unit: Any project post by any student. 

Students did not share their project work in the group page. Therefore, the Facebook 

group did not function as an archive of students’ project processes. 

Keeping Records of Critique Exchanges: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of critique exchanges betweenthe teacher 
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and students? Which type of critiques was recorded by the teacher and students in 

which critique situations? 

The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 

The variables: The person who posted the critique; and the critique situation in which 

the critiques were posted. 

General Critique Situation 

There were a total of 3 verbal critiques recorded by 3 students (25%), in the group 

page. S1 posted a verbal critique on the group wall, addressing everybody. S3 and S4 

posted 1 verbal critique each, both on the link critique posted by S3 (8.333%). 

Table 7.214 : Verbal critique exchange records by students in general critique 
situation. 

 S3 All Total 
S1  1 1 
S3 1  1 
S4 1  1 
Total 2 1 3 

5 link critiques were posted by 3 students (25%), all on the group wall, addressing all 

members of the group. 

Table 7.215 : Link critique exchange records by studentsin general critique situation. 
 All 
S2 3 
S3 1 
S5 1 
Total 5 

A total of 4 likes were posted by the teacher (100%) and 2 students (16.667%). The 

teacher liked the posts by 2 students (16.667%). S1 and S4 used the like feature once, 

addressing 1 student (8.333%), each. 

Table 7.216 : Like records by the teacher and students in general critique situation. 
 S2 S3 S4 Total 
T1 1  1 2 
S1  1  1 
S4  1  1 
Total 1 2 1 4 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were no comments made by the teacher and the students in relation to record 

keepin functions of the Facebook group. 
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7.3.1.3 Relational limitations and online network of connections 

This topic investigates the direct connections made between teachers and students, 

and also among teacher and students, separately. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Social Connectivity among Teachers and Students: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group“MSGSU EUT A Z Turan 

Design Studio” used as a network where all teachers and students – their works, 

ideas, reflections – are directly connected to each other? Which teachers got 

connected to which students? How many times did they get connected in which type 

of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 1 teacher and 1 student in the thread. 

Critique Threads 

General Critique Situation 

There were 4 direct connections made between the teacher (100%) and 4 students 

(33.333%) by being in the same critique thread, in general critique situation. The 

teacher got directly connected to 4 students, each once.  

Table 7.217 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the general critique 
situations. 

 T1 S1 S2 S3 S4 Total 
T1  1 1 1 1 4 
S1 1     1 
S2 1     1 
S3 1     1 
S4 1     1 
Total 4 1 1 1 1  

Social Connectivity Among Teachers: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan 

Design Studio” used as a network where all teachers – their ideas, reflections – are 

directly connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to which teachers? 

How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 
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The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 teachers. 

There was only 1 teacher in the Facebook group, thus the analysis of the connectivity 

between teachers cannot be made. 

Social Connectivity Among Students: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan 

Design Studio” used as a network where all students – their works, ideas, reflections 

– are directly connected to each other? Which students got connected to which 

students? How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 students. 

Critique Threads 

General Critique Situation 

A total of 3 direct connections were made between 3 students (25%) in general 

critique situation, by being in the same critique thread. All 3 students got directly 

connected to 2 students (16.667%), once. 

Table 7.218 : Connectivity between students in the general critique situations. 
 S1 S3 S4 Total 
S1  1 1 2 
S3 1  1 2 
S4 1 1  2 
Total 2 2 2  

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were no comments made by the teacher and the students in relation to the 

connectivity by the use of the Facebook group. 

7.3.1.4 Hierarchical limitations and neutral roles as users 

The analysis in the final section focuses on the set social roles in the studio, and if 

the use of the group provided a flexibility in terms of these roles. 
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Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “MSGSU EUT A Z Turan Design 

Studio” used as a social setting of uniform social roles, where the roles of “teacher” 

and “student” were less rigid? 

The recording units: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all posts by students; in the 

students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ posts topic: all posts by 

students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: all posts by teachers and students; 

In teacher’s reflection: the critiqus threads where there are more one person involved. 

The variables: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all student posts except the required 

project work submissions; In the students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ 

posts topic: all critiques and comments made by students on posts and activities of 

teachers and other students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: the posts in 

which informal, casual content is shared by teachers and/or students; In teacher’s 

reflection: the involvement of more than one teacher. 

Obligatory vs Voluntary 

There were no obligatory posts by students in the group, because using the group was 

not a requirement, for any purpose. All posts by students were voluntary. There were 

10 voluntary posts made by 5 students (41.667%). 3 students (25%) posted 3 verbal 

critiques; 3 (25%) posted a total of 5 link critiques, and 2 students (16.667%) used 

the like feature, twice. 

Table 7.219 : Voluntary activities by each student in the Facebook group. 
 Critique Like 
S1 1 verbal 1 
S2 3 link  
S3 1 verbal + 1 link  
S4 1 verbal 1 
S5 1 link  

The table below displays the total number of students and the total number of 

voluntary posts by them. 

Table 7.220 : Voluntary activities by students in the Facebook group. 
# of students # of voluntary posts 
3/12 (25%) 3 verbal critiques 
3/12 (25%) 5 link critiques 
2/12 (16.667%) 2 likes 
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Students’ Critiques and Comments 

There were no posts by the teacher, thus there were no critiques and comments by 

students on the posts of the teacher. 

There were 2 verbal comments by 2 students (16.667%), addressing 1 student, each. 

1 student also made a verbal comment on her/his post. In addition, there were a total 

of 6 likes by 3 students (25%). 

Table 7.221 : Students’ critiques and comments on students’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Students # of Likes # of Students 
S1   1 1 
S3 1 1 + S3 4 4 
S4 1 1 1 1 

1 student (8.333%) posted 1 verbal comment while 3 students (25%) posted a total of 

5 link critiques, on the group wall, addressing everybody. 

Table 7.222 : Students’ critical reflections on the assignment, studio process, 
Facebook group. 

 Verbal Comment Link Critique 
S1 1  
S2  3 
S3  1 
S5  1 

Informal, Casual Interactions 

1 student (8.333%) posted a verbal critique with a light joke. The teacher likes the 

comment, and another student (8.333%) answered the joke. 

Table 7.223 : Use of informal language by the teacher and each student in different 
types of posts. 

 Verbal Critique Like 
T1  1 
S3 1  
S4 1  

Teacher’s Reflections 

There was only one teacher in the group and s/he did not post any critiques. 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

It was mentioned that the fact that the teacher was in the group might have been the 

reasons for students not using the group. 
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7.4 Discussion 

Temporal Flexibility to Address Temporal Limitations: In the 3rd year design 

studio course in ITU, 5 out of 8 teachers (62.5%) posted most of their verbal 

critiques during jury hours. The percentage of the verbal critiques these teachers 

posted outside studio hours varied from 0% to 11% of the total verbal critiques they 

made. The other 3 of the 8 teachers (37.5%) made most of their verbal critiques 

outside studio hours. Their use of temporal flexibility of the group varied from 61% 

to 100% of all the verbal critiques they made. Most of the verbal critiques by most of 

the teachers were made during jury hours; though temporal flexibility was made use 

of by some of the teachers, periodically and systematically, too. The visual and other 

critique posts, such as images, videos and link, by teachers were made using the 

temporal flexibility of the group. In addition, a majority of the verbal posts of non-

critique content, such as announcements, were made outside studio hours, by 5 out of 

8 teachers (62.5%). The non-critique visuals, such as the photos of the studio 

process, were posted during the studio hours; whereas the documents, such as briefs, 

were mostly posted outside the studio intervals. Students of this course posted most 

of their project images outside studio hours. Though most of these images were 

posted just before the juries and other submission deadlines. The same use of 

temporal flexibility was observed in project image folders and project videos. Almost 

all the verbal critique posts by 17 out of 45 students (37.778%) were made by using 

the temporal flexibility of the group. In addition, all image and link critique were 

also made outside studio hours. Finally, a majority of all verbal posts of non-critique 

content by 24 students were made outside the studio times, too. In the 4th year 

Graduation Project studio course in ITU, 2 out of 3 studio teachers and 2 out of 6 

jury members made most of their verbal critiques within studio hours. One of the 

studio teachers mentioned that s/he used the temporal flexibility in one jury, because 

s/he was abroad in one of the juries, thus reviewed the projects and commented after 

the jury. Most of the non-critique verbal posts were made outside studio times. In 

students’ posts, most of the project images were posted during the studio hours, as 

the students uploaded their projects during the jury, in the 2nd preliminary jury. In 

project image folders and project videos, the temporal flexibility was used in the 

majority of the posts, because students uploaded their project material before the 

jury. All verbal critiques, were posted outside studio hours, too. The other types of 
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posts, the verbal and link posts of non-critique content, were very low in number. In 

the vertical project studio in MSUFA, there were 2 likes by the teacher throughout 

the semester in the group, which are not recorded with the information of date and 

time. 5 out of 12 students in the group made posts. Students were not required to 

make submissions in the group page, and none of the students posted their project 

work. There were link critiques and verbal critiques posted by students. All the posts 

by students were made using the temporal fexibility of the group. 

Virtual Space to Address Physical (Spatial) Limitations: In the 3rd year studio in 

ITU, there were no “photo album” features in groups until the final jury, thus 

students were not able to create their personal folders for their project processes. In 

addition, there is no profil page option within the groups in Facebook, so students 

were not able to create their personal pages, either. In relation to sharing material 

with all the people in the studio, the results show that more than 60% of teachers and 

more than 40% of students used the group page to address everybody. In teachers the 

most common intention of addressing everyone was making announcements, which 

was followed by making verbal critiques, announcing assignments and briefs, and 

also posting exemplary information, and images on the studio process. In students, 

the most common purpose of addressing everyone was sharing exemplary 

information and material. Making announcements and giving verbal critiques were 

the next common intentions, which were followed by posting images of the studio 

process. In the 4th year studio in ITU, students did not share their project material in 

the 1st preliminary jury, and they did not upload any material in core juries, either. 

The majority of the students uploaded their project work for the 2nd, 3rd preliminary 

and final juries. Though when the semester and the implementation ended, some of 

the students left the group and deleted their project posts, too. In terms of addressing 

everybody in the group, there were a low number of posts by a low number of studio 

teachers, jury members and students, shared with all teachers and students. 

Online Record Keeping to Address Archival Limitations: In the 3rd year design 

studio in ITU, the project processes of the majority of the students were reorded in 

the group. 17 of the 45 students (37.778%) submitted their project works for all 5 

submissions required throughout the semester, while 18 of them (40%) uploaded 

their works for 4 submissions. The verbal critique exchanges in the 3 preliminary 

juries and also the sketch problem, were recorded, in the 1st by 2 teachers (25%) and 
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3 students, in the 2nd by 7 teachers (87.5%) and 8 students (17.778%), and in the 3rd 

by 7 teachers (87.5%) and 1 student (2.222%), and in the sketch problem by 2 

teachers (25%) and 5 students (11.111%). In the final jury, verbal critiques by 

teachers were not recorded, though 3 students (6.667%) posted verbal critiques. Also 

there were a high number of “like” records throughout the semester with 127 likes, 

by 31 students (68.889%), and with 53, likes by 7 teachers (87.5%). In general 

critique situation, students were active, in verbal critiques, by 7 students (15.556%), 

and also in visual critiques such as images and links, by 12 students (26.667%), 

addressing everybody in the group. The studio course process was recorded 

throughout the semester, including the brief of the project assignment, briefs and 

requirements for submissions and juries, periodical verbal and visual announcements 

about the course, and the final grading, by 5 teachers (62.5%) and 7 students 

(15.556%). In the questionnares, teachers and students mentioned the function of the 

group of making the oral critiques written and permanent. Also mentioned was the 

group making it possible to record the announcements. In the 4th year studio in ITU, 

students’ project processes of 17 students were recorded in 2 preliminary juries and 

the final jury. As mentioned above, the 1st preliminary jury and the core jury 

submissions were not recorded. However, in the questionnaires, both teachers and 

students wrote that they used the archive of students’ projects; in teachers’ case for 

evaluation and in students’ case to review others’ processes. In verbal critique 

exchanges, 2 studio teachers (66.667%), 2 jury members (33.333%) and 1 student 

(5.882%) recorded their critiques in the 2nd preliminary. In the 3rd preliminary jury, 

verbal critiques by 2 studio teachers (66.667%), 1 jury member (16.667%) and 3 

students (17.647%) were recorded; while in the final jury, 1 jury member (16.667%) 

recorded verbal critiques. In other words, the verbal critique exchanges recorded in 

the group were very low, especially when compared with the 3rd year studio. The 

studio process was not recorded in the group, as the brief, periodical announcements 

and the grading was not uploaded. There were a few announcements made, 

occasionally, by 2 teachers (66.667%), 1 jury member (16.667%) and 2 students 

(11.765%).In the vertical studio in MSUFA, students did not upload their project 

processes, thus no records were kept in terms of project processes. The teacher did 

not share any verbal critiques, but 2 likes. There were verbal and link critiques 

shared by 5 students (41.667%). There was no studio course material uploaded in the 

group. 
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Social Connectivity to Address Relational Limitations: In the 3rd year studio in 

ITU, the results show that, teachers and students tended to get connected in critique 

threads the most in the critique situations within mid-semester. In specific, the 2nd 

preliminary jury was held as a Facebook jury, where all students were required to 

submit their project works in the group page. Similarly, all teachers had laptops in 

front of them during the jury and were encouraged to write their critiques in the 

group page. By contrast, the final jury was held in a hall with low Internet 

connection, thus none of the teachers used the group to record their critiques. 

Besides, there were representatives from the firm, which organised the competition, 

and the teachers did not want to risk any delays because of connection problems, thus 

the presentations were not made via the group page. Naturally, the physical set-ups 

and the members of the juries directly effected the use of the group in connecting 

teachers and students in critique threads. Whereas, in non-critique threads 

connectivity was the highest in the general critique situations. Teachers and students 

tended to connect the most outside the formal critique situations to share non-critique 

content about the studio. Among teachers, in critique threads, the direct connections 

in juries in the middle of the semester were high, whereas, in the beginning and end 

of the semester, and in general critique situations, there were no direct connections. 

In non-critique threads, the direct connections were the highest in general critique 

situation. Students, on the other hand, were directly connected the most in the final 

jury and in general critique situation, both in critique and non-critique threads. In this 

studio, there was a very high level of direct connections between students, by the use 

of like feature. In the 4th year studio course, the direct connections between teachers 

(studio teachers and jury members) and students, in critique threads, were the highest 

in number in the preliminary juries. The number was very low in the final jury, and 

there were no direct connections in general critique situation. No direct connections 

were made between teachers in non-critique threads. The results were very similar in 

the direct connections observed among teachers, in both critique and non-critique 

threads. Among teachers, the direct conenctions were very low in all threads and 

situations. It can be concluded for this studio that, direct connections were non-

existent, expect between teachers and students in the critique threads during the 

preliminary juries. In MSUFA, direct connections were observed in general critique 

situation. 
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Uniform Social Roles to Address Hierarchical Limitations: In the 3rd year studio 

course in ITU, 38 out of 45 students (84.444%) made voluntary posts in the group 

throughout the semester. In addition, 21 students (46.667%) commented on teachers 

posts and activities; while 21 students (46.667%) posted comments on other students 

and their own posts, by verbal comments and likes. Besides, 21 students (46.667%) 

and 3 teachers (37.5%) got involved in informal conversation in the group, by verbal 

and visual posts and by liking. In other words, just under half of the teachers got 

involved in informal conversations with students in a few posts of non-critique 

content. A minority of students used an informal language in the group, 

occassionally. Almost half of the students got involved in these informal 

conversations in relatively passive ways, such as using the like feature to show their 

agreement with the posts. Finally, all 8 teachers got directly connected to the other 

teachers, by being in the same critique thread. 4 of them (50%) got connected to all 

other 7 teachers; while the other 4 (50%) got directly connected to 6 other teachers. 2 

of them (25%) were connected in 4 juries; 4 (50%) were connected in 2 juries; and 2 

teachers (25%) were connected in 1 jury. The number of connections each teacher 

had with others varied from 24 to 115. A similar results was observed in the 

questionnaire answers. 1 teacher reflected on the quality of the critiques, saying that 

the written comments improved the quality of the verbal critiques. In the 4th year 

studio, 11 students (64.706%) made voluntary posts, 4 (23.529%) commented on 

teachers posts, and 6 (35.294%) commented on students’ posts. There were no 

informal conversations held in the group. In terms of reflection among teachers, 2 of 

the 3 studio teachers (66.667%) and 2 of the 6 jury members (33.333%) got involved 

in critique threads, and thus got directly connected to other studio teachers and jury 

members. The number of connections varied from 8 to 19 and were observed in 2 

preliminary juries. In the questionnaires, one teacher mentioned that writing her/his 

critiques in the group improved the quality of her/his critiques; adding that with the 

written and recorded critique format teachers can be aware of each other’s thought 

and ideas. In the vertical studio in MSUFA, all posts by students were voluntary, as 

using the group was not made a requirement. 3 students (25%) commented on other 

students’ posts. In addition, there was an informal conversation between the teacher 

and 2 students (16.667%). In MSUFA, there was no reflection in teachers’ critiques 

level. 
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Finally, as discussed in the previous chapter, in the beginning of the implementation, 

it was expected to observe certain differences between the uses of the Facebook 

groups in the individual studio courses in ITU and MSUFA. The first difference was 

in the institution and department levels. It was expected that, the tendency of ITU as 

an institiution, and of the department of Industrial Product Design, to use digital and 

online media in official and educational affairs would have a positive effect in the 

use of the Facebook groups in the studios, there. In contrast, MSUFA and the 

department of Industrial Design, hadless of a tendency in using online media, 

relatively, which was expected to play a negative role in the implementation process, 

there. As expected, the use of the Facebook groups in studio processes was made a 

requirement in the two studios in ITU, whereas the teacher – under the supervision of 

the department – did not make the use of the group a requirement in MSUFA. 

Consequently, in the studios in ITU the group was used in a relatively regular basis; 

whereas in the studio in MSUFA the participation was very low, both by teacher and 

the students. The second difference, which was emphasised, was the difference in the 

relationships between students in horizontal and vertical studio systems. It was 

expected that in the horizontal studios, where the same group opf students share the 

same studio classes for 4 years of education, the groups would be used more 

frequently and effectively than the vertical studio, where a random group of students 

get together for once in each semester. Again as expected, the horizontal studios 

were used more by students than the vertical studios. In the 4th year studio in ITU, 

the students submitted their projects, as it was a requirement of the course. The other 

posts by students, apart from these required submissions, were low in number and 

not frequent, when compared to the 3rd years studio; though it was high in number 

and frequency than the vertical studio. Finally, as the third difference, the differenet 

routines of the studio courses were the focus. It was expected that in the studios, 

where teachers and students met more frequently, the use of the group would be 

similarly more frequent. In the 3rd year studio, teachers and students met twice a 

week, and this frequency in the studio routine was reflected in the use of the group, 

when compared to the 4th year studio. However, even though the vertical studio in 

MSUFA had a similar routine of meeting twice a week, this group was used the least, 

and less than the 4th year studio course, where teachers and students met less 

frequently. Here, the fact that the use of the group was a requirement in the 4th year 

studio in ITU and that it was not in MSUFA, played a predominant role in the 
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frequency of the use of the group. Thus, the use of the group being a requirement 

plays a more important role than the frequency of the routine meetings of the 

physical studio course. 
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8. THE THIRD CYCLE 

Chapter 8 focuses on the third, and the final, cycle of the implementation process. 

Firstly, the site of the implementation, the 2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 Product 

Design studio course is introduced, and the whole implementation process is told, 

which covers the first project, thus the first half, of the semester. How the 

implementation progressed, how it was used by teachers and students, the important 

dates and events, and finally, the results of the questionnaires are discussed. In the 

second section, similar to the previous chapter, the results of the use of the group, 

and the answers to the questionnaires, are analysed and discussed under each 

limitation. 

8.1 ITU 2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 Product Design Studio 

The third cycle of the implementation was conducted in the Spring semester of the 

Academic year 2011-2012 in the Department of Industrial Product Design at ITU. 

The implementation site was the same studio course as one of the sites in the second 

cycle, the EUT 311/312E/411 Product Design, except 1 year later, thus with the next 

class of students of the department. The implementation was held in the first project 

of the studio course, which was conducted with the partnership of a firm. The course 

was given by 6 studio teachers, 5 of them being full-time staff members, and 1 being 

a visiting teacher. In addition, 2 representatives of the firm joined the studio classes 

regularly, espacially the preliminary and the final juries. The studio course was taken 

by 31 students. The classes started on the 6th of February and the project was finished 

on the 5th of April, with the final jury. The course had a regular routine, similar to 

other studio courses in the department, where teachers and students met twice a 

week, every Monday and Thursday afternoons for 4 hours. Throughout the project, 1 

sketch problem, 1 wall critique, 1 preliminary jury and 1 final jury were held. Out of 

the 6 studio teachers, 3 of them (50%) had their personal Facebook accounts, which 

they used for the implementation. 1 of the teachers started an account for the second 

cycle of the implementation, but s/he did not use her/his account other than the 
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studio; thus she is also regarded as not a Facebook user. 2 of the studio teachers were 

not Facebook users and they did not want to start an account, thus a common teacher 

account was initiated for them to use. 2 firm representatives were Facebook users 

and they used their personal accounts for the implementation. 30 of the 31 students 

(96.774%) had Facebook account and joined the group with their personal accounts. 

1 student (3.226%) did not have an account and her/his submissions were made by 

her/his friends, during the implementation. In this cycle, the group was initiated by 1 

of the studio teachers, the supervisor of the thesis, and the students were added by the 

supervisor and by each other. The researcher became the second admin. Another 

important difference was that, the Facebook group already had the “Create Photo 

Album” feature from the start of this cycle of the implementation. As the first 

activity in the group, in the beginning of the project, the students submitted their 

sketch problem outcomes on the 9th of February. Later on, on the 27th of February 

and the 1st of March, the wall critique session was held, where students submitted 

and presented the work they had done on their project until then. The submissions 

were done in the group page, and during the wall critiuque, teachers asked the 

students to write comments for each other. The first preliminary jury started on the 

5th of March and was held for 3 consecutive studio classes. In all the days of the 

preliminary jury, all 6 teachers were present. On one of them the 2 representatives 

from the firm joined, too. Finally, the final jury was held on two days, the 2nd and the 

5th of April. 

In this cycle, teachers and students were not handed out three sets of questionnaires 

throughout the project, but one set of questionnaire at the end of the project, during 

the final jury. The questionnaires aimed at understanding the personal opinions of 

teachers and students about the 5 major limitations defined previously – and the 

aspects under each limitation; and how the Facebook group functioned in addressing 

these limitations. All teachers and students were asked similar multiple-choice 

questions, with open-ended options. The answers of teachers and students to the 

questionnaires are discussed below, in terms of the limitations and their aspects.5 of 

the 6 studio teachers (83.333%) answered the questionnaire. The percentages are 

calculated over the total of 5 teachers, who answered the questionnaire. In addition, 

24 of the total of 30 students (80%) answered the questionnaire, and, similarly, the 
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percentages are calculated over the total of 24 students, who answered the 

questionnaire. (For samples of the questionnaires, please see Appendix B.) 

Temporal Limitations: 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: 2 teachers (40%) marked that 

students took critique from them outside studio hours via email. 1 of these 2 teachers 

and another one (40%) noted that students came to their offices for critiques. The 

other 2 teachers (40%) marked that students did not take critiques from them outside 

studio hours. 4 (16.667%) students marked they took critiques from teachers outside 

studio hours via email. 20 students (83.333%) said that they did not take critiques 

from teachers outside studio hours, 1 noting that s/he cannot as some teachers do not 

answer their emails. 1 student (4.167%) said that s/he took critiques outside studio 

hours by going to teachers’ offices. To conlude, more than half of the teachers said 

that students took critiques from them outside studio hours. A majority of the 

students said that they did not take critiques outside studio hours, one of them 

mentioning a problem in reaching teachers in non-stuio time. 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: 2 teachers (40%) thought 

that the number of students in studio classes was more than it should be for a healthy 

studio course process. 2 (40%) marked that the number of students in studio classes 

was appropriate for conducting a healthy studio course. 1 teacher (20%) noted that 

the number of students per teacher should be no more than 10-12 in average. In 

addition, 2 teachers (40%) wrote that, due to the high number of students in studio 

classes, they sometimes cut their desk-critiques short to be able to give critique to all 

the students waiting for them. 2 (40%) marked that sometimes the studio class ended 

before they could give desk-critique to all the students waiting for them. 1 (20%) said 

that s/he could give desk-critique to all the students waiting for her/him. To conlude, 

under half of the teachers mentioned issues related to the limited time in critique 

situations 

Physical Limitations 

Features of and Facilities in Studio Classrooms: 3 teachers (60%) found the physical 

conditions of the studio classrooms appropriate for a healthy studio course process. 1 

of these teachers added that there should be lockers for students to store their 

drawings, models and other belongings. 1 teacher (20%) thought that the physical 
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conditions are inconvenient as there were problems in acoustics of the studio spaces. 

The same teacher added that the appropriation of the studio classrooms by students 

was low because the studios were used by and shared with other courses. Finally, 1 

teacher (20%) mentioned the need for desks and storage units for each student. 3 

teachers (60%) marked that students did not work in the studio within studio hours. 1 

teacher (20%) thought that students worked in studio within studio hours. 1 of them 

(20%) wrote that occasionally students worked in studio within studio hours. 

Furthermore, 1 student (4.167%) mentioned in her/his answer to a question that they 

could not work in the studio, that the studio did not live, the studio was locked, the 

studio was deaf, the studio was a classroom. In summary, the majority of the teachers 

mentioned the shortcomings of studio classrooms, a student wrote a detailed 

complaint about them, and again, the majority of teachers though students did not 

work in the studios. 

Archival Limitations (Record Keeping) 

Keeping Records – Students’ Project Processes: 4 teachers (80%) marked that they 

could not keep regular records of students’ works, while 1 (20%) said that s/he could. 

4 teachers (80%) thought that project processes were important during assessment, 

while 2 of these teachers and another one (60%) thought that they could not see the 

project processes, sufficiently.4 teachers (80%) marked that they did not see the 

project processes in the juries. 1 of the 4 and another teacher (40%) thought that 

students did not give importance to presenting their processes in juries. Another of 

these 4 teachers (20%) marked that students presented their processes in juries, 

students thought they would be evaluated on the basis of the final product, and added 

that students did not work within a process, they found an idea and left the project on 

that level. 3 teachers (60%) marked that they could not give critique and take notes at 

the same time duing the juries. 1 teacher (20%) wrote that s/he could give critique 

and take notes simultaneously, while another (20%) said that s/he took notes on the 

presentation sheets. 13 students (54.167%) marked that the final product was more 

important than the decisions they took during the process. 10 (41.667%) thought that 

the decisions they took during the process were more important than the final 

product. 1 (4.167%) marked that her/his decisions during the process were not 

important. 1 (4.167%) wrote that the decisions s/he took during the process formed 

the final product. 8 (33.333%) students markedthat they kept regular records of their 
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work and the critiques they took during their project processes. 9 (37.5%) students 

wrote they could not keep regular records of their work and the critiques. 6 (25%) 

said they did not keep regular records of their work and the critiques. 1 (4.167%) 

wrote s/he kept a record as much as s/he could, while another (4.167%) said s/he kept 

records of some things s/he found important.10 students (41.667%) thought they 

could present the decisions they had taken during the process in their juries, while 13 

(54.167%) thought they could not present their previous decisions in their juries. 4 

(16.667%) thought they could present the critiques they had received during the 

process in their juries. 6 students (25%) did not think presenting their process in the 

juries was important or necessary. 1 (4.167%) added that s/he did not think equal 

amount of time and interest were given to each student, while another (4.167%) 

noted that presenting the process was important. The results show that the majority 

of the teachers think the process is important and they cannot keep records. The 

majority of the students cannot keep records, while approximately half of the 

students think the process is important and the other half think that it is not. 

Keeping Records – Critiques Exchanged: Similarly, 4 teachers (80%) marked that 

they could not keep regular records of the critiques they gave to students, while 1 

(20%) said that s/he could. 3 teachers (60%) said that students noted down their 

critiques during desk-critique sessions. 1 (20%) wrote that both her/himself and 

students noted down her/his critiques, while 1 (20%) said that the students noted 

down her/his critiques if they wanted to.14 students (58.333%) marked that during 

desk-critiques they noted down teachers’ critiques themselves. 17 (70.833%) said 

teachers’ noted down their critiques on student’s work in desk-critiques. 2 students 

(8.333%) wrote that neither themselves nor the teacher noted down the critiques 

during desk-critiques. 1 (4.167%) added that critiques were noted down but they got 

lost in the disoragnised process. 1 student (4.167%) wrote that the teacher and 

her/him made some corrections on the drawings together. 

Relational Limitations (Social Connectivity): 

The Social Connectivity – Teachers and Students: 3 teachers (60%) marked that 

students did not give each other enough critiques about each other’s projects. 1 of 

these teachers and 2 others (60%) thought that the critique exchange among students 

took place within small groups, and was not accessible to other students outside 

those groups and/or teachers. 3 teachers (60%) marked that the critique exchange 
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among students should be accessible to teachers, 1 mentioning that it should take 

place in a more friendly atmosphere. 2 of them (40%) thought that it did not need to 

be accessible to them. 4 (80%) thought there was not a communication gap between 

themselves and the students during one-to-one critiques, while 1 teacher (20%) 

thought that there could be communication gap between her/himself and some of the 

students.4 teachers (80%) thought that juries were not chaotic, while 1 of the 4 said 

that they used to be chaotic until 2 years ago and now they were organised with the 

new regulations within the department. 1 teacher (20%) marked that juries were 

chaotic.4 students (16.667%) marked there could be communication gap between 

themselves and the teachers even if they took critique from the same teacher 

regularly every week. 12 (50%) said that communication gaps with teachers could 

effect their projects and their grades in a negative way. 5 (20.833%) thought that an 

existing communication gap could be resolved by a second teacher getting involved 

within the process. 4 students (16.667%) marked that there was no communication 

gap between themselves and teachers. 1 (4.167%) added that communication gaps do 

not occur if s/he met teachers regularly every week. 13 students (54.167%) thought 

that their projects and what they said about them were not completely understood 

during their juries. 6 (25%) thought they could not completely understand the 

critiques some teachers gave during the juries. 1 noted that teachers talking amongst 

each other broke her/his concentration; another (4.167%) added that sometimes 

teachers did not let students present their ideas properly; and 1 (4.167%) noted that 

s/he did not like when teachers interrupted, or when they did not listen to, and that 

“our time is limited” warning caused stress. Finally, 1 (4.167%) thought sometimes 

s/he could not express her/himself, while another (4.167%) thought that sometimes 

communication gaps occur. 

The Social Connectivity – Teachers: 4 teachers (80%) marked that studio teachers 

talked about students’ projects in short intervals such as tea breaks, 1 of them 

mentioning that collective evaluations took place during assessments. 3 (60%) wrote 

that teachers could not listen to each others’ desk-critiques because all of them gave 

critique, individually and simultaneously, to different students. 2 teachers (40%) said 

that they learned each others’ critiques by asking the students what critique they 

received from other studio teachers.1 teacher (20%) marked that studio teachers 

heard and learned each others’ critiques in group critiques. 3 (60%) thought that they 
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learned each others’ critiques in juries and during assessments. 1 (20%) wrote that 

they learned both in group critiques and during juries and assessments. 3 teachers 

(60%) marked that there was a mutual system of assessment among studio teachers. 

1 of these 3 mentioned that this mutual system had been put in practice in the last 2 

years, while another thought that different teachers had different systems, that their 

systems could differ in certain aspects. The other 2 of the 5 teachers (40%) marked 

that studio teachers had different assessment systems. In addition, 2 teachers (40%) 

thought that the assessment criteria were not always set clearly. 2 teachers (40%) 

wrote that when the criteria were not set clearly different teachers could assess taking 

different criteria into consideration. 1 teacher (20%) marked that the criteria were set 

clearly. To conlude, there are different opinions about how teachers exchange ideas 

about students’ projects and assessment criteria, which may be a sign of 

shortcomings in the connectivity amog teachers. 

The Social Connectivity – Students: 2 teachers (40%) marked that students 

participated in each others’ desk-critiques by listening and commenting. 1 of these 

teachers and another (40%) wrote that students waited for their desk-critiques and 

left after they took their critique. 1 teacher (20%) noted that students both listened to 

each others’ desk-critiques and waited for their own critiques and left. Finally, 1 

teacher (20%) marked that they sometimes listened to each others’ critiques, 

sometimes listened and commented, sometimes waitedfor their own critique and left, 

and sometimes not listened to each others’ desk-critiques at all. 5 teachers (100%) 

thought that students did not watch each others’ juries, 1 noting that this was usually 

the case. 3 (60%) marked that students did not listen to the critiques given to others 

in juries. 4 (80%) thought that students prepared their own presentations at the back 

of the studio during others’ juries. 4 (80%) wrote that students did not comment on 

each others’ projects during juries and they talked amongst each other at the back. 

Besides, 17 students (70.833%) marked that they followed the projects of their close 

friends. 10 (41.667%) wrote that they followed projects of the students other than 

close friends. 8 (33.333%) noted that they could not follow all students’ projects. 7 

students (29.167%) marked that they knew nothing about some students’ projects, 

while 5 (20.833%) noted that they followed all students’ projects. 13 students 

(54.167%) marked that they tried to watch everybody’s juries. 4 (16.667%) wrote 

that they only watched their close friends’ juries. 3 (12.5%) said they did not watch 
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anybody’s juries. 9 (37.5%) marked that they were more involved with their own 

juries than others’. 1 (4.167%) wrote that s/he tried to watch all the juries, but when 

the juries got too long, s/he prefered to leave and work, or give a break and come 

back. 1 (4.167%) wrote that s/he watched the juries of her/his friends and the people 

s/he thought were doing good in the project. Similarly, the varying opinions about 

the connectivity among students point out to a lack of systematic connections 

between students, their project and ideas. 

Hierarchical Limitations (Social Roles) 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students: 3 teachers (60%) markedthat there 

wasconsistency in teachers’ in front of students, while 1 (20%) thought that there 

was no consistency. 2 (40%) wrote that there was integrity among teachers, while 2 

(40%) thought there was no integrity. 1 (20%) noted that occasionally, there could be 

differences in opinions.3 teachers (60%) marked that the project assessments were 

fair and clear, while 1 of these teachers mentioned that even though they were clear 

they might not be communicated as such. 1 teacher (20%) wrote that jury durations 

might vary giving students more or less time individually. Finally, 1 (20%) thought 

that assessments were not done regularly and quickly throughout the semester.11 

students (45.833%) prefered taking critique from different teachers instead of just 1 

during a project. 7 (29.167%) thought that taking critique from different teachers 

helped them do better in their projects, while 1 (4.167%) thought the opposite. 13 

(54.167%) marked that different teachers having different ideas was useful for their 

projects. 12 of them (50%) wrote that different ideas from different teachers 

confused their minds, while 1 (4.167%) noted that the confusion was useful for 

her/his project. 23 students (95.833%) marked that ideas and critiques of other 

students’ were useful in improving their projects. 3 (12.5%) thought that other 

students’ ideas and critiques were not useful. 

Studio as a Regular Social Setting of People: 21 (87.5%) students marked that 

thinking and working with students in the studio triggered producing more ideas. 1 

(4.167%) did not prefer thinking and working with students, in the studio. 7 students 

(29.167%) did not prefer sharing their projects and ideas with some of the students, 

in the studio. 6 students (25%) marked that they worked in studio together with their 

close friends. 15 (62.5%) wrote that amongst their close friends they followed each 

others’ projects and give each other critique. 11 (45.833%) noted that sometimes the 
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critiques from their close friends were more useful than the ones they took from 

teachers. 20 students (83.333%) marked that other students commenting on their 

projects while a teacher was giving desk-critique helped improve their projects. 10 

(41.667%) wrote that them commenting on a student’s project while a teacher was 

giving desk-critique to that student helpsed improve their own project. 

8.1.1 Studio limitations and Facebook group 

The first design project asignment of the “EUT 311/312E/411 Industrial Design 

Studio” course started on the 6th of February and ended on the 7th of April. (For 

screenshots of the group page, please see Appendix D.) The studio classes were held 

on Mondays and Thursdays every week. The semester schedule of the submissions, 

juries and other critique sessions in the project duration of the studio are shown in the 

table below. 

Table 8.1 : Schedule of 2011-2012 Spring EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio. 
Studio Situation Date Time 
Sketch Problem Submission 9th February 2012 13:30-17:30 
Wall Critique 27th February and 1st March 2012 13:30-17:30 
Preliminary Jury 5th, 8th, 12th March 2012 13:30-17:30 
Final Submission 26th March 2012 13:30-17:30 
Final Jury 2nd, 5th April 2011 13:30-17:30 

All charts and tables include the group activities by teachers and students between 

the dates 7th of February, the start of the semester, and 9th of June, the day after the 

final jury. Any activity outside those dates is not included in the charts. Below are 

the introductory information and statistics on the activities by teachers and students 

in the Facebook group “2011-2012 ITU EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio”. In this 

studio course, desk, wall, jury and general critiques were held. The group was not 

used to exchange desk critiques. Critique exchanges were recorded in one wall 

critique situation. Some of the critiques exchanged were recorded in the preliminary 

and final juries; and also in the general critique situations. The Facebook group 

“2011-2012 ITU EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio” included 5 teachers, 2 firm 

representatives and 31 students in total. Each studio teacher, student is assigned a 

permanent number and symbol in all charts and tables for convenience of analysis 

and the reading of it. 

Teachers: Out of the 6 studio teachers, 5 of them used the following features in 

Facebook group for the given purposes. 1 studio teacher did not have a Facebook 
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account and was not a member of the group. The 2 company representatives were 

members of the group but did not make any posts throughut the project duration. 

Table 8.2 : The features of the group which the teachers used. 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to give image critiques 
The Create Photo Album feature to give image folder critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to make announcements or to share other non-critique messages 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to share non-critique images 
The Create Photo Album feature to share non-critique image folders 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give link critiques 
The Create a Doc feature to share written course material and information 
The Like feature 

In total, there were 259 posts made by 5 out of 6 studio teachers (83.333%) 

throughout the project duration. 216 of the total of 259 (83.398%) were verbal 

critique posts; 1 of them (0.386%) was an image critique post; 2 of them (0.772%) 

were image folder critique posts; 25 (9.653%) were non-critique verbal posts; 7 

(2.703%) were non-critique image posts; 1 (0.386%) was a non-critique image folder 

posts; 5 (1.931%) were non critique link posts; 1 (0.386%) was a document; and, 

lastly, 1 (0.386%) was a like. 

Table 8.3 : All posts by 5 studio teachers. 
Verbal Critique Posts 216/259 (83.398%) 
Image Critique Posts 1/259 (0.386%) 
Image Folder Critique Posts 2/259 (0.772%) 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 25/259 (9.653%) 
Image Non-Critique Posts 7/259 (2.703%) 
Image Folder Non-Critique Posts 1/259 (0.386%) 
Link Non-Critique Posts 5/259 (1.931%) 
Document Posts 1/259 (0.386%) 
Likes 1/259 (0.386%) 

The type of activity with the highest number of posts, thus the most popular one 

amongst studio teachers, was exchanging verbal critiques, followed by exchanging 

verbal non-critiques, then sharing image non-critiques, link non-critiques, image 

folder critiques, and finally, exchanging image critiques, image folder non-critiques; 

documents; and likes. 

“Verbal Critique > Verbal Non-Critique > Image Non-Critique > Link Non-Critique 

> Image Folder Critique > Image Critique = Image Folder Non-Critique = Document 

= Like” 
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Table 8.4 : All types of posts by 5 studio teachers. 
 Verbal 

Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Folder 
Critique 
Posts 

Verbal 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Image 
Folder 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Link 
Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Doc 
Posts 

Likes Total 

T1 65   10 1 1  1 1 79 
T2 36         36 
T3 33         33 
T4 49 1  15 6  5   76 
T5 33  2       35 
Total 216 1 2 25 7 1 5 1 1 259 

Students: The 31 students used the following features in Facebook group for the 

given purposes. 

Table 8.5 : The features of the group which the teachers used. 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to submit their individual project images 
The Create Photo Album feature to submit their project images in groups 
The Upload Photo/Video feature to submit their project videos 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give verbal critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to give link critiques 
The Comment and/or Written Post features to make announcements or to share other non-critique messages 
The Create Doc feature to add documents 
The Like feature 

In total, there were 248 posts by all 31 students throughout the project assignment. 

11 of these 248 posts (4.436%) were project image posts; 62 of them (25%) were 

project image folder posts; 22 of them (8.871%) were project video posts; 65 

(26.210%) were verbal critique posts; 6 (2.419%) were link critique posts; 18 

(7.258%) were non-critique verbal posts; 1 of them (0.403%) was a document post; 

and, finally, 63 out of 248 (25.403%) posts were likes. 

Table 8.6 : All posts by 31 students. 
Project Image Posts 11/248 (4.436%) 
Project Image Folder Posts 62/248 (25%) 
Project Video Posts 22/248 (8.871%) 
Verbal Critique Posts 65/248 (26.210%) 
Link Critique Posts 6/248 (2.419%) 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 18/248 (7.258%) 
Documents 1/248 (0.403%) 
Likes 63/248 (25.403%) 

The type of activity with the highest number of posts, and thus the most popularity 

amongst students, was exchanging verbal critiques, followed by liking, followed by 

sharing project image folders, then sharing project videos, then exchanging verbal 

non-critique posts; followed by sharing project images; then link critiques; and, 

finally, sharing documents. 
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“Verbal Critique > Like > Project Image Folder > Project Video > Verbal Non-

Critique > Project Image > Link Critique > Doc” 

Table 8.7 : All types of posts by 31 studio students. 
 Project 

Image 
Posts 

Project 
Image 
Folder Posts 

Project 
Video 
Posts 

Verbal 
Critique 
Posts 

Link 
Critique 
Posts 

Verbal Non-
Critique 
Posts 

Doc 
Posts 

Likes Tota
l 

S1  3 1 5 5 3  2 19 
S2  2 1 4  2   9 
S3  3 1     1 5 
S4  3 1 7  4  7 22 
S5 3 2  10  3  8 26 
S6  2 1 1  1   5 
S7  2 1 2    18 23 
S8  2 1      3 
S9  1  12  1   14 
S10  1       1 
S11  2 1 2 1   1 7 
S12  3 1      4 
S13  3 1   1  1 6 
S14  2 2   2  2 8 
S15 1 2 1 3    7 14 
S16  3 1      4 
S17  2  4     6 
S18  1  1     2 
S19  3 1 1     5 
S20  2 1 2   1  6 
S21 1 2 1 3     7 
S22 2 2 1 1    6 12 
S23  1    1  3 5 
S24 3 2 1 3    3 12 
S25  2 1      3 
S26  2       2 
S27  1 1      2 
S28  1  4    3 8 
S29  2       2 
S30 1 2 1     1 5 
S31  1       1 
Total 11 62 22 65 6 18 1 63 248 

8.1.1.1 Temporal limitations and temporal flexibility 

In this section, the content of the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” is analysed in terms of the use of temporal flexibility by teachers and 

students of the design studio course. In addition, the answers by teachers and 

students to the questionnaires are analysed in order to find out their personal opinions 

about, if and how, the temporal flexibility provided by the online social network 

environment was made use of. Similar to the previous cycles, the analyses are made 

under the two main topics given below, which were derived from the interviews. In 

the figures showing the days, the black lines are the studio days and thegrey areas are 

th weekends. In the figures for hours, thelight grey areasare the working hours and 

the dark grey areas are the studio hours. 
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Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Limited Hours of Studio vs 24/7 Design Process: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU 2011-2012 EUT 

311/312E/411 Design Studio” used by teachers and students outside studio hours? 

For which purposes was the group used by teachers and students outside studio 

hours? What was the frequency and/or patterns of the use of the group by teachers 

and students outside studio hours? 

The recording unit: Any post made in the group by any member of the group. 

The variables: Studio Days (Studio Hours, Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), 

Non-Studio Weekdays (Working Hours, Non-Working Hours), Weekends. 

Teachers: 

Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 8.1 : Verbal critique posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 8.8 : Verbal critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th 
Feb 1st 
Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 0/65 0/65 49/65 0/65 16/65  0/65 0/65 0/65 
T2 0/36 0/36 27/36 0/36 9/36  0/36 0/36 0/36 
T3 0/33 0/33 33/33  0/33  0/33 0/33 0/33 
T4 0/49 19/49 20/49 0/49 9/49  0/49 1/49  0/49 
T5 0/33 0/33 32/33  0/33 0/33 0/33 0/33 1/33  
Total 0/216 19/216 161/216  0/216 34/216  0/216 1/216  1/216 
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Figure 8.2 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 8.3 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 
Figure 8.4 : Verbal critique posts by teachers over hours in weekends. 

Table 8.9 : Verbal critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T1 64/65 0/65 1/65  0/65 0/65 0/65 
T2 31/36  0/36 5/36  0/36 0/36 0/36 
T3 33/33  0/33 0/33 0/33 0/33 0/33 
T4 47/49  0/49 1/49  1/49  0/49 0/49 
T5 31/33  1/33  0/33 0/33 0/33 1/33  
Total 206/216  1/216  7/216  1/216  0/216 1/216  

216 verbal critiques were posted by 5 out of 6 studio teachers (83.333%) throughout 

the project duration. T1 posted 65 verbal critiques in total, 64 on studio days within 

studio hours, and 1 outside studio hours. Thus, T1 used the temporal flexibility of the 

group for 1 out of 65 verbal critiques (1.539%). T2 made 36 verbal critique posts, all 

on studio days and 5 outside studio hours. T2 used the temporal flexibility of the 

group for 5 verbal critique posts (13.889%). T3 posted 33 verbal critiques, all of 

which were made within studio hours, thus making no use of the temporal flexibility 

provided by the group. T4 made 49 verbal critique posts in total, all on studio days. 

47 of them were made within studio hours, while 2 of them (4.082%) were made 

using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. Finally, T5 posted 33 verbal 

critiques, 31 within studio hours, 1 outside studio hours and 1 on a weekend. T5 used 
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the temporal flexibility provided by the group for 2 out of 33 verbal critiques 

(6.061%). To conclude, 10 out of 216 of the verbal critiques (4.630%) by 4 teachers 

(66.667% of the total of 6) were posted using the temporal flexibility provided by the 

Facebook group, throughout the project duration. 

Image Critiques by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 
Figure 8.5 : Image critique posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 8.10 : Image critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th 
Feb 1st 
Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T4 
(Total) 

0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

 
Figure 8.6 : Image critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

Table 8.11 : Image critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T4 
(Total) 

1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

There was 1 image critique post throughout the project made by 1 of the teachers 

(16.667%), T4. The image critique was posted on a wall critique day, within studio 

hours. Thus, the temporal flexibility of the group was not made use of for the image 

critique posts. 

Image Folder Critique by “Create Photo Album” Feature: 

 
Figure 8.7 : Image folder critique posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 
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Table 8.12 : Image folder critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekend
s 

T5 
(Total) 

0/2 0/2 2/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 

 
Figure 8.8 : Image folder critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

Table 8.13 : Image folder critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

T5 
(Total) 

1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 

There were 2 image folder critiques posted in the group by 1 out of 6 teachers 

(16.667%). T5 posted 2 image folders to give critique, both of which were made on 

preliminary jury days. 1 of the image folders was posted within studio hours, while 

one was shared outside studio hours, within working hours. To conclude, T5 made 

use of the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group for 1 out of 2 of the image 

folder critiques (50%). 

Verbal Non-Critique Posts by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 8.9 : Verbal non-critique posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 8.14 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th 
Feb 1st 
Mar) 

Pre 
Jury 
(5th 
8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 0/10 0/10 0/10 0/10 1/10  0/10 8/10  1/10  
T4 0/15 8/15  1/15  0/15 0/15 2/15  3/15  1/15  
Total 0/25 8/25 1/25  0/25 1/25  2/25 11/25  2/25 
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Figure 8.10 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 8.11 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

 
Figure 8.12 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers over hours in weekends. 

Table 8.15 : Verbal non-critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T1 0/10 0/10 1/10  4/10  4/10  1/10  
T4 10/15  1/15  0/15 0/15 3/15  1/15 
Total 10/25  1/25  1/25  4/25  7/25  2/25 

2 out of 6 teachers (33.333%) made a total of 25 non-critique verbal posts throughout 

the project duration. T1 made 10 non-critique verbal posts, 1 on the final jury day, 8 

on non-studio days, and 1 on a weekend. The verbal non-critique post on the final 

jury day was made outside studio hours; thus T1 made use of the temporal flexibility 

of the group for all 10 verbal non-critique posts (100%). T4 made 15 non-critique 

verbal posts, 11 of which were made on studio days, 10 within working hours and 1 

outside studio hours. Thus, T4 used the temporal flexibility provided by the group to 

post 5 out of 15 verbal non-critiques (33.333%). To conclude, the temporal flexibility 

of the Facebook group was made use of for 15 out of 25 non-critique verbal posts 

(60%). 

Image Non-Critique Posts by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 
Figure 8.13 : Image non-critique posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 
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Table 8.16 : Image non-critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
T4 0/6 3/6  0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 1/6  2/6  
Total 0/7 3/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 1/7  1/7  2/7  

 
Figure 8.14 : Image non-critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 8.15 : Image non-critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

 
Figure 8.16 : Image non-critique posts by teachers over hours in weekends. 

Table 8.17 : Image non-critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
T4 3/6  0/6 0/6 0/6 1/6  2/6  
Total 4/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 1/7  2/7  

There were 7 non-critique image posts made in the group by 2 of the studio teachers 

(33.333%). T1 made 1 non-critique image post on a studio day, within studio hours. 

T4 posted 6 non-critique images, 3 on studio days within studio hours, 1 on a non-

studio day and 2 on weekend days. Thus, T4 made use of the temporal flexibility of 

the group for 3 out of 6 non-critique image posts (50%). To conclude, the temporal 

flexibility provided by the Facebook group was made use of for 3 out of 7 non-

critique images (42.857%) posted throughout the project. 

Image Folder Non-Critique by “Create Photo Album” Feature: 

 
Figure 8.17 : Image folder non-critique posts by studio teachers over days of the 

semester. 
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Table 8.18 : Image folder non-critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, 
non-studio days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th 
Feb 1st 
Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 

 
Figure 8.18 : Image folder non-critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

Table 8.19 : Image folder non-critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

T1 (Total) 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 

1 non-critique image folder was posted by 1 teacher (16.667%), T1, on a non-studio 

weekday. To conclude, the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group was used to 

share the non-critique image folder (100%) during the project. 

Link Non-Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 
Figure 8.19 : Link non-critique posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 8.20 : Link non-critique posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critiqu
e (27th 
Feb 1st 
Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T4 
(Total) 

0/5 0/5 1/5  0/5 0/5 0/5 4/5 0/5 

 
Figure 8.20 : Link non-critique posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 
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Figure 8.21 : Link non-critique posts by teachers over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

Table 8.21 : Link non-critique posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T4 
(Total) 

1/5  0/5 0/5 0/5 4/5  0/5 

5 non-critique links were posted by T4 (16.667%), 1 on the preliminary jury day 

within studio hours and 4 on non-studio weekdays. 4 out of 5 non-critique links 

(80%) were posted using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 

Docs by “Create A Doc” Feature: 

 
Figure 8.22 : Docs posts by studio teachers over days of the semester. 

Table 8.22 : Docs posts by teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

T1 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 

 
Figure 8.23 : Docs posts by teachers over hours in studio days. 

Table 8.23 : Docs posts by teachers in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio 

Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

T1 (Total) 0/1 0/1 1/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 

1 doc was posted by T1 (16.667%) within the project duration, on a studio day 

outside studio hours. The document was posted (100%) using the temporal flexibility 

of the Facebook group. 
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Students: 

Project Images by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.24 : Project images posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 8.24 : Project image posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S5 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S15 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S21 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S22 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S24 0/3 3/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S30 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 0/11 11/11  0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.25 : Project image posts by students over hours in studio days. 
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Table 8.25 : Project image posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays Non-
Working Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S5 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S15 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S21 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S22 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S24 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S30 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 11/11  0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 0/11 

There were 11 project images posted in the group page by 6 out of 31 students 

(54.546%), all of which (100%) were posted on the wall-critique day. All project 

images in the group were posted within studio hours, thus the temporal flexibility of 

the group was not used to share project images throughout the project duration. 

Project Image Folders by “Create Photo Album” Feature: 

 

 

 
Figure 8.26 : Project image folder posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 8.26 : Project image folder posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th 
Feb 1st 
Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Weekd
ays 

Weekends 

S1 0/5 1/5  2/5  2/5  0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 
S2 1/4  1/4  1/4  0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 0/4 
S3 1/4  1/4  1/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 
S4 1/9  2/9  1/9  1/9  0/9 2/9  2/9  0/9 
S5 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S6 0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 0/4 3/4  0/4 0/4 
S7 0/4 1/4  2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 
S8 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S9 0/2 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S10 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 
S11 0/4 1/4  1/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 2/4  0/4 
S12 0/4 1/4  2/4  1/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S13 0/3 1/3  1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S14 0/4 1/4  1/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 
S15 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S16 0/6 1/6  2/6  0/6 0/6 0/6 3/6  0/6 
S17 0/4 0/4 2/4  0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 1/4  
S18 0/4 1/4  2/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 
S19 0/4 1/4  2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 
S20 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 
S21 0/4 1/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  2/4 0/4 
S22 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S23 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S24 0/4 0/4 2/4  0/4 2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 
S25 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S26 0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 1/3  0/3 
S27 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
S28 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S29 0/3 0/3 2/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 
S30 0/3 0/3 1/3  2/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S31 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 3/110  24/110  39/110  7/110  5/110  11/110  20/110  1/110  

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.27 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in studio days. 
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Figure 8.28 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

 
Figure 8.29 : Project image folder posts by students over hours in weekends. 

Table 8.27 : Project image folder posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 2/5  1/5  2/5  0/5 0/5 0/5 
S2 0/4 2/4  2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 
S3 2/4  0/4 1/4  1/4  0/4 0/4 
S4 2/9  1/9  4/9  0/9 2/9  0/9 
S5 2/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S6 0/4 2/4  2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 
S7 1/4  2/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 0/4 
S8 1/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S9 1/2  1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S10 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S11 2/4  0/4 0/4 2/4  0/4 0/4 
S12 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S13 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S14 2/4  0/4 1/4  1/4  0/4 0/4 
S15 2/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 
S16 1/6  2/6  0/6 3/6  0/6 0/6 
S17 2/4  1/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  
S18 2/4  2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S19 3/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 1/4  0/4 
S20 2/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S21 1/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 2/4  0/4 
S22 1/3  0/3 1/3  0/3 1/3  0/3 
S23 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S24 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S25 2/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  0/3 
S26 1/3  1/3  0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 
S27 1/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
S28 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S29 2/3  1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S30 1/3  0/3 2/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 
S31 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
Total 55/110  18/110  16/110  10/110  10/110  1/110  
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There were a total of 110 project image folder posts and activities recorded by, and 

on behalf of, 31 students (100%) in the group page throughout the project duration. 3 

of those posts and activities (2.727%) were made by 3 students (9.677%) on the 

sketch problem day; 24 (21.818%) were made by 23 students (74.194%) on the wall 

critique day; 39 (35.455%) were made on the preliminay jury by 28 students 

(71.795%); 7 (6.364%) were made on the final submission day by 5 students 

(16.129%); 5 (4.546%) were made on the final jury day by 4 students (12.903%); 11 

(10%) were made on regular studio days by 8 students (25.807%); 20 (18.182%) 

were made non non-studio weekdays by 15 students (48.387%); and, finally, 1 post 

and/or activity (0.909%) was made on a weekend day by 1 student (3.226%). A total 

of 89 out of 110 posts and activitities (80.909%) were made on studio days, while 21 

(19.091%) were made on non-studio days. Out of these 89 posts and activities, 55 

were made within studio hours (50% of the total 110), while 34 (30.909% of the total 

110) were made outside studio hours, either in working hours or non-working hours. 

To conclude, 55 project image folder posts and activities by 29 students were made 

on the studio days within studio hours. The other 55 (50%) of them, were made 

outside studio hours, thus, half of the total of the 110 project image folder posts and 

activities (50%) were made by 24 students (77.419%), using the temporal flexibility 

of the Facebook group. Below is table showing the use of temporal flexibility by 

each student, in numbers and percentages of the posts and activities. 

Project Videos by “Upload Photo/Video” Feature: 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.30 : Project video posts by students over days of the semester. 
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Table 8.28 : Project video posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

S1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S2 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S7 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S8 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S12 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S13 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S14 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 
S15 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S16 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S19 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S20 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S21 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S22 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S24 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S25 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S27 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S30 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 0/22 0/22 0/22 3/22  9/22  10/22  0/22 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.31 : Project video posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 

 

 
Figure 8.32 : Project video posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 
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Table 8.29 : Project video posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S2 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S3 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S4 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S6 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S7 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S8 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S12 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S13 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S14 1/2  0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
S15 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S16 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S19 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S20 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S21 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S22 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S24 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S25 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S27 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S30 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 3/22  2/22  7/22  3/22  7/22  0/22 

22 project videos were posted by a total of 21 students (67.742%) on the group page. 

3 of the project videos were posted on the final jury day, 9 of them were posted on 

regular studio days, and 10 were posted on non-studio weekdays. Out of the 12 

project videos posted on studio days, 3 of them were posted within studio hours. To 

conclude, 19 out of 22 project videos (86.364%) were posted, by 19 students 

(61.290% of the total 31), using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 
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Verbal Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.33 : Verbal critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 8.30 : Verbal critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 1/5  4/5  0/5 
S2 0/4 3/4  1/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S4 0/7 2/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 0/7 5/7  0/7 
S5 0/10 3/10  4/10  0/10 0/10 0/10 3/10  0/10 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S7 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S9 0/12 4/12  1/12  0/12 0/12 0/12 6/12 1/12  
S11 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  
S15 0/3 1/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 2/3  0/3 
S17 0/4 1/4  3/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S18 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S19 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S20 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
S21 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S22 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S24 0/3 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S28 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 4/4  0/4 
Total 0/65 27/65  9/65  0/65 0/65 1/65  26/65  2/65  
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Figure 8.34 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.35 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 

 
Figure 8.36 : Verbal critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 
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Table 8.31 : Verbal critique posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 0/5 2/5  0/5 0/5 3/5  0/5 
S2 2/4  0/4 2/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 
S4 2/7  0/7 0/7 0/7 5/7  0/7 
S5 7/10  0/10 0/10 2/10  1/10  0/10 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S7 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S9 3/12  0/12 2/12  0/12 6/12  1/12  
S11 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  
S15 1/3  0/3 0/3 1/3  1/3  0/3 
S17 3/4  0/4 1/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 
S18 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S19 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S20 1/2  0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 
S21 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S22 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 
S24 3/3  0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 
S28 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 4/4  0/4 
Total 30/65  2/65  6/65  5/65  20/65  2/65  

There were 65 verbal critiques posted by 17 students (54.839%) throughout the 

assignment. 20 of these verbal critiques were posted on the wall-critique day, 9 were 

made on the preliminary jury days, 8 of them were posted on regular studio days, 26 

were posted on non-studio weekdays, 2 were posted on weekend days. 30 out of the 

total of 37 verbal critiques posted on studio days were made within studio hours. To 

conclude, 35 out of 65 verbal critiques (53.846%) were posted making use of the 

temporal flexibility provided by the group. 

Link Critiques by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 
Figure 8.37 : Link-critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 8.32 : Link critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio 
days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 0/5 1/5  3/5  1/5  
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 0/6 1/6  3/6  2/6  
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Figure 8.38 : Link critique posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 
Figure 8.39 : Link critique posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

 

 
Figure 8.40 : Link critique posts by students over hours in weekends. 

Table 8.33 : Link critique posts by students in studio, working and non-working 
hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working Hours 

Studio 
Days Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

S1 0/5 1/5  0/5 2/5  1/5 1/5  
S11 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total 0/6 1/6  0/6 2/6  1/6  2/6  

6 link critiques were posted by 2 of the students (6.452%) in the group. S1 posted 5 

link critiques and S11 posted 1, all outside studio hours. To conclude, all link 

critiques (100%) in the group were posted using the temporal flexibility. 

Verbal Non-Critique Posts by “Comment” and/or “Written Post” Features: 

 

 

 
Figure 8.41 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over days of the semester. 

 

 

 



 364 

Table 8.34 : Verbal non-critique posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-
studio days, weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th 
Mar) 

Final 
Submission 
(26th Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 5th 
Apr) 

Regular 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Week-
days 

Weekends 

S1 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 
S2 0/2 0/2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S4 0/4 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S5 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S9 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S13 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S14 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
S23 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 0/18 5/18  4/18  0/18 0/18 0/18 9/18  0/18 

 

 

 
Figure 8.42 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours in studio days. 

 

 
Figure 8.43 : Verbal non-critique posts by students over hours in non-studio 

weekdays. 

Table 8.35 : Verbal non-critique posts by students in studio, working and non-
working hours. 

 Studio 
Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio 
Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends 
Non-Working 
Hours 

S1 0/3 0/3 0/3 1/3  2/3  0/3 
S2 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 0/2 
S4 4/4  0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 0/4 
S5 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 3/3  0/3 
S6 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
S9 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
S13 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
S14 1/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 1/2  0/2 
S23 1/1  0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 
Total 9/18 0/18 0/18 2/18  7/18  0/18 

18 non-critique verbal posts were made by 9 students (29.032%) on the group page 

throughout the project. 9 of them were made on studio days and 9 were posted on 
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non-studio weekdays. All of the 9 verbal non-critique posts made on the studio days 

were within studio hours. 9 of the 18 verbal non-critique posts (50%) were made 

using the temporal flexibility of the group. 

Docs by “Create A Doc” Feature: 

 
Figure 8.44 : Doc posts by students over days of the semester. 

Table 8.36 : Doc posts by students in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 Sketch 
Problem 
Submission 
(9th Feb) 

Wall 
Critique 
(27th Feb 
1st Mar) 

Pre Jury 
(5th 8th 
12th Mar) 

Final 
Submissio
n (26th 
Mar) 

Final 
Jury 
(2nd 
5th 
Apr) 

Regul
ar 
Studio 
Days 

Non-
Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

S20 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 

 
Figure 8.45 : Doc posts by students over hours in non-studio weekdays. 

Table 8.37 : Doc posts by students in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio 

Days 
Studio 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Working 
Hours 

Studio Days 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Working 
Hours 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 
Non-Working 
Hours 

Weekends Non-
Working Hours 

S20 
(Total) 

0/1 0/1 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 

There was 1 document post by 1 student (3.226%) in the group, which was made on 

a non-studio weekday. The 1 document was posted using the temporal flexibility 

provided by the Facebook group. 

Discussion: 

The use of temporal flexibility of the group by teachers and students, on the basis of 

all types of posts are summarised and discussed, here. 

Teachers: Below are the tables showing the analyses of, both the distribution of all 

types of posts – except likes – by teachers over jury days, studio days, non-studio 

days and weekends, and also, of the distribution of all types of posts over studio 

hours, working hours and non-working hours is presented below. 
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Table 8.38 : All posts by 5 teachers in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 Critique/Jury/ 
Days 

Regular Studio 
Days 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

Verbal Critique Posts 213/216 1/216 1/216 1/216 
Image Critique Posts 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
Image Folder Critique Posts 2/2  0/2 0/2 0/2 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 9/25 3/25 11/25 2/25 
Image Non-Critique Posts 2/7 2/7 1/7 2/7 
Image Folder Non-Critique Posts 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
Link Non-Critique Posts 1/5  0/5 4/5  0/5 
Document Posts 0/1 1/1  0/1 0/1 
Total 227/258 8/258  18/258  5/258  

There were 258 posts in total by all teachers, excluding the likes. 227 of these posts 

(87.985%) were made on critique/jury days; 8 of them (3.101%) were made on 

regular studio days; 18 (6.977%) were made on non-studio weekdays; and 5 of them 

(1.938%) were made on weekends. The majority of all types of critique posts of 

critique content – verbal critique, image critique, image folder critique – were made 

on critique/jury days. The non-critique type posts were distributed across different 

days of the week, most of them concentrated in critique/jury and non-studio 

weekdays. Similarly, in the overall numbers, these two days have the highest number 

of posts. 

“Critique/Jury/ Days > Regular Studio Days > Non-Studio Weekdays > Weekends” 

The critique/jury days, where the studio people get together in the studio for critique 

exchange, are the most popular days for the use of the group, with almost 90% of all 

the posts. The non-studio days, where teachers and students do not see each other in 

the studio are the second most popular in the group, having almost 7% of all posts. 

Regular studio days, again, when the studio people meet are the third, with 3%; and 

weekdens are the least popular for the group use, with 1%. The results show that, the 

teachers of this studio tended to use the Facebook group on the studio days for all 

types of posts, and, in terms of the days of the week, used the temporal flexibility of 

the group for only over 10% of all their activity. 
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Table 8.39 : All posts by 5 teachers in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio Hours Working Hours Non-Working Hours 
Verbal Critique Posts 206/216 2/216 8/216 
Image Critique Posts 1/1  0/1 0/1 
Image Folder Critique Posts 1/2  1/2  0/2 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 10/25 5/25 10/25 
Image Non-Critique Posts 4/7 0/7 3/7 
Image Folder Non-Critique Posts 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Link Non-Critique Posts 1/5  0/5 4/5  
Document Posts 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total Posts 223/258  8/258  27/258  

In terms of hours of the week, teachers used the group for 223 out of all 258 posts 

(86.434%) within studio hours; for 27 of them (10.465%) in non-working hours; and 

for 8 of them (3.101%) within working hours. The studio hours are the most popular 

in posting critique content – verbal, image, image folder – while non-working hours 

and studio hours are the most popular for non-critique content posts. Working hours 

are the least popular for any type of posts. 

“Studio Hours > Non-Working Hours > Working Hours” 

Teachers used the group within studio hours for over 85% of all posts; in non-

working hours for over 10% of them; while only over 3% of all posts were made 

within working hours. The numbers show that teachers of this studio course tended 

to use the Facebook group within studio hours, and they used the temporal flexibility 

of the group for just under 15% of all posts, in terms of the hours of the day. Tachers 

used the temporal flexibility provided by the Facebook group for over 10% of all 

their posts in terms of the days, and for under 15% of all posts in terms of hours. 

Students: Similarly, here, the analyses of the distribution of all types of posts – 

except likes – by students over jury days, studio days, non-studio days and weekends 

are presented accompanied with the distribution of them over studio hours, working 

hours and non-working hours. 

Table 8.40 : All posts by 31 students in jury days, studio days, non-studio days, 
weekends. 

 Critique/Jury 
Days 

Regular Studio 
Days 

Non-Studio 
Weekdays 

Weekends 

Project Image Posts 11/11  0/11 0/11 0/11 
Project Image Folder Posts 78/110 11/110 20/110 1/110 
Project Video Posts 3/22 9/22 10/22 0/22 
Verbal Critique Posts 36/65 1/65 26/65 2/65 
Link Critique Posts 0/6 1/6 3/6  2/6 
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 9/18 0/18 9/18 0/18 
Document Posts 0/1 0/1 1/1  0/1 
Total Posts 137/233  22/233  69/233  5/233  



 368 

Out of the total 233 posts students made, 137 of them (58.798%) were on 

critique/jury days; 69 of them (29.614%) were on non-studio weekdays; 22 (9.442%) 

were on regular studio days; and 5 (2.146%) were on weekends. 

“Critique/Jury Days > Non-Studio Weekdays > Regular Studio Days > Weekends” 

Students made most of their project submission posts on critique/jury days; except 

the project videos, the majority of which were submitted in the group on non-studio 

weekdays and regular studio days. In posts of critique and non-critique content, they 

tended to use the group mostly on critique/jury days and non-studio weekdays. The 

summary of the results shows that, students’ activities in the group concentrated on 

critique/jury days, with just under 60% of all posts, for submission reasons. 

Following these days, they tended to use the group mostly on non-studio weekdays, 

the days when they did not meet teachers and other students in the class, with almost 

30% of all posts. On regular studio days, they used the group for almost 10% of all 

their posts, and weekends held just over 2% of the total posts. In terms of days of the 

week, students used the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group for over 40% of 

all their posts, throughout the project duration. 

Table 8.41 : All posts by 31 students in studio, working and non-working hours. 
 Studio Hours Working Hours Non-Working Hours 
Project Image Posts 11/11  0/11 0/11 
Project Image Folder Posts 55/110  28/110 27/110 
Project Video Posts 3/22 5/22 14/22 
Verbal Critique Posts 30/65 7/65 28/65 
Link Critique Posts 0/6 3/6  3/6  
Verbal Non-Critique Posts 9/18  2/18 7/18 
Document Posts 0/1 0/1 1/1  
Total Posts  108/233  45/233 80/233  

In terms of hours, students made 108 of all their posts (46.352%) within studio 

hours; 80 of them (34.335%) in non-working hours; and 45 of them (19.313%) in 

working hours.  

“Studio Hours > Non-Working Hours > Working Hours” 

In submitting project image and project image folder posts, they used the group 

within studio hours the most; though in project image folder posts they used the non-

working and working hours too, in almost equal numbers. In project video posts non-

working hours were the most popular. In critique and non-critique content posts, all 

types of hours were used in varying degrees, the studio and non-working hours being 

the most popular. The results show that, all types of hours were used by students in 



 369 

significant amounts. The studio hours were used for over 45% of all posts, the non-

working for almost 35%, and working hours for under 20% of all posts. Thus, 

students used the temporal flexibility for almost 55% of all posts, in terms of hours 

of the day. To conclude, students used the temporal flexibility provided by the group, 

for over 40% of all posts, in terms of days; and for under 55% of all their posts, in 

terms of hours. The table below shows the summary of the use of the temporal 

flexibility of the group by teachers and students, in terms of days and hours. 

Table 8.42 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group by teachers and 
students over days and hours. 

 Days Hours 
Teachers  Over 10% of the total posts Under 15% of the total posts 
Students Over 40% of the total posts Under 55% of the total posts 

Limited Hours of Studio vs Duration of Critique Situations: 

The questions of analysis: Was the Facebook group “ITU 2011-2012 EUT 

311/312E/411 Design Studio” used by teachers and students to exchange critiques 

outside the given critique durations in desk, wall and jury critique situations, in order 

to have flexible critique sessions extended over time? For which critique situations 

was the temporal flexibility of the group used? 

The recording unit: Any critique thread in the group page. 

The variables: The time intervals of the critique situations of the studio. 

Wall Critique Situations 

There were 18 verbal critiques by 1 teacher in the wall critique session, all of which 

were posted in studio hours. 32 verbal critiques were posted by 14 students. 17 of 

them were made during the studio hours. 15 of them were posted by 7 students after 

the wall critique day, making use of the temporal flexibility of the group. To 

conclude, 15 of the total of 50 verbal critiques (30%), by the teacher and the students 

were made using the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 
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Table 8.43 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers and 
students in all critiques in the wall critique. 

 During Same Day 1 Day 2 Days During Same Day 
T4 18      
S2 1 2     
S4 2   4   
S5 3      
S7 1    1  
S9 2  1   2 
S11 1      
S15 1      
S17  1     
S18 1      
S19 1      
S20 1      
S21 3      
S22      1 
S24     3  
Total 35 3 1 4 4 3 

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: A total of 160 verbal critiques were posted by 5 teachers for the 1st 

preliminary jury. 155 of them were made during the jury. 5 of them (3.125%) were 

posted by 3 teachers outside the jury hours, making use of the temporal flexibility. 22 

verbal critiques were made by 8 students for this jury. 9 of them were posted in jury 

hours. 13 of them were posted outside jury hours by 6 students, making use of the 

temporal flexibility of the group. To conclude, 18 out of the total of 182 verbal 

critiques were posted using the temporal flexibility of the group page. 2 image folder 

critiques were posted by 1 teacher, 1 of which was made in jury hours; while 1 

outside jury day, making use of the temporal flexibility. 19 of 184 critiques by 

teachers and students were posted using the temporal flexibility of the group. 

Table 8.44 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers and 
students in all critiques for the preliminary jury. 

 Same Day During Same 
Day 

1 
Day 

2 
Days 

During During Same 
Day 

2 
Days 

T1  9 1   27 12   
T2      13 9 3  
T3      16 18   
T4  10    6 4   
T5 1+1 (image folder) 6    19 6+1 (image)   
S1    2      
S2       1   
S5    1   4   
S6         1 
S9  1  3      
S15    1 1     
S17       3   
S28    4      
Total 2 26 1 11 1 81 58 3 1 
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Final Jury: There were 34 verbal critiques recorded by 3 teachers in the final jury. 31 

of them were made during the jury. 3 of them were posted outside jury days by 2 

teachers, making use of the temporal flexibility. 2 verbal critiques were posted by 2 

teachers for this jury, all using the temporal flexibility. To conclude, 5 of the total of 

36 verbal critiques by teachers and students were made using the temporal flexibility 

of the Facebook group. 

Table 8.45 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers and 
students in all critiques for the final jury. 

 During Same Day 1 Day During 2 Days 
T1 11   5  
T2 4 2  3  
T4 7 1  1  
S9     1 
S20   1   
Total 22 3 1 9 1 

General Critique Situation 

There was 1 verbal critique by 1 teacher in general critique situation, which was 

posted outside studio hours using the temporal flexibility. 9 verbal critiques were 

made by 5 students in general critique situation. All of them (100%) were posted 

outside studio hours, thus making use of the temporal flexibility of the group. All 

verbal critiques by the teacher and the students were made using the temporal 

flexibility of the Facebook group. A total of 5 link critiques were made by 2 students, 

all of which (100%) were posted outside studio hours, using the tenporal flexibility 

of the group page. To conclude, all critiques by teachers and students in general 

critique situations (100%) were posted using the temporal flaxibility of the group. 

Table 8.46 : Use of temporal flexibility of the Facebook group page by teachers and 
students in all critiques for the general critique situation. 

 Non-Studio Hours 
T5 1 
S1 3 + 4 (link) 
S4 1 
S5 2 
S9 2 
S11 1 + 1 (link) 
Total 16 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

Teachers did not answer any of the questions or make any additional comments 

related to the temporal flexibility of the Facebook group. 1 student wrote that s/he 

could see the projects s/he could not see during the classes, while 2 students thought 
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that reading the critiques in the group afterwards had positive outcomes. 2 students 

noted that uploading the projects beforehand saved time in juries and critique 

exchanges; while3 students mentioned that it cause loss of time in presentations 

during studio hours, because of the Internet connections and making presentations 

one-by-one. 4 students mentioned the positive use of temporal flexibility in 

submissions, announcements and in reviewing the projects. 

8.1.1.2 Physical limitations and virtual space 

Similar to the previous two sites of this cycle of the implementation, the focus in this 

section is to find out if the Facebook group was used as a mutual virtual space, 

hosting students’ project processes, their designer identities, and also the course-

related content to be shared by everyone in the studio. Here, the content analysis of 

the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio”, and the 

answers by teachers and students who used this group, are presented. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group Page: 

Physical Features of and Facilities in Studio Classrooms: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a virtual space by students to present their project processes 

and represent their designer identities, functioning as the students’ personal studio 

areas? 

The recording units: Project Process – The collection of project materials posted by 

each student; Designer Identitiy – The personal information about each student in 

her/his profile in the members page. 

The variable: Each student. 

Personal Virtual Space to Present Individual Project Process 

In the 2011-2012 semester, during the 3rd cycle of the implementation, the Facebook 

groups had the “Create Photo Album” feature. Thus, students could create their own 

personal folders for their project processes. Throughout the semester, all students 

used this feature and created “image folders” to make their project submissions. As 

mentioned earlier, there were 4 important submissions and/or jury dates throughout 

the project duration. 8 of the 31 students (25.807%) submitted their project works for 

all 4 of these submission events. None of these students had all 4 steps of their 
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projects together in one single image folder. 4 students (12.903%) had 3 of the 4 

steps in one folder, while the other 4 (12.903%) had 2 steps in one folder. In 

addition, 17 of the 31 students (54.839%) uploaded their project material for 3 of the 

4 submission events of the assignment. 11 of them (35.484%) had 2 steps of their 

projects in one folder, while the rest 6 of them (19.355%) had all their steps in 

separate folders. 3 out of 31 students (9.677%) made one submission, throughout the 

semester. In the table below, the project image folders (PIF) with an “(updated)” note 

written next to them are not new folders, but are the updated versions of the previous 

folders before them. The PIFs wihout a note next to them are new folders started for 

that given submission. This information helps see, which intervals of which students’ 

project processes can be seen seamlessly in their PIFs. The grey areas in the table 

show the ongoing project process of the students in one single folder. 

Table 8.47 : Personal project works uploaded by students in the group page. 
 Sketch Problem 

(7th and 9th 
Feb) 

Wall Critique 
(27th Feb and 
1st Mar) 

Preliminary Jury 
(5th, 8th and 12th 
Mar) 

Random Dates 
(between pre 
and final juries) 

Final Jury (2nd and 
5th Apr) 

S1 - PIF PIF - PIF; PV 
S2 PIF (Grup 1) PIF (updated) PIF (updated) PIF (updated) PIF (updated) ; PV 
S3 PIF (Grup 5) PIF PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S4 PIF PIF PIF (updated) PIF (updated) PIF; PV 
S5 - PIF; 3PI PIF (updated) - PIF 
S6 PIF PIF (updated) PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S7 - PIF PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S8 - PIF PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S9 PIF (Grup 1) PIF PIF (updated) - PIF (updated) 
S10 PIF (Grup 1) PIF (updated) PIF (updated) PIF (updated) PIF (updated) 
S11 - PIF PIF (updated) PIF (updated)

  
PIF; PV 

S12 - PIF PIF - PIF; PV 
S13 - PIF PIF - PIF; PV 
S14 - PIF - - PIF; PV 
S15 - PIF; PI PIF (updated) - PIF; PV  
S16 PIF (Grup 5) PIF PIF (update) + PIF - PIF; PV 
S17 PIF (Grup 1) - PIF - PIF 
S18 PIF (Grup 1) PIF PIF (updated) - PIF (updated) 
S19 - PIF PIF (update) + PIF - PIF; PV 
S20 - PIF PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S21 - PIF; PI PIF (updated) PIF (updated)

  
PIF; PV 

S22 - PIF; 2PI PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S23 - PIF - - - 
S24 - 3PI PIF - PIF; PV 
S25 - PIF PIF (updated) - PIF; PV 
S26 - PIF PIF (updated) - PIF 
S27 - - - - PIF; PV 
S28 - - PIF - - 
S29 - - PIF - PIF 
S30 - PI PIF - PIF; PV 
S31 - - PIF - PIF (updated) 
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Personal Virtual Space to Represent Students’ Designer Identities 

The analysis of the personal information about students in the members page is 

similar to the analysis in the 2nd cycle. It is based on the basic information of profile 

names, profile pictures and affiliations. 

Table 8.48 : Profile information of students in the members page. 
Full Name 31/31 
Pseudo Name (Nickname) 0/31 
Photo of the Member Her/Himself 29/31 
Photo of Something 1/31 
Graphical Image 1/31 
School 20/31 
Work 5/31 
Hometown 2/31 
No Affiliation 4/31 

Physical Space vs Virtual Space: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a virtual space by teachers and students to share their ideas, 

exemplary material, and other information addressing all students and teachers? 

The recording unit: Each post by teachers and students in the group. 

The variable: Addressee of each post (all students and teachers). 

3 out of 6 teachers (50%) used the group to address all students and/or teachers. All 3 

teachers (50% of the total 6) made a total of 37 verbal and/or visual announcements. 

2 teachers (33.333%) posted studio images for all the studio people; while 1 of them 

(16.667%) posted a brief for the jury requirements. 3 out of 31 students (9.677%) 

addressed all students and/or teachers in the group page. 2 students (6.452%) posted 

verbal and visual critiques addressing all students; while 1 of them (3.226%) also 

made announcements. 1 student (3.226%) posted changes in the brief, which was 

posted by 1 of the teachers. Below is the table showing the numerical details of posts 

by teachers and students addressing everybody in the studio. 

Table 8.49 : Posts by the members of the group, addressing all teachers and students. 
 Verbal Critique Link Critique Assignment/ Brief Verbal/Visual 

Announcement 
Studio Image  
(Folder) 

T1   1 13 2 
T4    18 2 
T5    6  
S1 4 5  2  
S11 1 1    
S20   1   
Total 5 6 2 39 4 
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Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

There were no answers from teachers or students to the questions related to the 

virtual space provided by the Facebook group. 

8.1.1.3 Archival limitations and online record 

In this section, the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 Design Studio” 

is analysed in order to find out if it functioned as an online archive in three individual 

aspects of archival limitations: students’ project processes, critique exchanges by 

teachers and students, studio course process. In addition, analysis of the answers by 

teachers and students to the questionnaires is presented. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Keeping Records of Students’ Project Processes: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of students’ project processes? Which parts 

of the project processes were kept of which students? 

The recording unit: Any project post by any student. 

The variable: Each student. 

All 31 students (100%) uploaded project material in the group page. Out of the 31 

students, 8 of them (25.807%) uploaded their project material for all 4 of the 

submission events, the sketch problem, wall critique, the preliminary and the final 

juries. 17 (54.839%) uploaded their project work for 3 of the events, except the 

sketch problem; 3 (9.677%) uploaded for 2 events, 1 for preliminary and final juries, 

and 1 for wall critique and final jury; and, finally, 3 students (9.677%) uploaded their 

project material for only 1 of the events, 1 for wall critique, 1 for preliminary jury 

and 1 for the final jury. In addition, 5 of the students (16.129%) uploaded their 

project material outside these submission events, on random dates of the assignment 

process. The first submission of the sketch problem was the outcome of the works by 

groups of students, thus the submissions by 8 students do not reflect the actual 

number of students who have submitted for this submission event. The actual 

personal project outcomes are reflected by the latter 3 submissions, the wall critique, 

the preliminary and the final juries. Thus, it can be concluded that, the complete 

project process of almost 55% of all students were recorded in the group page. 
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Table 8.50 : Personal project works uploaded by students in the group page. 
 Sketch 

Problem (7th 
and 9th Feb) 

Wall Critique 
(27th Feb and 
1st Mar) 

Preliminary 
Jury (5th, 8th 
and 12th Mar) 

Random Dates 
(between pre and final 
juries) 

Final Jury (2nd 
and 5th Apr) 

S1  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S2 PIF (Grup 1) PIF PIF PIF PIF; PV 
S3 PIF (Grup 5) PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S4 PIF PIF PIF PIF PIF; PV 
S5  PIF; 3PI PIF  PIF 
S6 PIF PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S7  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S8  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S9 PIF (Grup 1) PIF PIF  PIF 
S10 PIF (Grup 1) PIF PIF PIF PIF 
S11  PIF PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S12  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S13  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S14  PIF   PIF; PV 
S15  PIF; PI PIF  PIF; PV  
S16 PIF (Grup 5) PIF 2PIF  PIF; PV 
S17 PIF (Grup 1)  PIF  PIF 
S18 PIF (Grup 1) PIF PIF  PIF 
S19  PIF 2PIF  PIF; PV 
S20  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S21  PIF; PI PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S22  PIF; 2PI PIF  PIF; PV 
S23  PIF    
S24  3PI PIF  PIF; PV 
S25  PIF PIF  PIF; PV 
S26  PIF PIF  PIF 
S27     PIF; PV 
S28   PIF   
S29   PIF  PIF 
S30  PI PIF  PIF; PV 
S31   PIF  PIF 

In summary, 9 out of 31 students (29.032%) recorded their project work for the 

sketch problem; 26 of them (83.871%) recorded their work for the wall critique; 28 

(90.323%) recorded for the preliminary jury; and 29 (93.548%) recorded for the final 

jury. Except the sketch problem in the beginning of the semester, a high number of 

students archived their project works in all the submissions. 

Table 8.51 : Students who uploaded their works for submission events. 
Sketch Problem 9 students (29.032% of the total of 31) 
Wall Critique 26 students (83.871% of the total of 31) 
Preliminary Jury 28 students (90.323% of the total of 31) 
Final Jury 29 students (93.548% of the total of 31) 

Keeping Records of Critique Exchanges: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of critique exchanges among teachers and 

students? Which type of critiques was recorded by teachers and students in which 

critique situations? 
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The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 

The variables: The person who posted the critique; and the critique situation in which 

the critiques were posted. 

Wall Critique Situation 

There was 1 wall critique situation recorded in the Facebook group page on the 27th 

of February and 1st of March, consequently. All students were asked to upload their 

project work onto the group, and in these two studio classes, they presented their 

work by projecting their uploaded material on the wall. Teachers and students were 

expected to share their critiques in the group page. During the wall critique, the 

students were randomly asked to make written comments in the group, about the 

projects being presented. T4 out of 6 studio teachers (16.667%) posted verbal 

critiques for the wall critique situation. There were 18 verbal critiques recorded by 

T4 addressing a total of 7 out of 31 students (22.581%). A total of 14 out of 31 

students (45.161%) posted verbal critiques in the group during the wall critique. 

These students recorded 35 verbal critiques addressing a total of 10 out of 31 

students (32.258 %). To conclude, there were a total of 53 wall critiques recorded in 

the group page by 1 teacher and 14 students. 

Table 8.52 : Verbal critique records by teachers and students in wall critique 
situations. 

 S1 S2 S4 S7 S8 S9 S10 S11 S16 S17 S18 S22 S24 Total 
T4  3 2 5 1    2 4 1   18 
S2  2   1         3 
S4   4  2       2  8 
S5     3         3 
S7  1      1      2 
S9 1 1 2   1      1  6 
S11  1            1 
S15    1          1 
S17       1       1 
S18     1         1 
S19     1         1 
S20     1         1 
S21   3           3 
S22            1  1 
S24             3 3 
Total 1 8 11 6 10 1 1 1 2 4 1 4 3 53 

There were 24 likes recorded by 9 out of 31 students (29.032%), addressing 8 

students (25.807%) and 1 teacher (16.667%) in the wall critique situation. 
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Table 8.53 : Like records by students in wall critique situations. 
 S4 S5 S7 S9 S15 S21 S22 S24 T4 Total 
S4    1   1   2 
S5   1       1 
S7 1   1 1 4 2  1 10 
S11     1     1 
S15  1        1 
S21 1     1    2 
S23        3  3 
S24    1  2     3 
S30    1       1 
Total 2 1 1 4 2 7 3 3 1 24 

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: During the preliminary jury days, 5 studio teachers (100%) 

recorded a total of 157 verbal critiques. 5 of these posts addressed all 31 students, 

while 152 of them were addressing the works posted by 23 of the 31 students 

(74.194%), individually. T1 posted 46 verbal critiques addressing a total of 20 

students (64.516%). T2 made 26 verbal critique posts to the works of 14 students 

(45.161%). T3 posted 33 verbal critiques to 16 students (51.613%); while T4 

recorded 20 verbal critique posts to a total of 11 students (35.484%). Finally, there 

were 29 verbal critique recorded by T5 addressing 12 out of 31 students (38.710%). 

Table 8.54 : Verbal critique records by teachers during the preliminary jury. 

 

During the juries, when some of the teachers or firm representatives, who are 

members in the Facebook group were not logged on and were giving oral critiques, 

or when the teachers who are not members of the group were giving critiques orally, 

the other teachers who were logged on the group posted those teachers oral critiques 

in the group. Some of the verbal critiques listed in the table above were written on 

behalf of other teachers and firm representatives, as such. Below is a list of the 

teachers and the verbal critiques they posted to record others’ oral critiques. There 

were verbal critiques recorded by all 5 teachers (83.333%) for the works of 4 out of 

31 students (12.903%). For the works of 8 of the students (25.807%), verbal critiques 

from 4 out of 5 teachers (66.667%) were recorded. Finally, for 8 students (25.807%) 

2 of the teachers (33.333%) recorded verbal critiques, while for 7 students 

(22.581%), there were verbal critiques from 1 teacher (16.667%). 
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Table 8.55 : Verbal critiques recorded by teachers on behalf of other teachers and 
firm representatives. 

From T1 to S31 1 verbal critique On behalf of T6 
From T1 to S31 1 verbal critique On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S20 1 verbal critique On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S12 2 verbal critiques On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S13 1 verbal critique On behalf of T6 
From T1 to S13 2 verbal critiques On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S18 3 verbal critiques On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S19 1 verbal critique On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S27 1 verbal critique On behalf of T6 
From T1 to S27 1 verbal critique On behalf of F1 
From T1 to S29 3 verbal critiques On behalf of F1 
From T4 to S10 1 verbal critique On behalf of T2 
From T4 to S10 1 verbal critique On behalf of T5 
From T4 to S10 1 verbal critique On behalf of T6 
From T4 to S4 1 verbal critique On behalf of T2 
From T4 to S4 2 verbal critique On behalf of T3 
From T4 to S4 1 verbal critique On behalf of T5 
From T4 to S4 1 verbal critique On behalf of T6 
From T4 to S9 1 verbal critique On behalf of T2 
From T4 to S9 1 verbal critique On behalf of T5 

There was 2 image folder critiques recorded by 1 teacher (16.667%) addressing all 

students (100%). 

Table 8.56 : Image folder critique records by teachers during the preliminary jury. 
 All 
T5 (Total) 2 

There was 1 like record by 1 of the teachers (16.667%) addressing 1 of the students 

(3.226%). T1 liked a verbal critique by S9. 

Table 8.57 : Like records by teachers in the preliminary jury. 
 S9 
T1 (Total) 1 

23 verbal critiques were recorded by 8 of the students (25.807%), 22 addressing 5 

students (16.129%) and 1 addressing all (100%). S1 wrote 3 verbal critiques, 1 on the 

group page to all the students, and 2 to the work of S28. S2 and S5 also posted verbal 

critiques to S28, while S5 also made 4 verbal critique posts to S24. S6 and S9 made 1 

verbal critique on the work of S15. 
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Table 8.58 : Verbal critique records by students in the preliminary jury. 
 S15 S17 S22 S24 S28 All Total 
S1     2 1 3 
S2     1  1 
S5    4 1  5 
S6 1      1 
S9 1  1  2  4 
S15 1    1  2 
S17  3     3 
S28 1    3  4 
Total 4 3 1 4 10 1 23 

There was 1 link critique record by 1 of the students (3.226%), where S1 posted a 

link as an example addressing all the students (100%). 

Table 8.59 : Link critique records by students in the preliminary jury. 
 All 
S1 (Total) 1 

There were a total of 12 like posts recorded in the group page in the preliminary jury 

by 4 students (12.903%) addressing 6 of them (19.355%). 

Table 8.60 : Like records by students in the preliminary jury. 
 S1 S4 S9 S15 S22 S28 Total 
S1   1   1 2 
S7  1  1   2 
S15   2  1 2 5 
S28 1  2    3 
Total 1 1 5 1 1 3 12 

Final Jury: There were 34 verbal critique posts by 3 studio teachers (50%) archived 

in the group during the final jury, addressing a total of 19 students (61.290%). T1 

posted 16 of these verbal critiques, addressing 13 individual students (41.936%). T2 

made 9 verbal critique posts to the works of 9 students (29.032%). Finally, T4 posted 

8 verbal critiques addressing 7 of the students (22.581%). There were verbal 

critiques recorded from 3 teachers (60%) for the works of 2 out of 31 students 

(6.452%). Additionally, 6 students (19.355%) received verbal critique from 2 

teachers (33.333%); while for 11 students (35.484%), there were verbal critiques 

from 1 teacher (16.667%). 

Table 8.61 : Verbal critique records by teachers for the final jury. 
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As shown above, among students, only 2 students (6.452%) posted a total of 2 verbal 

critiques during the final jury. S9 posted a verbal critique for the work of S11; while 

S20 posted a verbal comment for her/his own work. Also, 2 students, S5 and S22 

liked the project image folder posted by S7. 

In addition, 5 students (16.129%) made a total of 7 posted verbal critiques adressing 

4 students (12.903%). 

Table 8.62 : Verbal critique records by students during the final jury. 
 S4 S11 S13 S20 Total 
S4 1    1 
S5 2    2 
S9  1 1  2 
S13   1  1 
S20    1 1 
Total 3 1 2 1 7 

21 like posts were recorded by a total of 6 students (19.355%) on the final jury 

submissions. The like feature was used by these students addressed the works by 7 

students (22.581%). 

Table 8.63 : Like records by students before the final jury on the jury submission 
posts. 

 S4 S5 S7 S13 S15 S21 S22 Total 
S4    1  1  2 
S5 1 1 1  1 1 2 7 
S7  2    1 1 4 
S14 1       1 
S15      1  1 
S22 1 2 1  1 1  6 
Total 3 5 2 1 2 5 3 21 

General Critique Situations 

There was 1 verbal critique by 1 teacher (16.667%), 1 image critique recorded by 1 

teacher (16.667%) in general critique situation, addressing everybody. In addition, 

there was 1 verbal critique by 1 student (3.226%) and 5 link critiques by 2 students 

(6.452%), again addressing everybody. 

Table 8.64 : Verbal critique records by teachers and students in general studio 
critique situations. 

 All 
T1 (Total) 1 verbal + 1 image 
S1 4 link 
S11 1 veral + 1 link 
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Keeping Records of Studio Course Processes: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as an online archive of studio course processes? Which type of 

course related non-critique material was kept in the group page, and by who? 

The recording unit: Any critique post by any teacher or student. 

The variable: Any course-related content except project material submissions and the 

citique exchanges. 

The project brief was uploaded by R, who was asked by T1 to post the brief in the 

group page, on the 7th of February. In addition, on the 24th of February, T4 wrote the 

assignment in the group page, for the wall critique situation, which was held on the 

27th of February. Also, T1 shared the submission list for the preliminary jury. A total 

of 6 posts were recorded, where 2 teachers (40%) shared technical visual material 

with the students in the group page. On the 25th of February, T4 posted 2 section 

drawings in the group, which were sent by the firm as technical visual material. 

Later, first on the 1st of March, T4 sent a technical drawing made by T5 as an 

example, and then, on the 2nd of March T4 sent 4 dropbox links, where the technical 

drawings sent from the form were shared. T5 posted 2 image folders, one on the 5th 

and the second on the 12th of March, as example, technical visual material. T4 also 

posted technical visual material as dropbox links, on the 12th of March and . There 

were a total of 22 verbal and visual announcement in the group page by 3 out of 5 

teachers (60%). T1 announced the groups for the sketch problem on the 7th of 

February by posting an image folder including the photos of each group, 

individually. The teachers planned a trip to Ankara to visit the factory, which could 

not be implemented because of the weather conditions during those weeks. T1 

announced the rescheduling and cancelling of the trip plans peridocially in the group 

page; beginning on the 14th of February with the first planning of the trip; continuing 

on the 15th of February with the first cancellation; rescheduling on the 24th of 

February, and then the recancellation on the 29th. Similarly, T4 used the group 

periodically to announce the stages of the studio day in the wall critique situation. On 

the 27th of February, s/he first annouced the low number of students in the beginning 

of the wall critiuque; later that the attendance was closed; and later it was closed 

again; and then s/he invited all students to participate by writing it in the group page; 
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and the tea break; the return from the tea break with a visual announcement including 

a photograph of the students in the studio. Later, on the 1st of March, the second day 

of the wall critique, T4 started again with a visual announcement posting a 

photograph of the students in the studio class. In addition, T1 made an announcement 

on the 14th of March, saying that the firm representatives were coming to the next 

class, where T5 joined to remind that s/he would not be in the next class. T1 made 3 

verbal announcement about the final submission on the 17th and 27th of March and 

the 2nd of April; which were accompanied by 2 other announcement, on the 26th and 

29th of March, by T4 on the same subject. Finally, after the final jury, there were 3 

announcements, 2 from T1 on the 16th and 27th of April and 1 from T4 on the 1st of 

May, on the submission of all project material in the dropbox folder of the project. 

Table 8.65 : Studio course process material shared by the studio teachers. 
 T1 T4 T5 Total 
Brief/Assignment 1 1  2 
Submission List 1   1 
Technical Visual Material  4 2 6 
Verbal/Visual Announcements 11 10 1 22 
Grading 1   1 
Total 14 15 3 32 

T1 announced the grading of the projects by sharing the grades sheet on the group 

page, on the 11th of June, at the end of the semester. Below is the table showing the 

above ininformation. 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

2 teachers noted that the group was an archive of the ongoing studio course, with 

project processes and the critiques; and 1 added that it kept records of the processes 

of the studio courses of previous years. 1 teacher wrote that the group functioned as a 

chronological record of the studio process that was accessible by teachers and 

students. S/he mentioned that the group did not work as an archive of desk critiques 

but only the juries. 2 students wrote that the announcements, critiques and documents 

are more organised in the group; and 1 added that before the juries, s/he can study 

using the group page, looking at the recources and examples other students had 

uploaded. 1 student noted that the most important aspect was having the critiques 

recorded in teachers’ own words. 6 students mentioned the positive function of the 

group in archiving the project processes and the critique exchanges in digital and 

online format, making all process visible and accessible. 1 noted that it kept an 



 384 

organised record of submissions, and made submission deadlines more systematical. 

1 student thought that it helped in learning the requirements for the juries and the 

classes. Finally, 1 student mentioned its shortcomings in visual critiques and while 

sketching with teachers on the project. 

8.1.1.4 Relational limitations and online network of connections 

In the fourth topic, the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 Design 

Studio” and the questionnaire answers are analyed on the ground of the connectivity 

between teachers and students, and also among teachers and students, separately. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Social Connectivity among Teachers and Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a network where all teachers and students – their works, 

ideas, reflections – are directly connected to each other? Which teachers got 

connected to which students? How many times did they get connected in which type 

of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person is involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 1 teacher and 1 student in the thread. 

Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

In the wall critique situation, which was held on two separate studio days, 1 teacher 

(16.667%) and 14 students (45.161%) got directly connected to each other for a total 

of 21 times. 

 

 

 

 

 



 385 

Table 8.66 : Connectivity between teachers and students in the wall critique. 
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T4  3 2 1 4 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 21 
S2 3               3 
S4 2               2 
S5 1               1 
S7 4               4 
S8 1               1 
S9 1               1 
S11 2               2 
S15 1               1 
S16 1               1 
S17 1               1 
S18 1               1 
S20 1               1 
S21 1               1 
S24 1               1 
Total 21 3 2 1 4 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 120 direct connections between 5 teachers 

(83.333%) and 26 students (83.871%) in the preliminary jury, by being in the same 

critique thread. T1 got directly connected to 20 students (64.516%) for a total of 36 

times; T2 was connected to 16 students (51.613%) for 19 times; T3 was connected to 

17 students (54.839%) for 32 times; T4 was connected to 12 students (38.710%) for 

14 times; and finally, T5 was directly connected to 12 students (38.710%) for a total 

of 19 times. 5 students (16.129%) got directly connected to 5 teachers (83.333%); 7 

students (22.581%) were connected to 4 teachers (66.667%); 3 students (9.677%) 

were directly connected to 3 teachers (50%); 4 students (12.903%) were connected to 

2 teachers (33.333%); and 7 students (22.581%) got directly connected to 1 teacher 

(16.667%) in the same critique thread. Below is the detailed display of the direct 

connections between teachers and students in the preliminary jury. 
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Table 8.67 : Connectivity between teachers and students in preliminary jury. 

 

Final Jury: There were 34 direct connections between 3 teachers (50%) and 21 

students (67.742%) in the final jury, by being in the same critique thread. T1 directly 

connected to 12 students (38.710%) for a total of 15 times; T2 connected to 11 

students (35.484%) for 11 times; and T4 directly connected to 7 students (22.581%) 

for a total of 8 times. 1 student (3.226%) got directly connect to 3 teachers (50%); 7 

students (22.581%) got directly connected to 2 teachers (33.333%); and 13 students 

(41.936%) got directly connected to 1 teacher (16.667%). The table below displays 

the details of the direct connections between teachers and students. 
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Table 8.68 : Connectivity between teachers and students in final jury. 

 

General Critique Situation 

There were 2 direct connections made between 2 teachers (33.333%) and 2 students 

(6.452%) in 2 threads, in the general critique situation. T1 got directly connected to 

S1 in 1 post; while T5 got directly connected to S4 in 1 post. 

Table 8.69 : Connectivity between teachers and students in general critique situation. 
 T1 T5 S1 S4 Total 
T1   1  1 
T5    1 1 
S1 1    1 
S4  1   1 
Total 1 1 1 1  

Non-Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

There were 7 direct connections between 1 teacher (16.667%) and 3 students 

(9.677%) in the wall critique situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Table 8.70 : Connectivity between teachers and students in wall critique. 
 T4 S4 S7 S14 Total 
T4  3 3 1 7 
S4 3    3 
S7 3    3 
S14 1    1 
Total 7 3 3 1  

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: There were no connections between teachers and students in non-

critique threads in preliminary jury. 
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Final Jury: There were no connections between teachers and students in non-critique 

threads in final jury. 

General Critique Situation 

There were 16 direct connections between 3 teachers (50%) and 8 students 

(25.807%) in general studio situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. T1 

got directly connected to 7 students (22.581%) for a total of 11 times; T4 got 

connected to 1 student (3.226%) in 1 thread; and T5 got directly connected to 4 

students (12.903%) for 4 times. 4 students (12.903%) got directly connected to 2 

teachers (33.333%); and 4 (12.903%) got connected to 1 teacher (16.667%). 

Table 8.71 : Connectivity between teachers and students in general critique situation. 
 T1 T4 T5 S4 S5 S6 S9 S14 S20 S24 S27 Total 
T1    1 3 1 2  2 1 1 11 
T4        1    1 
T5     1  1  1 1  4 
S4 1            
S5 3  1          
S6 1            
S9 2  1          
S14  1           
S20 2  1          
S24 1  1          
S27 1            
Total 11 1 4          

Discussion: 

In critique threads, there were 21 direct connections between 1 teacher (16.667%) 

and 14 students (45.161%), in wall critique situation. In the preliminary jury 

situation, there were 120 connections between 5 teachers (83.333%) and 26 students 

(83.871%); in the final jury there were 34 connection between 3 teachers (50%) and 

21 students (67.742%); and, in general critique situation, there were 2 direct 

connections between 2 teachers (33.333%) and 2 students (6.452%). The highest 

numbers of connections and participants were in the preliminary jury; while the 

lowest numbers were in general critique situation. 

“Pre Jury > Final Jury > Wall Critique > General” 

Table 8.72 : Connectivity between teachers and students in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 21 1/6  14/ 31  
Preliminary Jury 120 5/6  26/31  
Final Jury 34 3/6  21/31  
General Critique Situation 2 2/6  2/31  
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In non-critique threads, there were 7 direct connections between 1 teacher (16.667%) 

and 3 students (9.677%) in wall critique situation; and in the general critique 

situation, there were 16 connections between 3 teachers (50%) and 8 students 

(25.807%). There were connections in preliminary and final juries in non-critique 

threads. The highest number of connections was in general critique situation; while 

the lowest numbers were observed in the preliminary and final juries. 

“General > Wall Critique > Pre Jury = Final Jury = 0” 

Table 8.73 : Connectivity between teachers and students in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 7 1/6  3/31  
Preliminary Jury 0 0/6 0/31 
Final Jury 0 0/6 0/31 
General Studio Situation 16 3/6  8/31  

Social Connectivity Among Teachers: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a network where all teachers – their ideas, reflections – are 

directly connected to each other? Which teachers got connected to which teachers? 

How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 teachers. 

Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

Only T4 joined the wall critique situation in the group page, thus there were no direct 

connections between teachers in the group. 

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 49 connections between 5 teachers (83.333%) 

in the preliminary jury. T1 was directly connected to 4 teachers (66.667%) for a total 

of 28 times; T2 was connected to 4 teachers (66.667%) for 16 times; T3 was directly 

connected to 4 teachers (66.667%) for 26 times; T4 was connected to 4 teachers 

(66.667%) for 14 times; and, finally, T5 was directly connected to 4 teachers 
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(66.667%) for a total of 14 times. Below is the table showing the details of the direct 

connections. 

Table 8.74 : Connectivity between teachers in preliminary jury. 
 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 Total 

T1  6 11 7 4 28 
T2 6  5 2 3 16 
T3 11 5  4 6 26 
T4 7 2 4  1 14 
T5 4 3 6 1  14 
Total 28 16 26 14 14  

Final Jury: There were 5 direct connections between 3 teachers (50%) in the final 

jury, by being in the same critique thread. T1 and T4 got directly connected to 2 

teachers (33.333%) for 3 times; while T2 got directly connected to 2 teachers 

(33.333%) for 4 times. 

Table 8.75 : Connectivity between teachers in the final jury. 
 T1 T2 T4 Total 
T1  2 1 3 
T2 2  2 4 
T4 1 2  3 
Total 3 4 3  

General Critique Situation 

There were no direct connections between teachers in general critique situation, by 

being in the same critique thread. 

Non-Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

Only T4 joined the wall critique situation in the group page, thus there were no direct 

connections between teachers in the group. 

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in the 

preliminary jury, by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: There were no direct connections between teachers in final jury, by being 

in the same non-critique thread. 
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General Critique Situations 

There were 3 direct connections between 3 teachers (50%) in general critique 

situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. T1 got connected to 2 teachers 

(33.333%) for 3 times; while T4 and T5 got connected to 1 teacher (16.667%) for 1 

and 2 times, respectively. 

Table 8.76 : Connectivity between teachers in the general critique situation. 
 T1 T4 T5 Total 
T1  1 2 3 
T4 1   1 
T5 2   2 
Total 3 1 2  

Discussion: 

There were direct connections only in preliminary jury and final jury, between 

teachers by being in the same critique thread. In the preliminary jury, there were 49 

connections between 5 teachers (83.333%); while in the final jury, there were 5 

connections between 3 of them (50%). The highest number of connections between 

most number of teachers made in the preliminary jury; and the lowest numbers were 

in the wall critique and general critique situations. 

“Pre Jury > Final Jury > Wall Critique = General = 0” 

Table 8.77 : Connectivity between teachers in all critique threads.  
 # of Connections # of Teachers 
Wall Critique Situation 0 0/6 
Preliminary Jury 49 5/6  
Final Jury 5 3/6  
General Critique Situation 0 0/6 

In non-critique threads, there were direct connections in general critique situation, 

with 3 connections between 3 teachers (50%). There were no direct connections in 

other critique situations. 

“General > Wall Critique = Pre Jury = Final Jury = 0” 

Table 8.78 : Connectivity between teachers in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Teachers 
Wall Critique Situation 0 0/6 
Preliminary Jury 0 0/6 
Final Jury 0 0/6 
General Critique Situation 3 3/6  
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Social Connectivity Among Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a network where all students – their works, ideas, reflections 

– are directly connected to each other? Which students got connected to which 

students? How many times did they get connected in which type of threads? 

The recording unit: The critique and non-critique threads, in which more than one 

person are involved. 

The variable: The involvement of at least 2 students. 

Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situations 

There were a total of 51 direct connections between 17 out of 31 students (54.839%) 

in the wall critique situation. 1 student (3.226%) got directly connected to 8 other 

students (25.807%); 1 student (3.226%) got connected to 7 students (22.581%); 2 

students (6.452%) got connected to 6 students (19.355%); 3 students (9.677%) got 

connected to 5 students (6.129%); 1 student (3.226%) got connected to 4 students 

(12.903%); 4 (12.903%) got connected to 3 students (9.677%); and, finally, 5 

students (16.129%) got connected to 1 student (3.226%). Yuzdeleri tamamla 

Table 8.79 : Connectivity between students in wall critique. 

 

 

 



 393 

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: There were a total of 35 direct connections between 11 students 

(35.484%) by being in the same critique thread. 1 student got connected to 6 other 

students (19.355%); 3 got connected to 5 students (16.129%); 1 got connected to 4 

students (12.903%); 2 got connected to 2 students (6.452%); and 3 students got 

directly connected to 1 student (3.226%). Below is the table showing the details of 

these connections. 

Table 8.80 : Connectivity between students in the preliminary jury. 
 S1 S2 S4 S5 S6 S7 S9 S15 S22 S24 S28 Total 

S1    1 1  2 2 1  3 10 
S2           1 1 
S4      1      1 
S5 1      1 1  2 1 6 
S6 1      1 1 1  1 5 
S7   1     1    2 
S9 2   1 1   3 2  2 11 
S15 2   1 1 1 3  2  3 13 
S22 1    1  2 2   1 7 
S24    2        2 
S28 3 1  1 1  2 3 1   12 
Total 10 1 1 6 5 2 11 13 7 2 12  

Final Jury: There were 44 direct connections between 10 students (32.258%) in the 

final jury. 1 student (3.226%) got directly connected to 8 other students (25.807%) 

by being in the same critique thread; 2 students (6.452%) got directly connected to 6 

students (19.355%); 3 students (9.677%) got directly connected to 5 other students 

(16.129%); 2 students (6.452%) got connected to 3 students (9.677%); 1 student 

(3.226%) got connected to 2 students (6.452%); and finally, 1 student (3.226%) got 

directly connected to another student (3.226%) by being in the same critique thread. 

Table 8.81 : Connectivity between students in the final jury. 
 S4 S5 S7 S9 S11 S13 S14 S15 S21 S22 Total 
S4  2 1 1  1 1 1 1 2 10 
S5 2  5    1 3 1 8 20 
S7 1 5      2 1 5 14 
S9 1    1 1     3 
S11    1       1 
S13 1   1       2 
S14 1 1        1 3 
S15 1 3 2      1 3 10 
S21 1 1 1     1  1 5 
S22 2 8 5    1 3 1  20 
Total 10 20 14 3 1 2 3 10 5 20  
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General Critique Situation 

There were 6 direct connections between 4 students (12.903%) in general critique 

situation, by being in the same critique thread. All 4 students got connected to 3 

students (9.677%) for 3 times. The details are shown in the table below. 

Table 8.82 : Connectivity between students in general critique situation. 
 S3 S7 S11 S27 Total 
S3  1 1 1 3 
S7 1  1 1 3 
S11 1 1  1 3 
S27 1 1 1  3 
Total 3 3 3 3  

Non-Critique Threads 

Wall Critique Situation 

There were 4 direct connections between 3 students (9.677%), in the wall critique 

situation, by being in the same non-critique thread. All 3 students got connected to 2 

students (6.452%). The table below shows the details of the connections. 

Table 8.83 : Connectivity between students in wall critique situation. 
 S4 S7 S14 Total 
S4  2 1 3 
S7 2  1 3 
S14 1 1  2 
Total 3 3 2  

Jury Critique Situations 

Preliminary Jury: There were no connections between students in preliminary jury, 

by being in the same non-critique thread. 

Final Jury: There were no connections between students in final jury, by being in the 

same non-critique thread. 

General Critique Situation 

There were 13 direct connections between 7 students in general critique situation, by 

being in the same non-critique thread. 2 students got directly connected to 5 other 

students (16.129%); 1 got connected to 4 students (12.903%); 3 got connected to 3 

students (9.677%); and 1 student got directly connected to another student (3.226%). 

Below is the table showing the details. 
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Table 8.84 : Connectivity between students in general critique situation. 
 S4 S5 S6 S9 S20 S24 S27 Total 
S4    1 1  1 3 
S5   1 1 1 1  4 
S6  1      1 
S9 1 1   2 1 1 6 
S20 1 1  2  1 1 6 
S24  1  1 1   3 
S27 1   1 1   3 
Total 3 4 1 6 6 3 3  

Discussion: 

In critique threads, there were 51 direct connections between 17 students (%) in wall 

critique; 35 connections between 11 students (%) in the preliminary jury; 44 

connections between 10 students (%) in the final jury; and, finally, 6 direct 

connections between 4 students (%) in general critique situation. The highest number 

of connections between the most number of students was observed in the wall 

critique; while the lowest number was in the general critique situation. 

“Wall > Pre Jury > Final Jury > General” 

Table 8.85 : Connectivity between students in all critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 51 17/31 
Preliminary Jury 35 11/31 
Final Jury 44 10/31 
General Critique Situation 6 4/31 

In non-critique threads, there were 4 connections made between 3 students in the 

wall critique. There were no connections between students in the preliminary and 

final juries. There were 13 connections made between 7 students, in general critique 

situation. The highest number of connections and students were in general critique 

situation; while the lowest numbers were in preliminary and final juries. 

“General > Wall > Pre Jury = Final Jury = 0” 

Table 8.86 : Connectivity between students in all non-critique threads. 
 # of Connections # of Students 
Wall Critique Situation 4 3/31 
Preliminary Jury 0 0/31 
Final Jury 0 0/3 
General Critique Situation 13 7/31 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

1 teacher mentioned that all critiques can be seen by anyone; the group provides 

transparency. 7 students wrote that they could follow each other’s – all students’ – 
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project processes through the group, easily and in detail. 2 students mentioned that 

seeing everybody’s projects had positive impact on their projects, while 2 other 

students said that they could compare their own processes to others’. 2 students noted 

that the group helped the communications in studio. 1 student thought it was positive 

to see the critiques teachers gave to other students; but it did not help communication 

with teachers or to the presentations in general. 

8.1.1.5 Hierarchical limitations and neutral roles as users 

The content analysis of the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 Design 

Studio” and the answers by teachers and students of the studio aim to find out, if the 

group addressed the hierarchical limitations related to the social roles in the studio, 

under the previously defined two aspects. 

Content Analysis of the Facebook Group: 

Studio as a Classroom of Teachers and Students: 

The question of analysis: Was the Facebook group “2011-2012 EUT 311/312E/411 

Design Studio” used as a social setting of uniform social roles, where the roles of 

“teacher” and “student” were less rigid? 

The recording units: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all posts by students; In the 

students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ posts topic: all posts by 

students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: all posts by teachers and students; 

In teacher’s reflection: the critiqus threads where there are more one person involved. 

The variables: In the obligatory-voluntary topic: all student posts except the required 

project work submissions; In the students’ comments on teachers’ and other students’ 

posts topic: all critiques and comments made by students on posts and activities of 

teachers and other students; In the informal, casual interactions topic: the posts in 

which informal, casual content is shared by teachers and/or students; In teacher’s 

reflection: the involvement of more than one teacher. 

Obligatory vs Voluntary 

There were 2 out of 31 students (6.452%), who shared their project work, 

voluntarily. 1 student (3.226%) posted 2 project images; while another (3.226%) 

posted 1 project image. 13 out of the total of 31 students (41.936%) shared verbal 

and visual critiques in the group page. 13 students (41.936%) posted a total of 50 
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verbal critiques; while 2 students (6.452%) shared 6 link critiques. 8 students 

(25.807%) shared non-critique material in the group page. 7 of these students 

(22.581%) made 13 verbal posts of non-critique content; while 1 student (3.226%) 

edited a doc post. Finally, 15 out of 31 students (48.387%) used the like feature for a 

total of 65 times. 

Table 8.87 : Voluntary activities by each student in the Facebook group. 
 Submission Critique Non-Critique Like 
S1  7 verbal + 5 link  2 
S2  3 verbal 2 verbal  
S3    1 
S4 2 image 5 verbal 2 verbal 7 
S5  7 verbal 3 verbal 8 
S6  1 verbal   
S7    18 
S6   1 verbal  
S9  11 verbal 2 verbal  
S11  1 verbal + 1 link  1 
S13   1 verbal 1 
S14   2 verbal 2 
S15  2 verbal  7 
S17  4 verbal   
S20  1 verbal 1 doc  
S21 1 image   2 
S22  1 verbal  6 
S23    3 
S24  3 verbal  3 
S28  4 verbal  3 
S30    1 

In the table below, the total number of all types of voluntary posts by all students and 

the total number of students, who posted them, are displayed. 

Table 8.88 : Voluntary activities by students in the Facebook group. 
# of students # of voluntary posts 
2 students 3 project images 
13 students 50 verbal critiques 
2 students 6 link critiques 
7 students 13 verbal non-critiques 
1 student 1 doc 
15 students 65 likes 

Students’ Critiques and Comments 

22 out of 31 students (70.968%) shared their opinions on the posts of teachers and 

students, in the form of verbal comments and likes, in the group page. 6 students 

(19.355%) shared their opinions on posts by teachers. 5 of these students (16.129%) 

wrote a total of 9 verbal comments on teachers’ posts; while 3 of them (9.677%) 

shared their opinions by liking teachers’ posts, for a total of 7 times. 
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Table 8.89 : Students’ critiques and comments on teachers’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Teachers # of Likes # of Teachers 
S4 2 1 2 1 
S5 3 1   
S6 1 1   
S7   4 1 
S14 1 1 1 1 
S17 2 4   

Furthermore, 22 students (70.968%) shared their opinions about posts of their own 

and of other students, in the form of verbal comments and likes. 18 students 

(58.065%) shared a total of 65 verbal comments on their and other students’ posts. 

11 of them (35.484%) made verbal comments on their own posts; while 17 of them 

(54.839%) shared verbal comments on other students’ posts. Besides, 14 out of 31 

students (45.161%) liked the posts of other students for a total of 58 times. 

Table 8.90 : Students’ critiques and comments on students’ posts. 
 # of Verbal Posts # of Students # of Likes # of Students 
S1 2 1 + S1 2 2 
S2 4 5 + S2   
S3   1 1 
S4 9 4 + S4 5 5 
S5 10 4 + S5 8 5 
S6 2 2   
S7 2 2 14 7 
S9 12 8 + S9   
S11 1 1 1 1 
S13 1 1 1 1 
S14   1 1 
S15 3 4 + S15 7 5 
S17 4 1 + S17   
S18 1 3   
S19 1 1   
S20 2 2 + S20   
S21 3 1 2 2 
S22 1 1 + S22 6 5 
S23   3 1 
S24 3 S24 3 3 
S28 4 4 + S28 3 2 
S30   1 1 

Finally, 2 students (6.452%) shared 4 verbal and 6 link critiques on the group wall, 

addressing all teachers and students. 

Table 8.91 : Students’ critical reflections on the assignment, studio process, 
Facebook group. 

 Verbal Comment Link Critique 
S1 3 5 
S11 1 1 
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Informal, Casual Interactions 

There were a total of 10 posts using informal language, by 5 students. 2 students 

joined in these conversations by liking the posts which used informal language. On 

the 27th of February, during the wall critique, S9 posted a verbal comment on S4’s 

project image folder, using a nickname for S4, telling him to rotate the images, 

jokingly. S9 made a verbal comment, again, on a post by S4, on the 1st of March. 

S/he commented on S4’s verbal critique to another student, again using the same 

nickname, and making a light joke telling him not to talk against others’ projects. On 

the 5th of March, during the preliminary jury submissions, S2 wrote 2 verbal 

comments on her/his own uploads, talking to the material s/he was uploading, telling 

them to appear on the group wall. On the same day, S9 wrote a verbal critique on 

another students’ projects, telling her/him to erase her/his uploaded material, to 

complement with a light joke. S9 made another joke on the work of S15, on the 6th of 

March, saying s/he could play with her/his nose using the product, which was 

presented on S15’s uploaded work. S1, S15 and S28 liked her/his joke. In addition, 

S15 carried on with the joke, asnwering S9 that s/he had designed the product for 

that reason. On the 27th of March, on the uploaded work of S4, S15 and S4 shared an 

informal conversation, making light jokes. 

Table 8.92 : Use of informal language by each teacher and student in different types 
of posts. 

 Verbal Critique Verbal Post Like 
S1   1 
S2  2  
S4 1  1 
S5 2   
S9 2 2  
S15 1  1 
S28   1 

The table below displays tha total number of posts using informal languages, and the 

total numbers of students, who joined in the informal conversations. 

Table 8.93 : Use of informal language by teachers and students in different types of 
posts. 

 # of posts # of students 
Verbal Critique 6 4 
Verbal Non-Critique 4 2 
Like 4 4 
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Teacher’s Reflections 

5 studio teachers got directly connected to 4 teachers in critique threads, being 

involved by verbal critiques or likes. In other words, all 5 teachers, who were active 

members in the group, were connected to each other. All connections were in the 

preliminary and final juries. T1 got directly connected to all other 4 teachers for a 

total of 31 times. T2 got connected to 4 teachers for a total of 20 times.T3 got 

directly connected to 4 teachers for 26 times. T4 got connected to 4 teachers for a 

total of 17 times. Finally, T5 got directly connected to 4 teachers for 14 times. T1, T2 

and T4 got involved in critique threads both in preliminary and final juries; while T3 

and T5 exchanged critiques and likes only in the preliminary jury. 

Table 8.94 :Teacher’s reflection on each other’s critique. 
 # of studio teachers # of direct connections 
T1 4 31 
T2 4 20 
T3 4 26 
T4 4 17 
T5 4 14 

Analysis of the Questionnaire Answers: 

1 teacher noted that Facebook itself can be associated with levity; while another 

wrote that using Facebook in a course makes the personal spaces of students public. 

2 students thought it was negative that the original ideas were shared with some of 

the students, who develop project with existing ideas. 1 noted that s/he did not like 

all comments to be accessible to everyone. 1 student wrote that it was mostly used by 

teachers, while another thought it was not used by teachers enough. 2 students noted 

that it gave the students responsibility of their own works and processes. Finally, 1 

added that using the same presentation set-up in regular class hours reduces the jury 

stress. 

8.2 Discussion 

Temporal Flexibility to Address Temporal Limitations: In the posts by teachers, 

just over 95% of all verbal critiques by studio teachers were recorded in the group 

page on wall critique and jury days, within studio hours. This result shows that all 

studio teachers tended to use the Facebook group to record their critiques during the 

juries. It can be suggested that, teachers did not use the temporal flexibility of the 
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group to share the majority of their verbal critiques with students, or other studio 

teachers.1 out of 6 studio teachers used the group to post image critiques. T4 posted 

only 1 image critique throughout the project. It can be suggested that, in general, the 

Facebook group was not used by the teachers to give visual critiques. Similar to the 

results of image critiques by teachers, the visual critique posts in the form of image 

folders were very low in number. Only 1 teacher posted 2 image folders to give 

visual critiques, both on the preliminary jury date 1 before the jury and 1 during the 

jury. With the data in hand, it can be suggested again that, in general, teachers did 

not use the group page to share visual critiques; and when they did, they did not tend 

to use the temporal flexibility provided by the group. The group page was used to 

made verbal posts of non-critique content, mostly in the form of announcements, by 

2 teachers of the studio. The analysis shows that more than 60% of the non-critique 

verbal posts were made outside studio hours. This result shows that, most of the time, 

teachers tended to use the temporal flexibility of the group to communicate the non-

critique content to the students and the other teachers of the studio. The results of the 

content analysis show that just under 50% of the image posts of non-critique content 

were posted outside studio days, on non-studio weekdays and weekends. It can be 

suggested – with the very low number of posts in this type of activity – that, the 

temporal flexibility of the group was used to share almost half of the non-critique 

images. In the case of non-critique image folder post, it can be suggested that, in 

general, the Facebook group was not used by teachers to share image folders of non-

critique content; and when it was used, the temporal flexibility of the group was 

made use of. Even though, again, the number of links of non-critique content were 

very low, 80% of them that were posted using the temporal flexibility of the 

Facebook group. Finally, The only document posted in the group page – another non-

critique material – was posted making use of the temporal flexibility provided by the 

group. In the posts by students, a minority of students posted project images as most 

of the project submission were made in project image folder format. All project 

images were posted within studio times. Submission of project works in the group 

page in project image folder format was a requirement in each submission and jury; 

thus all students submitted their project images in their personal image folders all 

throughout the project duration. In terms of the days and hours of the project image 

folder posts and activities, the content analysis shows that, over 80% of all recorded 

posts and activities were made on studio days. This result suggests that students 
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tended to use the group page mostly on studio days, to post project images in their 

personal folders. 50% of the total number of posts and activities were made within 

studio hours, which suggests that over 30% of them were made on studio days, 

within working or non-working hours. The number of posts and activities recorded 

on studio days in working and non-working hours, individually, are almost equal. 

The general tendency of students was to make posts late at nights, very early in the 

mornings and the hours before the studio started; which shows that they updated their 

personal folders for the studio class, or submitted new project images for the 

deadlines or juries. In addition, just under 20% of all posts and activities were made 

during non-studio weekdays, in working and non-working hours, in equal numbers 

each. The weekends were used only by 1 students for once, which is a result close to 

none. Students were asked to submit their project videos for the final submission of 

the project, thus there were project video posts only at the end of the project duration, 

for the final jury. Just under 50% of all project videos were posted in non-studio 

working days; and, again just under 50% of all the video posts were made on studo 

days outside studio hours. A very low percentage of the project videos were posted 

within studio hours; which shows that students tended to make their project video 

submissions mostly outside the studio classes. One of the studio teachers, T4, asked 

the students to make verbal critiques on the group page on the wall critique day, the 

27th of February. Thus, the verbal critiques made on that day were a requirement of 

the course. Many of the students made posted verbal critiques within studio hours. A 

minority of the students, 5 out of 31 (16.129%) posted most the their verbal critiques 

outside studio hours, making use of the temporal flexibility of the group. All link 

critiques posted by 2 of the students were made outside studio hours. Finally, the 

majority of all verbal posts of non-critique content were made using the temporal 

flexibility of the group, too. In the questionnaires, students mentioned the positive 

aspect of the temporal flexibility of the group. Submitting the projects by uploading 

works before the jury, looking at the projects and critiques after the juries were 

indicated to be helpful. 

Virtual Space to Address Physical (Spatial) Limitations: In this cycle of the 

implementation, some of the students used the group to create their personal image 

folders for most of the duration of the assignment. 4 students (12.903%) had 3 out of 

the total of 4 submissions recorded in a single folder. Though a minority, it was 
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observed that the project processes of these students could be observed with the 

critique they received for individual pieces they uploaded. There were profile options 

in this cycle too, thus students were not able to create their profile pages and add any 

personal information. It was observed that teachers shared verbal and visual course 

material content, such as visual information received from the partner firm, or 

exemplary visual content for students to use in their technical drawings. Teachers 

also used the group to make verbal announcements regularly. A minority of students 

shared examples and announcements with everybody, too, using the group as a 

virtual space to address all teachers and students. Another aspect was the use of the 

group during the juries to aupplement the physical environment. Some teachers 

chose to write their critiques in the group, then tell them orally, which, as they 

emphasised, gave them the opportunity to express their opinions clearly and made 

the jury atmosphere calmer. 

Online Record Keeping to Address Archival Limitations: All students uploaded 

their project work throughout the assignment. The group functioned as an archive of 

student projects. In addition, verbal critiques by 1 of the 6 teachers and by a group 

students were recorded in the wall critique. The highest number of verbal critiques 

was recorded by the highest percentage of teachers during the preliminary jury. The 

numbers dropped in the final jury. It was also mentioned by some of the teachers, in 

informal conversations that recording the critiques in the preliminary jury was found 

important because students could read them later. Whereas in the final jury, they did 

not think recording was necessary, because it was the end of the project process. A 

unique use of the group to record critiques was made by one of the students in this 

cycle, who, during her/his jury presentation, wrote the critiques which were told by 

teachers, as verbal comments on the group page, under her/his uploaded material. 

Finally, the course process was archived by teachers including the project brief, 

visual technical material from the partner form, and from teachers for students to use 

in their technical drawings, and also in the form of verbal announcements throughout 

the semester. The gradings were announced at the end of the semester, but the 

assignment grades were not announced at the end of the project duration, within the 

time interval of the implementation. Teachers and students mentioned the archival 

properties of the group, in terms of project processes and critique exchanges, in the 

questionnaire asnwers. 
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Social Connectivity to Address Relational Limitations: In the direct connections 

between teachers and students, and among teachers and among students, separately, a 

similar tendency was observed. The studio people were directly connected to each 

other in critique threads, the most during the juries, the highest numbers being in the 

preliminary jury. In the non-critique threads, the highest number of direct 

connections was observed in the general critique situation, while the lowest numbers 

were recorded during the juries. The number of connections among students was 

observed to be high in all critique situations, in critique threads. In the 

questionnaires, teachers and students made positive comments about being able to 

access to the project processes and critique exchanges through the group. A few 

people mentioned that the group helped communication. 

Uniform Social Roles to Address Hierarchical Limitations: In terms of students 

verbal critiques as voluntary activities, the verbal critiques students shared in the 

group during the wall critique hours were not voluntary, as they were asked one-by-

one to write their comments. Though, some of the students continued to write verbal 

critiques after the wall critique, in general critique times. There were critique chains 

formed by only students’ verbal critiques, and it was observed that students got into 

dicsussions about project works. They reflected, not only on each other projects, but 

also on their critiques. Such critique exchange between students was not observed in 

the previous cycles. All teachers got connected to all the other 4 teachers several 

times, who were active in the group and who exchanged critiques. 3 teachers (50% of 

the total of 6) got directly connected to others in both preliminary and final juries; 

while 2 (33.333%) got connected in the preliminary jury. By being in the same 

critique thread with all 4 teachers, they were all notified about each other’s critiques 

and other participation such as likes, about the same piece of work by the students, 

and the same discussion thread. 
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9. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study looks into the use of an online social network environment by teachers 

and students of design studio course, parallel to the course processes. The use of such 

an online platform is suggested in order to supplement the necessary reflective 

interactions and communication in studio course. In order to test how teachers and 

students would make use of such a supplemental online social network environment 

within course process, a three cycle action research plan was implemented in a total 

of five industrial design departments in two state universities in Istanbul. The 

interviews conducted with teachers and students of these departments pointed to five 

limitations specific to the processes of reflective interactions and communication in 

their design studio courses. Some aspects of these limitations also coincided with the 

issues and problems stated by the previous studies related to the subject of the study. 

Throughout the implementation, the content analysis of the social network sites 

which were used by teachers and students, the questionnaires held with them, and the 

interviews conducted, were scrutinised in terms of these five limitations; namely, the 

temporal, physial, archival, relational, hierarchical. Below is the discussion and 

conclusive opinions, on the basis of all findings of the complete implementation 

process, under each limitation. Also discussed are the technological requirements of 

the physical design studio classrooms where such an online platform is used; 

suggestions in operational matters; and the advantages and disadvantages of using 

the specific social network platform. Finally, recommendations for future studies are 

presented. 

In terms of the use of temporal flexibility, firstly, in all the implementation studios, 

there was a tendency both in teachers and students to make verbal critique posts and 

project submission posts, within studio hours or close to the submission times. 

However, the content analysis and the questionnaire answers show that some 

teachers used the group to give critique outside the studio times. There were teachers, 

who prefered not to write their critiques during the juries, and they recorded their 

opinions in the group page after the juries. Some teachers could not join some of the 
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juries, as they were abroad or visiting studio teachers with other duties outside the 

studio course. These teachers wrote their critiques on students’ projects after the jury, 

when they had time. Some teachers also mentioned that they reviewed students’ 

projects and the recorded critiques outside studio hours, in their own times. In 

addition, even though students submitted their projects as jury requirements just 

before the juries, they mentioned that submitting their projects beforehand saved 

them time in the juries. Also both teachers and students mentioned that, when 

projects were submitted in the hours before the jury, they had time to review the 

projects in detail. Secondly, it was observed that, most of the visual critique content, 

such as example images, videos and links related to the subject of the assignment 

were posted outside studio hours by teachers and students, making use of the 

temporal flexibility of the group. Thirdly, the groups were used mostly outside studio 

hours to share non-critique content, in the form of verbal and visual announcements. 

There were also negative comments about the temporal aspect of the use of the 

group. Some teachers mentioned that they did not prefer to use the group outside 

studio or working hours. Some students wrote that a lot of time was lost using the 

group during studio hours for routine wall critiques. Also, the group created an 

additional expectation by students from teachers to give extra critiques. Students 

criticised that teachers only gave critiques during juries. Such an online platform 

provides a temporal flexibility to the design studio course process. Though, at the 

same time, it requires an extra time from teachers and students. The workload of both 

teachers and students are organised within a curriculum without the consideration of 

such an online platform. In order to be able to benefit the temporal advantages of 

such an online network to be used parallel to the design studio course process, the 

curricula, or the course schedule of the design studio course, need to be organised 

and determined taking into account the use of the online platform, both for teachers 

and students. In addition, the posts in such an online network platform may make 

less of a use of the temporal flexibility provided; nevertheless the vieweing of these 

posts, both by teachers and students, is found to be made by using the temporal 

flexibility in a wide range. 

On the basis of the temporal limitations stated by teachers and students of the 

implementation studios, the temporal flexibility of the social network site 

supplemented the design studio course process as follows. 
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a. Provided a virtual studio to be used outside studio hours, for teachers and 

students who could not attend the studio classes, for various reasons. 

b. Functioned as a 24-hour virtual studio, where teachers and students, 

working or thinking on the design assignment in their own time, could 

share their ideas, examples, announcements and other related material with 

everyone, in line with the spontaneous nature of design process mentioned 

by many interviewees. 

c. As discussed by interviewees, the mentor/coach role of the studio teacher 

proved to be a distinct responsibility, which expands outside studio hours, 

as many teachers used the network sites to share examples, give personal 

or general critiques, or make announcements about requirements and 

studio process. 

d. The jury times were stated to be insufficient by teachers and students. By 

allowing students to submit their work before the juries, it gave extra time 

for teachers and students to review the projects prior to juries, saving the 

time spent to undertsand the presentations during the juries. 

e. Additionally, projecting the online pages with the uploaded project 

material, instead of hanging hard copies on the boards, saved more time 

during juries. 

f. Finally, as some teachers preferred writing their comments in the network 

site during the juries, it saved time in each student’s jury session, without 

comprimising any critique content. 

g. The questionnaire answers showed that teachers and students reviewed 

project material and critiques on the network site outside studio hours, a 

function that addresses the mentioned insufficiency of the 4-hour studio 

classes. 

In terms of the virtual space provided by the social network sites, using Facebook 

groups as the social network environment proved to be a limitation in creating a fully 

functional virtual space within the studio process. Teachers and students could not 

create profiles, sub-groups; and in the second cycle, they could not create their 

personal folders for their project processes. In the third cycle, when some students 

used a single image folder for the complete semester, their personal project process 
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spaces were created as realised both by teachers and students. In the folders of some 

of the students, their whole process from research to final product could be observed, 

accompanied with the critiques given to each piece of work, individually. One of the 

limitations was that videos could not be added to the folders, thus it was impossible 

for students to upload their complete project process in one personal area in the 

group. However, it was observed that, when students are given the tools, and are 

required to submit all the steps of the given assignment, they could create their 

personal spaces for their own project processes. An online social network platform to 

be used parallel to the design studio process is suggested to have the tools and 

features for students to create their own personal spaces, both to personalise and to 

store all their project processes. The network sites were used, both by teachers and 

students, to address everyone, in terms of example material, announcements, etc. 

Also the questionnaire answers show that being able to share material with everyone 

and address everyone, and also, making use of the material shared with everyone, 

was an advantage of the network site. It was mentioned by one teacher that sharing 

visual material was easier by using the group. It can be concluded that, the group 

functioned as a supplement to the design studios, in that aspect. Consequently, it is 

suggested that, a communal space, such as the group wall, or home page, is necessay 

in such an online network, where teachers and students can share material, opinions 

and information with everyone, whenever they want to. 

Taking the physical limitations stated by the interviewees in the implementation 

studios into consideration, the virtual space of the social network site supplemented 

the design studio course environment as follows. 

a. Provided a virtual space where teachers and students, who cannot use the 

physical studio classrooms as a “display and storage space” for the project 

processes and materials, could create a collection of ideas, works and 

examples to be shared with and presented to everyone. 

b. The questionnaire answers showed that teachers and students reviewed the 

material in the network site, which proves that the communal online area 

functioned as a platform for “reflection”, as opposed to the physical 

studios emptied after each studio class. 



 409 

c. In the absence of personalised drawing tables or lockers in physical studios, 

it functioned as personal spaces for students, where they could store their 

work and ideas, and other related information. 

d. Many verbal and visual announcements, and also examples were shared in 

the network site, addressing the difficulty mentioned by teachers to share 

material with all students at once in the physical studios. 

In terms of the archival properties of the group, it was observed that making it a 

requirement for students to submit their projects in the group played a fundamental 

role in keeping records of the project processes. In the studio course where students 

were not required to submit their projects, none of the students uploaded any project 

material in the group. In one studio course, even though it was announced that 

students were required to submit their project in the group, they did not do so until 

the requirement was pursued. When the requirement was systematically put in use, 

the advantages of having an online record of project processes became one of the 

most important aspects of using an online network platform in studio process. 

Among these advantages, which were verbalised in the questionnaires by teachers 

and students, were students being able to compare their processes with others’ and 

seeing the assignment from all students’ points of view motivating and encouraging 

students in creativity and in making better projects by seeing good and bad examples 

together; teachers being able to review all the project material when evaluating the 

projects which is an aspect put forth as vital in previous studies (Aytaç et al., 2008). 

A few teachers suggested that students needed to archive more information on their 

projects, such as captions on their project material, all the resources they use, etc. 

Keeping a record of teachers’ critiques required a big effort from teachers. In all 

implememtation studios, most of the critiques were recorded during the juries, or on 

the works submitted for the juries. There were positive and negative aspects of 

recording the oral critiques as written comments, as mentioned by teachers. First of 

all, talking to the student and writing in the group simultaneously, was very difficult. 

Some teachers suggested that an easier system for recording the opinions, such as 

preset criteria to be ranked during the jury in the online environment, could be a way 

of addressing this issue. For some teachers, writing the critiques instead of talking to 

the students was a better method in the juries. Juries were defined as relatively 

chaotic environments, where teachers talk all together, and everybody tries to 



 410 

communicate their opinion within a limited time. With the use of the online 

environment, some teachers tended to talk less and write more during the juries. 

Teachers and students mentioned the advantages of having an online record of 

critique exchanges. One teacher wrote that having the complex design principles, 

which were mentioned during juries recorded in the group, helped students learn 

them by having the chance of reviewing them. One teacher wrote that more 

information should be recorded, such as all the dialogues, which took place during 

the juries. The permanence factor was mentioned by many teachers and students, 

repeatedly. A few students wrote that they could not remember everything teachers 

say during the juries, and having what the teachers said, recorded in their own words, 

was very useful. Finally, the studio course process was recorded effectively in two 

implementation studios, the 3rd year studios in the second and third cycles. The more 

teachers and students got engaged in the use of the groups, the more they tended to 

use them for course affairs, frequently and periodically. Having the brief, assignment 

and jury requirements, and also, verbal and visual announcements recorded in the 

group, was found useful by teachers and students. Teachers mentioned that written, 

recorded announcements were understood better by students. One teacher wrote that 

s/he considered the group as an archive in institutional level, as a record of design 

studio courses throughout the semesters and years. Another mentioned that s/he 

could go back and view the archives of earlier implementation groups of previous 

cycles. Record keeping is an issue on its own, which takes it own time and effort 

from teachers and students, in an educational setting. In all three types of records 

kept in the group, there was a major effort from both teachers and students. However, 

the outcome of such efforts, the group functioning as an archive, proved to be 

essential both for teachers and students. In such an online social environment to be 

used parallel to design studio course, a systematic archiving of differenet kinds of 

documents need to be organised and made a requirement for both teachers and 

students, throughout the process. As literature points out, “content” in social media is 

created collectively, by the individual contribution of each member within the 

network (boyd, 2010; O’Reilly, 2005). Finally, such content also represents the 

collective (design) knowledge created by all contributions by all teachers and 

students in a given design studio course. By using one single platform for the 

complete design studio process, a unique, collective archive of all projects, critiques 

exchanged, exemplary material shared, and the studio course process including 
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briefs, requirements and assessments, can be visible and accessible. In other words, a 

body of reflective interactions, and also, the subjects and objects of these interactions 

can be recorded chronologically, and be accessible to the studio people, and to 

anybody outside the studio, when wanted or necessary. 

In relation to the archival limitations specific to the implementation studios, the 

online record keeping properties of the social network site supplemented the design 

studio course process as follows. 

a. Provided a mutual system of archiving for teachers and students, who 

mentioned various attempts of finding such a collective system, to keep 

records of project processes and critiques given. 

b. The importance of project processes was stated in the interviews, and in the 

questionnaires, both teachers and students mentioned many times, the 

advantage of having the processes recorded in the network site. 

c. In the interviews, teachers commented on the absence of students’ 

processes in jury presentations. The questionnaires show that the online 

record of project processes was used in assessment by teachers, a function 

of the network site, which addresses the specific shortcoming of the 

physical studio process. 

d. Interviews showed that both teachers and students miss out on a lot of 

critique exchange taking place in the physical studio. The social network 

site proved to be a supplement in this shortcoming, as many teachers and 

students mentioned the advantage of having the critiques recorded in the 

site. 

e. The obstacles in hearing and understanding the jury critiques were 

expressed both by teachers and students. In response, the advantage of 

having the jury critiques recorded in the social network site was also 

mentioned both by teachers and students, proving the online archive as a 

supplement in relation to jury critiques. 

f. A major shortcoming stated in the interviews was archiving the studio 

course materials, such as briefs, assignments, etc. During the 

implementation, some network sites were used regularly to keep records of 
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such material, providing a dated archive of studio corse process, 

permanently. 

In terms of connectivity provided by the group between teachers, students and their 

ideas, both content analyses and the answers to the questionnaires show that, the 

groups functioned as networks where teachers and students, and their verbal and 

visual ideas were connected to each other. In critique threads, teachers and students 

were observed to be most connected during juries, and among juries, in preliminary 

more than final juries. In non-critique threads, the highest number of connections 

was observed in general critique situations. These results match the findings in the 

use of temporal flexibility as discussed above, most of the verbal critique exchanges 

took place during juries; while most of the verbal exchanges of non-critique content 

were recorded outside studio hours. Teachers get together in juries in physical studio, 

and share their critiques in front of all teachers and the present students. That way, 

teachers and students are already connected in terms of the critiques they share 

during the juries, in the physical studio setting. Though it was mentioned, both by 

teachers and students, that the chaotic atmosphere in the juries, and the jury stress of 

the students were obstacles in hearing and understanding all the critiques. In the 

questionnaires, one teacher mentioned that by making the critiques accessible to 

everyone, the group provided transparency. One teacher wrote that all project 

processes being accessible to all students, triggers creativity and diversity. Both 

teachers and students emphasised the function of the groups of making all project 

materials and all critiques by everyone accessible to all others. Students wrote that 

having access to all projects, they could position themselves within the whole of the 

studio process; which is suggested to be a function of the group similar to the 

ambient awareness suggested by Schadewitz and Zamenopoulos (2008). They (2008) 

suggested that using Facebok groups in distance design learning created such 

awareness through the “interactions focused on the course context and content”. 

Even the students, who were sceptical about the group, wrote that the only function 

of the group was enabling students to see each other’s projects. Students also 

mentioned the connection the groups provided between the research materials, the 

visual resources each student found and chose to share in the group. The importance 

of teachers and students having access to whole project processes of students was 

emphasised by previous studies (Aytaç et al., 2008; Ashton and Durling, 2000). Here 
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it is suggested that the connectivity provided by the groups are important on the basis 

of the possibilities of reflections they generate. Especially, in connecting students to 

teachers and other students the like feature was observed to be a simple, functional, 

effective tool, used frequently by a high number of students. It was observed that the 

students, who were relatively passive in writing comments or posting visual material, 

still used “like” to express their opinions. Because using the like button did not 

require posting material or making a verbal contribution, many students used it to 

show their positive opinions and tendencies about the posts in the group page. Like 

feature, when used by a teacher and a student, connects that person directly to the 

entire thread and all the people in that thread, equally, just like participating in the 

thread with verbal or visual posts. Any new post within that thread is sent as 

notification to them. In social network sites, the users are given the choice of being 

notified when a new post is added to a thread which they are already part of. In an 

online platform in design studio course setting, students can get automatically 

notified of the new activities and posts, and thus get directly connected to a high 

number of members, and their verbal and visual ideas, in the network. It is suggested 

that, in such an online social network environment to be used as a supplement to the 

design studio course, features such as like, which are easy-to-use, and relatively 

passive tools to show opinions and joining in threads, should be encouraged. There 

are other similar tools being introduced in Facebook, such as “read”, “listened”, 

“watched”, “want” and “seen” (Rao, 2011). Such simple features can be designed, 

which are specific to design process and design studio course process, and students 

can be encouraged or even required to use them periodically. It could be a way of 

connecting the “less-connected” students within the social network of the studio to 

teachers and students (Ashton and Durling, 2000). As such, they would show their 

ideas, tendencies and join in the threads they wish to be a part of, and be directly 

connected to the people in those threads. Such connections could be a way of 

facilitating the chance encounters, which is defined as vital in design process and 

design learning (Cross, 2011; Buchanan, 1992). Furthermore, these features and tools 

can be a means for teachers to give assignments and monitor students’ activities. 

Finally, they can be a way for students, and for teachers, to create a profile of their 

own personal preferences, tendencies, likes and dislikes on the design area in 

general, and on the ongoing design assignment, in specific. 
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On the basis of the relational limitations expressed by the interviewees in the 

implementation studios, the social connectivity within the social network site 

supplemented the design studio course process as follows. 

a. Created a structured network, where, each member of the studio course is 

equally and directly connected to each other, addressing the issues and 

obstacles stated in connectivity within the social environment of the 

physical studio. 

b. As interviewees mentioned that they do not have access to part of the 

project-related interactions within the physical studio, the network site 

functioned as a supplement, making one-to-one relations between teachers 

and students visible to everyone. 

c. In the interviews, students mentioned that they could not have access to all 

students’ projects and also ideas in the form of critiques, in the physical 

studio. In the questionnaires, the advantage of having access to 

everybody’s projects and critiques was emphasised many times, showing 

that the network site functioned as a supplement in connecting students. 

d. Students mentioned in the interviews and questionnaires that they do not 

watch all juries, that they only watched close friends’ juries. Inconnection 

to this shortcoming, as an advantage of the network site, it was expressed 

by students that they could access the critiques given to other students. 

e. The teachers stated in the interviews that they hear each other comments 

about student projects, in short breaks or during juries, which were 

described as being chaotic. In relation to this topic, it was mentioned in the 

questionnaires that it was positive to have access to others’ critiques on the 

network site. 

In terms of the hierarchical relations in the groups, it was observed that the social 

roles and relationships in the physical social environment of the studios were 

reflected in the use of the group, both by teachers and students. Such parallelism 

between the actual social relationships and the relations in online social networks is 

emphasised by literature on social media (Heiberger and Harper, 2000; boyd and 

Ellison, 2008). The social environment of the 3rd year studio course in ITU in the 

second cycle was described, both by the interviewee student from that class in the 
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formal interview made with her/him and also by the teachers of that studio course in 

informal conversations, as diversely connected. The students of the class were 

described as acting as a whole group, working and sharing their ideas all together. 

Worries about sharing their projects and original ideas with certain students in the 

class, or projects and ideas being copied, were not issues, either in the interview or in 

the questionnaires. A similar attitude among students was observed in the use of the 

group. The Facebook group in this course was used by more number of students for 

more types of voluntary posts and in more number of informal interactions, 

compared to all other groups, in the cycles of the implementation. At the end of the 

implementation process of this studio, one of the studio teachers wrote a note, 

emphasising the diversity and richness of the ideas generated by the students of the 

studio. In relation to the same subject, one of the interviewees in MSUFA mentioned 

one of her/his studio classes, where all students developed successful projects by the 

end of the semester. S/he connected this success to the friendly, close relationships in 

the class, among students and also with her/himself. Such examples coincide with the 

importance of “background learning” suggested by Schön (1985), and the 

propositions that many design ideas are generated not in the formal design talks but 

in the informal conversations (Craig and Zimring, 2000), and in the breaks within the 

ongoing design process (Cross, 2011). As observed in the different implementation 

studios of this study, when diverse and close relationships in the physical studio are 

projected in the online social environment, the use of the online environment gets 

more effective in supplementing the reflective interactions and communication. As it 

is described by boyd (2010) on social media and O’Reilly (2005) on web 2.0, the 

content in online social networks is created collectively by all members. Thus the 

high number of students getting into high number of interactions and communication 

with each other would create a rich environment of reflective interactions. When 

introducing an online social network platform to be used parallel to the design studio 

course, it is suggested to take into account that such a platform would most probably 

not function as a tool to generate relationships and attitudes, which do not already 

exist in the physical studio course setting. The social environment in physical design 

studio need to be encouraged to be diverse and rich in connections among students, 

and also between teachers and students. In addition, a balance of formal and informal 

connections and atmosphere need to be triggered. Another aspect was expressed by 

some students who mentioned that the presence of teachers in the groups could be 
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discouraging for some students in sharing their ideas. Some suggested that there 

could be sub-groups or parallel groups, where students can share their ideas amongst 

themselves. Blevis et al. (2008) also emphasises people feel more comfortable in 

sharing their ideas in smaller groups. Sub-groups can be formed where smaller 

groups of students can come together with the involvement of one or two teachers, 

where discussions and free exchange of ideas can be held. In relation to teachers’ 

reflection on their and other teachers’s critiques, the use of the groups functioned as 

displaying, which teachers were inclined to reflect and be reflected, and which were 

not. The use of the group was a not requirement for teachers to exchange their 

critiques. The teachers who did not want to start a Facebook account, or who did not 

want to use their Facebook account in the implementation, or the ones who simply 

did not want to take part in the implementation, were not required to do so. The 

answers to the questionnaires show that, some teachers thought the group increased 

the quality of verbal critiques, it provided transparency in terms of critiques 

exchanged by teachers. For such a platform to be functional in teachers’ reflections, 

all teachers could be required to use the group equally. 

Finally, in connection with the hierarchical limitations stated in the implementation 

studios, the uniform roles within the social network site structure supplemented the 

design studio course process as follows. 

a. By creating a web of peripheral connections, it made it possible for socially 

distant students and/or teachers to share ideas, who did not coincide in the 

physical studio environment. 

b. Projected the unique social environment of each studio course, making the 

nature of the social atmosphere visible. While some students used the 

group to share their personal, informal, casual ideas and thought, some 

expressed their discomfort in sharing their ideas with teachers and some 

students. As such, the network site functioned as a supplement in 

providing a visible image of personalities amongst students, a factor 

mentioned as important in understanding and assessing students. 

c. In the questionnaires, there were positive and negative comments, both by 

teachers and students, on the informal atmosphere of the network site. One 

of the aims of the study was to create an informal supplement to the studio. 
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Some students and teachers made use of this social environment by 

posting casual messages.  

d. In the interviews, teachers stated that they could not reflect on each other’s 

critiques, which is defined as being vital for learning how to teach design. 

Addressing this issue, there were questionnaire answers, where teachers 

reflected on the way they gave critiques. 

Apart from the use of the group as a supplement to the reflective interactions and 

communication in the implementation studios in terms of the five limitations, there 

are other issues raised throughout the research process. In using an online platform 

parallel to design studio course, technological infrastructure of the studio classrooms 

becomes an important aspect. A first topic in relation to this issue is the Internet 

connection in the studios, which was mentioned by teachers and students in all 

implementation studios (except the studio in MSUFA, where the group was not used 

during the studio hours in studio classes). In several occasions the slow Internet 

connection caused problems in students’ presentations, or in exchanging critiques. 

Some students wrote in the questionnaires that they became victims of the slow 

Internet connection during the implementation. The groups were not used in some of 

the juries, where the juries were held in the classrooms where the Internet connection 

was sufficient. When using online environment parallel to the studio is made a 

requirement for teachers and students to use, the studio classrooms need to provide 

the technological set-up necessary for using the platform. Another topic was 

transferring the hard-copy project works produced by students, such as sketches, 

mock-ups, etc. into digital media, to upload them in the group page. In the 

questionnaires, one student suggested that there wasa shortcoming in the studios of a 

set-up to transfer the hard copy works into digital format, such as scanners or 

photography studios. This was one of the concerns after the first cycle. When 

applying for the PhD research fund from the graduate school in ITU, a digital station, 

which would include a laptop, a scanner and a portable photography studio, was put 

in the list of technological equipment necessary for the studio classroom. However, 

as the fund was going to be used for the most necessary technical equipment at the 

time, a projector, a big projection board for projecting double screens, and a sound 

system for jury presentations were purchased for a number of studio classes. The 

double projection was a need identified in the first cycle of the process. With the use 



 418 

of an online social network parallel to the juries a stream of mostly verbal and also 

visual critiques occur in the network environment. It was proved to be important that 

this stream of critiques were visible and accessible to all teachers and students, 

during the presentations. When the critiques in the network environment projected 

next to the students’ presentations, everybody could be aware of the opinions 

uploaded by teachers simultaneously. Also, in the questionnaires, there were negative 

comments from students that teachers were behind their laptop screens during the 

jury, and some students thought they might be busy with other things on the Internet. 

A simultaneous projection of the critiques written by teachers would create more 

transparency and could resolve such misunderstandings. Such a set-up was used in 

the third cycle of the implementation. As their written critiques were visible to 

everybody by being projected, some teachers preferred to sharesome or all their 

comments only in the group page. As a result, in the questionnaires, some teachers 

and students wrote that the use of the group in the juries created a calmer 

atmosphere. There were students who suggested that teachers should not interrupt 

students’ presentations and use the group to write their critiques. The same physical 

set-up was used during the routine studio hours for students’ weekly presentations. 

As mentioned above, some students commented that this set-up in studio hours could 

cause loss of time. For some students, using the same set-up in routine studio hours 

and in juries reduced the usual jury stress and enabled them to express their ideas and 

explain their projects in a more clear way. Students started to get used to using the 

set-up and one student was observed to take notes of what teachers are saying on 

her/his project on the Facebook page during her/his presentation. It is suggested that 

for a design studio course to be implemented with a supplementary online social 

network, the technological infrastructure of the studio classrooms need to include 

laptops, scanners, (portable) photoraphy studios, high Internet connection, and 

multiple projectors for students’ project presentations and streams of critiques or 

exemplary material to be projected side-by-side. 

Technical disadvantages and limitations of using Facebook groups rose throughout 

the implementation. One of the issues was the size of the images on Facebook. When 

students uploaded presentation sheest of big dimensions, the details were difficult to 

see, as there are no zoom options on Facebook. Teachers and students also 

emphasised the lack of sketching tools on Facebook. Visual critiques on students’ 
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works are an important part of the studio critiques, and Facebook does not provide 

any tools for visual sketching. Today’s technologies, the tables computers, the digital 

sketching tools need to be considered as necessary tools of such an online platform 

of reflective interactions in design studio courses. 

As Somekh (2006) points out, new technologies in educational settings may receive 

negative, opposing reactions from teachers and students. There were such reactions 

both from teachers and students, about using Facebook in design studio course. 

Using Facebook itselfpresented both advantages and disadvantages, in this sense. 

Some teachers mentioned that they would not want to use their Facebook account in 

their work. Because of this reason, some chose not to join the group at all, and some 

started new Facebook accounts, only for the implementations. Some teachers did not 

start accounts at all, and used the default account started by the researcher. Teachers 

also commented that using Facebook might be a violation of personal spaces of 

students. Also among students there were such negative reactions to the choice of 

using Facebook. Some students mentioned that Facebook reduced the seriousness of 

the juries. Another worry was, even though a secret group was used, the posts in the 

group shared the personal newsfeed of each member in Facebook, creating anxiety 

about the possibility of people outside the group seeing the posts. There were also 

positive comments by students on the less serious atmosphere created by using 

Facebook in juries. They also mentioned that the familiar interface, navigation and 

toolsin Facebook offered ease-of-use. Negative and positive comments together 

show that there was a common opinion about Facebook creating a less serious, 

informal atmosphere. This informalatmosphere was derived by the fact that 

Facebook had personal spaces, where teachers and students got into interactions and 

communication outside their work and study networks. Therefore, the social network 

environment was part of their personal social network. It is suggested that, in an 

online social network environment to be used in design studio course, activities and 

connections in relation to the outside of the studio, department or the university 

context are created and encouraged. Such connections and activities could be created 

by adding people from outside the studio, such as graduates, visiting teachers, 

experts, etc. Heiberger and Harper (2000) suggest that, in order to engage students in 

such environments, institutions need to be aware and put in use the ways of 

interactions the youth, i.e. the students, use. By creating such diverse activities and 
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social environments within the network platform, where different types of 

interactions and communications take place, the overall atmosphere of the network 

environment could be enriched. Besides, the integration of the professionals and 

graduates in the social network could also create a balance in the student/designer 

identitiy of the design student. In all studio courses of the implementation, there were 

students feeling uncomfortable about sharing their ideas with other students. Though, 

when they shared their projects in the groups as the requirement of the courses, they 

found it very useful in positioning themselves in the general studio process, in 

comparing different aspects of their project processes with other students’ processes, 

and using some of the material, such as research and examples. When students are 

located in a semi-professional environment in such a network environment, they can 

learn from the professionals how to protect their ideas, how they can share their 

ideas. They can learn to position themselves and their works in the more challenging 

environments of the professional life. 

In relation to the more sceptical views of teachers and students about using an online 

social network site in studio courses, changes in the opinions and uses were observed 

throughout the implementation process. It takes a long time and use for teachers and 

students to get used to such new technologies in educational processes (Somekh, 

2006). It was not an aim in this research to observe changes in teachers’ and 

students’ attitudes and tendencies in terms of the use of social network sites in studio 

courses. However, there were clues observed about teachers and students getting 

used to the tools of the online platform. One teacher, who was a studio teacher in the 

first and the third cycles in ITU, expressed her changing opinions about the 

implementation. In the first cycle, s/he was more reserved about the idea, and was 

completely passive in the network site throughout the semester. In the third cycle, 

however, s/he got used to the idea, realised the advantages, and started using the 

group. A similar change was expressed and observed in another teacher, who was a 

studio teacher in the studio courses in all three cycles of the implementation in ITU. 

In addition, it was observed, both in project work submissions and verbal critique 

submissions, that when students were asked to use the group for these purposes as a 

requirement of the course, they uploaded their material in the group, even though 

they complaint about it, during the classes or in the questionnaires. However, the 

answers in the questionnaires show that the opinions of some students changed about 
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using the group. There were some students, who emphasised that they were sceptical 

about the use of the group in the beginning, but then they realised the benefits of it. 

When introducing a new environment with new tools and processes, the negative and 

sceptical views need to be taken into consideration and teachers and students need to 

be asked and required to experiment on using the new environment even though they 

do not completely agree with it at first. Later, the changing opinions can be observed 

and analysed in order to see if teachers and students start to see the advantages of 

these requirements, or if the new environments and uses should be reviewed for 

better. 

The findings under each limitation, as explained above, form the basis of a guideline 

for a supplemental online platform to be used parallel to design studio course 

processes. The guideline, generated on the basis of the use of social network sites by 

teachers and students of industrial design studio courses, is presented below, in terms 

of the five limitations. 

A Guideline for a Supplemental Online Platform in Design Studio Course: 

1. Temporal Flexibility: A Design Studio Course Schedule Organised According to 

An Online Supplement 

a. Active and Passive Ways of Making Use of the Temporal Flexibility 

b. Teachers and Students Using Temporal Flexibility When They Wanted or 

Needed 

c. Gives Extra Time, Takes Extra Time 

d. Time and Date Recorded for Each Activitiy 

e. A Live Updated Chronological Order of All Acitivites by All Members 

2. Virtual Space: Personal and Semi-Communal and Communal Spaces 

a. A Shared Communal Virtual Space where Teachers and Students Share 

Ideas and Information with Everyone at Any Time 

b. Project Folders Presenting Project Processes by Containing Project Work 

of Students and Critiques for Consecutive Submissions 

c. Personal Profile Spaces for Students and Teachers  

d. Sub-Group Spaces for Teachers and Students  
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e. Individual Spaces for Project Processes compatible with various types of 

files 

f. Spatial Flexibility such as Scaling by Zoom Tools for A Wide Range of 

Image Sizes 

3. Online Record Keeping: Systematic, Organised, Required, Collective Record 

Keeping 

a. A Mutual and Continuous Effort, by All Teachers and Students, for A 

Permanent, Complete Record  

b. Team Effort promoted by Teachers: “We are all working for a Mutual 

Cause – A Permanent Record” 

c. A Unique, Visible Record of the All Design Studio Courses in An 

Institutional Level throughout Academic Years 

d. “Content Made Bit-by-Bit by All Users” 

e. An Endless Chronological Record of All Activities and Documents 

f. Organised/Categorised Records 

g. Offline Archiving 

h. Drawing/Sketching Tools to Archive Visual Critiques 

i. A Quick Feedback System Based on Criteria, Requirements and Keywords 

During Juries 

4. Social Connectivity: An Invisible Structured Network, of People and Ideas, Made 

Systematically Visible 

a. Accessibility - All Ideas by Everyone providing Transparency and 

Collective Awareness 

b. Peripheral Ties between Teachers and Students, Their Ideas and Works, to 

Promote Vital Chance Encounters 

c. Connections Made Visible by Passive-to-Use Tools such as “Like” Button 

to Include Teachers and Students in Threads 

d. Such Passive-to-Use Tools Creating An Inventory of Tendencies, Interests, 

Preferences (A Profile) of Students and Teachers 
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e. Visible Connections for Students to Understand Learning Process and to 

Express Themselves 

f. Visible Connections for Teachers to Monitor Students’ Process and 

Learning 

g. Notification, Feedback System by Email and Messaging 

h. Passive-to-Use Tools specific to Design Studio Course Process 

5. Uniform Social Roles: Online Social Environment Mirroring Offline Social 

Dynamics 

a. An Online Social Platform Do Not Generate New Relationships and 

Attitudes but Projects the Existing Ones 

b. A Homogenous, Connected, Sharing, Trusting, Open Social Atmosphere 

Formed and Encouraged by Teachers 

c. A Collective Body Evidence “Who Did What When” 

d. More Responsibility and Self-Reflection on Teachers and Students 

e. An Extension of the Informal/Casual Social Environment Outside the 

Studio/Department/University Circles 

f. Regulated Connection to Outside Studio/Department/University Circles 

Recommendations for Future Studies: 

In this study, the scope was to test how the use of the social network sites addressed 

the identified limitations in design studio course, in terms of the reflective 

interactions and communications between teachers and students. The impact of the 

use of such an online environment as a supplement on the creativity of students and 

the quality of students’ projects, were not studied. However, there were commenst by 

teachers and students, that the use of the social network sites had positive effects on 

creativity and diversity of project in the studio. Further studies could focus their 

research on the influences of using such a supplemental online social environment on 

the creativity of the students’ projects and the quality of their projects. The 

relationship of between the use of such a supplemental online social platform and the 

quality of students’ projects can be studied from multiple perspectives. First of all, 

the effects of having the archive of all students’ project processes in the online 
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platform can be a focus. As stated by teachers, having the more and less successful 

projects, and the comments given to all those projects, archived together, was a 

powerful feature throughout the implementation. Such an archive would multiply the 

possibilities of reflective interactions between students and their ideas. Also archived 

was the critiques given to uploaded material. Teachers suggested that with the 

written and recorded critiques, they could be more confident that students would read 

and understand their critiques better. Further study could focus on this particular 

topic, investigating if and how the students’ projects differ when they are presented 

with the critiques given to their projects, written and permanently recorded. 

Secondly, the social connectivity provided by the use of the social network sites 

could effect the quality of students’ projects in the studio course setting. One of the 

most important topics under this title is suggested to be the chance encounters 

triggered by the complex network created within the online social network. An in-

depth study focusing on the design process students go through could investaigate 

such chance encounters caused by the peripheral ties within the network of the online 

platform. A third topic of study would be the effects of supplementing the design 

studio course environment with an online informal social platform, on the quality of 

students’ projects. A casual, friendly atmosphere is suggested to have positive impact 

on student projects, both by previous studies and also by studio teachers. The 

relationship between the casual, informal social environment of the online platform 

and students’ creativity can be studied from different perspectives, such as the 

generation of background learning, the critque exchanges between students, and also 

the casual interactions between students and teachers.    

Another topic, which was not included within the scope of this study, was the 

relation between the use of the online network platform and the content of the 

critiques by teachers and also by students. Similarly, there were comments by 

teachers that the use of the online environment as an archive of critique exchanges 

had impacts on the content and the quality of the critiques. It would be a necessary 

aspect in future studies, to investigate the effects of using an online network 

environment parallel to the studio process, on the content of the critiques shared by 

teachers, and also by students. Such studies could take into account various aspects, 

such as teachers reflecting on their own critiques, teachers reflecting on other 

teachers’ critiques, and similary students reflecting on their own or on other students’ 
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critiques. In addition, the content of the critiques can be studied in relation to the the 

critiques being archived, the critiques being accessible to everybody in the studio, or 

the critiques being exchanged in the informal social atmosphere of the online 

platform. 

Also excluded in this study was the mobile extension of the use of social media, 

which is becoming a major part of the online social relationships. In our day, an 

online social platform, which would be used as a supplement to design studio course 

processes, would most certainly have extensions on mobile technologies. Designing 

an online platform with a special focus on such mobile extensions, or designing the 

mobile applications themselves as part of such an online platform, are suggested to 

be major topics within the area of supplementing the design studio course processes 

by the use of online social environments. 
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APPENDIX A : Diagrams of the Methodology and the Action Research Scheme. 

 

Figure A.1 : Diagram of the Methodology. 

 

Figure A.2 : Diagram of the Action Research Scheme. 
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APPENDIX B : Questionnaire and Interview Questions. 

APPENDIX B.1 : Questionnaire handed out to teachers in the first cycle. 
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APPENDIX B.2 : Questions of the interview made with ITU staff. 
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APPENDIX B.3 : The first questionnaire handed out to teachers in the second cycle. 
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APPENDIX B.4 : Third questionnaire handed out to student in the second cycle. 
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APPENDIX B.5 : Questionnaire handed out to teachers in the third cycle. 
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APPENDIX C : Photographs of the implementation studios. 

 

Figure C.1 : The jury set-up in the first cycle. 
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Figure C.2 : The jury set-up in the second cycle. 

 

Figure C.3 : The jury set-up in the third cycle. 
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APPENDIX D : Screenshots of the implementation social network sites. 

 

Figure D.1 : A screenshot of the social network site in the first cycle. 

 

Figure D.2 : A screenshot of the social network site in the first cycle. 
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Figure D.3 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, ITU 3rd year 
studio. 

 

Figure D.4 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, ITU 3rd year 
studio. 
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Figure D.5 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, ITU 4th year 
studio. 

 

Figure D.6 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, ITU 4th year 
studio. 

 

Figure D.7 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, ITU 4th year 
studio. 
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Figure D.8 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, MSUFA 
vertical studio. 

 

Figure D.9 : A screenshot of the social network site in the second cycle, MSUFA 
vertical studio. 
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Figure D.10 : A screenshot of the social network site in the third cycle. 

 

Figure D.11 : A screenshot of the social network site in the third cycle. 
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