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INTRO SLIDE
Alright, well….welcome everyone to my proposal presentation. It is 

great to have you all join in from many places around the world. It’s 
kind of exciting to think that my presentation really is cutting across 
both time and space as it’s happening simultaneously happening on 
two separate days!

AGENDA SLIDE
So here’s the agenda for the next couple minutes. I will begin with 

some background on studios and studio learning, looking particularly 
at the distinctive features of studio pedagogy and next at the ways 
studios are being used in graphic design education. This will lead into 
a highlight of some of the shifts in studio thinking/delivery that have 
been catalytic in creating space for my own research to occur. Next I 
will move into an overview the proposed research study including the 
purpose, population, methodology, analysis scheme, etc. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDIO AS PEDAGOGY
Studio pedagogy is considered to be the defining pedagogy of 

design education. 

Studio pedagogy resembles an apprentice paradigm where a 
learner generally learns under the supervision of a more 
knowledgeable educator. 

It can be distilled (very broadly) into the following aspects: it is 
constructivist allowing learners to create meaning through project-
based explorations, it is assessed primarily by critique, and training 
emphasis is more often on assessing the situation and engaging in 
process rather than in finding a single correct answer. 
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Design is also thought to be an embodied cognition where the 
designer draws on tacit knowledge to work with materials. Because 
this type of knowledge is inherently embedded within the person 
herself and is not prescriptive, it is thought it must be passed by 
example, imitation, and personal contact

It is worth noting that studio pedagogy is considered to be a 
signature pedagogy. Signature pedagogies as defined by Shulman are 
especially used in “embodied professions” like nursing, law, and art. 
In signature pedagogies, learners are instructed in the fundamental 
dimensions of professional work—to think, to perform, and to act as a 
professional.

STUDIO AS PHYSICAL PLACE
The physical place of the studio is also thought to be complicit in 

studio pedagogy. Logan (2007) purposes that “design knowledge 
cannot be ‘taught’ in the formal sense” rather must be developed 
through “extended participation in studio-based activities” (p.11). 
Hunt (2015) posits that one of the hallmarks of traditional studio 
pedagogy is its ability to use the physical studio space to nurture the 
non-verbal elements of design learning. As work in various states of 
completion is pinned up, tables, walls, and even hallways, are thought 
to be vital non-human pedagogical agents in the studio (Nottingham, 
2014). 

Because the places of the studio tend to play a pedagogical role, 
educators tend to be very protective of them and the ways the 
routines of specific meeting times and dedicated unique learning 
places fosters the formation of communities of practice within the 
design studio (Logan, 2007; Lave & Wegner, 1991). 
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ONLINE STUDIO SPACES
Though in the past graphic design education was primarily 

conducted in physical face-to-face studios graphic design educators 
today are beginning to leverage the internet to extend studio learning 
spaces online (Fleischmann, 2014; Peterson et al, 2015; Nottingham, 
2014). 

Educators who extend studio pedagogy in these ways cite that 
online studio spaces allow design collaboration to transcend time and 
distance and thus prepare learners to become active members of the 
digitally-connected arts community (Budge, 2013; Matthews & 
Weigand, 2001). In addition, educators cite that because working as a 
contemporary graphic designer inherently requires collaboration via 
technology mediated methods, using the internet to extend studio 
pedagogy could provide students with a “rehearsal of future 
workplaces and helped prepare students for a global, networked, and 
competitive professional design practice” (Pektas, 2015, p. 261). 

PROBLEM STATEMENT
If studio pedagogy is “essentially dialogical and social” (Pektas, 

2015, p. 263) and the educator relies on conversations around 
physical artifacts to play a key role in substantiating learning, it 
becomes vital to consider how educators navigate the studio 
experience when educators and learners are no longer co-present in 
the same physical space. 

Which brings me into the focus of this study. 

The problem this study will address is therefore how one can 
navigate, manage, and sustain the dialogic nature of studio pedagogy 
and studio community when using the internet to extend, expand, 



ProposalOutline

4

and augment studio spaces. Though it has been noted that studio 
pedagogy undergoes change when it shifts to an online, computer-
mediated format (Percy, 2003; Bender & Vredevoogd, 2006), graphic 
design online studio pedagogy lacks an empirically based research 
framework defaulting instead to anecdotal individual best practices. 
These practices are based on highly contextual situations, 
generalizations, and abstracted metaphors are used to untangle the 
“hazy sphere that is design education” (Nottingham, 2014, p.5). 
Indeed, Bender and Vredegood cite the studio as being “disturbingly 
constant” (Bender & Vredevoogd, 2006, p. 114) in the face of 
technological innovation and call for more research around online 
studio teaching practices.

PURPOSE STATEMENT
This purpose of this study is to reveal a theory that explains the 

ways educators use the internet to extend, expand, and augment 
studio pedagogy in graphic design education. 

Historically the physical design studio has been the key arena of 
design learning. It has been claimed that because graphic design 
learning requires a high level of tacit knowledge, transmitted via the 
close confines of the studio setting, any separation of educator and 
learner in a geographic manner would pose a grave threat to studio 
pedagogy (Kvan, 2001; Souleles, 2011).  

[*Insert graphic about how a traditional studio is structured.]

That said, it has also been noted that “overall, studio-based 
teaching in a traditional design studio as a physical space is becoming 
more difficult to sustain” (p. 40) and that “design educators need to 
rethink pedagogy for the online environment and use the technology 
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to develop effective on-campus and online learning 
environments” (Fleischmann, 2015, p. 124). 

[*Insert graphic about how an extended studio is structured.]

A central goal of this study is address this dichotomy, revealing 
a theory about online studio pedagogy in graphic design education to 
aid future design educators in decision-making about potential course 
delivery options. 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The central research question for the study is: how are graphic 

design educators using the internet to augment, expand, and extend 
studio pedagogy for learners?

The following questions will guide the study bearing in mind the 
emergent nature of grounded theory:

1. What pedagogical impact do educators perceive come from 
extending studio pedagogy via the internet? 

2. What influence does professional graphic design work 
experience have on the ways educators use the internet to 
extend studio pedagogy?

3. How does augmenting the studio via the internet alter the 
educator experience of studio pedagogy?

4. How are institutions supporting efforts to use the internet to 
augment, expand, and extend studio pedagogy?


