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Abstract

Intersecting spaces is a qualitative case study that examines ayehirgroup of
undergraduate architectural studef®meaningmakingin an Irish Higher Educati@E)
Institute of TechnologyloT)through asocial semiotic multimodalitens. Architectural
students facemany challenges their studies bui@ core undertakingoncernstheir
capacity to address the rhetorical component of making architecitine.research
addressingarchitectural communication through social semiotic multimodalitiens,

particularly in an Irishrchitectural educatiosetting, idimited.

My constructivist leanings underpinnedy decision to deelop a case study, ande four
research tools, focus group observation, a questionnajrend semiformal interviews.
My main research questio®2 y 8 iR S MEK I (i KSE (YRIgflili A Y2 R £ 02
NBEa2dNDSa GKS RUINNI AOA LIl y2Das BERHPR ( REBOHE B N.
Y S| y ATieTeKearchforming the frame for this study embodidive intersectiors
between the architectural andocial semiotic multimodalitdomains namely the
environmenQ4hidtbricalcompz y S Was@uiXeS md# G A Y 2aRdWomimiiicition

andlearning2

Several main findings emergeK S LI NOHAOA LI yiaQ fS@St 27F A
to their ability toaccess and participate fully in tlseared knowledge and skill dma
repertoire of thecommunity ofpracticeat the research site and shapteeir rhetorical
meaningY t {Ay3®d ¢KS LI NGAOALI yGAQ YdzZf GAY2RIf
using multimodal resources across the analogue and digital enviromflaahces their

ability to make rhetorical meaninghe dynamic nature of the orestrated ensemble in

0KS 20aSNIBBSR NBOASG dzy RSNI AySa GKS LISNF2

meaningmaking from the social semiotic multimodality angle.

In foregrounding theoverlappingarchitectural communication andocial semiotic
multimodality aspects of the architectural participa@sieaningmaking this study
addressesmny main research questio ¢ KS  &RidzBréhitectudah desigrand
communication research by exploring the issue through afamihar lens and
contributesas an exemgl to the limited social semiotic multimodalitgsearchocused

on meaningmakingin thelrisharchitectural educatiogontext.
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1 Framing the Research

Introduction

This piece of educational insider research (Mercer, 2007;1&).1s a qualitative case
study about architectural studer@@neaningmaking Architectural studerd face a
multitude of chadkenges duing theirstudies,but a core undertakinghnvolvesdeveloping
their capacity to address the rhetorical component aking architectureegarding the
meaningmakingprocess and the architectural object its€lf@ss, 1998 pp.2#28; Eco,
1980; Hattenhauer, 1984; Kress, 20%8n Leeuwen2005;van Schaik2014). The
research literatureaddressingarchitectural communication through social semiotic
multimodalitylens,however, particularly in an Irish architectural higher education (HE)

setting, is in short supply.

Figurel: Architectural tudentexhibitions at theesearctsite. (SourceExhibition echive

In this study,| examinea third-year undergraduate architectural stwht grouf a
meaningmaking effortsaand the performative aspect of the multimodal literacy practices
and rhetorical strategies deployed by them duringnéerim reviewin design studipthe
research setting (Allar2013;Bezemer & Kres2016; Halverson, BagWoods, 2012;
Jewitt, Bezemer& h Q1 | £ £ 2N} y> Hnanmc T W8ebse siudebtsveren n T
studyingarchitectural desigat an HE Institute of TechnologyloT), in the North West of
Ireland wherd workas an academic fultime. Describing architectural stude}sarning

in design studian multimodalityand rhetorical termss not typical irarchitectural design

14



pedagogy, #houghit is a wellestablished premisgéhat architecturehas a rhetorical
component(Allan, 2013Eco, 1980; Hattenhauer, 1984; Kress, 2040;Leeuweni2005;

van Schaik2014). Rather, it is more usual to speak abauthitectural pedagogy
regarding the creative critical reflective reflexive problemsolving nature of the
designing process (Ochsner, 2086hon 1984, 1987, 1991 )Still teaching and learning
activitiesare consideredmultimodal and semiat because they occur viaultimodal
communicative resoureen multi-layeredcommunication ensembles (Bezemer & Kress,
2016 pp.1214; Stein & Newfield, 2006.2; Taylor, 2016, p.®5In thisthesis,| arguel
architectural design studsoare social semiotic multimodal teaching and learning sites in
which tutors and students usgtie communicative means available in theeaning

makingefforts (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Stein & Newfield, 2006).

The term rhetorical is used architecturally to refer to the symbolic meaning, or
interpretation, aspectof architecture (Whyte, 2006, p.153Architecture is rhetorical
0SOlIdzaS AU GLISNHEdzZr RSaé¢ oLPTMUO AlGa dzaSNEQ
(Hattenhauer, 1984). réhitectural devices like the staircase, for example, are thought to

not only convey function but influence the laetour of those who use them (Eco, 1980,

p.14). Further, architecturally, the term rhetorical relates to the values the designer
intends the architecture to represent and connote to those who use, or interact with, the
building or architectural objecCfilly, Good, Matravers, & Clarkson, 2088p, 1980;
Hattenhauer, 1984, p.72; van Schaik, 2014; Whyte, 2006, p.18®@)y scholars
acknowledge architecture characterises and conveys social, cultural and economic
aspects of societyd¢nes, 2011; Kress, 201Bw & Steets, 2014, pp.2246; Unwin,

2003; van Leeuwen, 2005; van Schaik, 201%hatis, designers design architecture to
encompass and communicate specific values or meaning, like minimalism or inclusivity,
via its physical attributes, including its size, geometry and materidliten, social
semiotics concerns the study of the resourcea péf S dza S G2 LINB RdzOS
FNIGSTFFEOGa YR S@Syida FyR AYGSNILINBG GKSYX
WK2 g Q 2 Imakihg ih givergecultural settings worldwide is at the heart of social
semiotic investigations (van Leeuwen, 20053p.91n this studyl,drew on theory and
methods from both architecture and social semiotics to investigate architectural

meaningmaking as a social semiotic endeavour (van Leeuwen, 20083)pp.discuss
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the rhetorical component of making architectuaking social semiotic multimodality
GKS2NASAE Ayid2 002dzyli Ay Y2NB RSOGFAT Ay |

In the social semiotic multimodalitjterature about communication and learning there
is an emphasis on the multilateral relationship between gbcial, pedagogiand the
semiotic in contemporary life (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, M8)timodal ensembleare
thought to constructmeaning architecturallyia the orchestration process associated
with using available resourcdike gestures, talkdrawings, images, photos, and artefact
togetherin communicative interactioMurphy, 2003, 20055wales, Barks, Ostermann,
& Simpson, 2001 In this study,] examined how theparticipantsconstruced and
represened their meaningmaking through their orchestrated ensembles in one
observed reviewo address mynainresearch question ancklated sub queriesabout
knowledge production in this setting (Bezemer & Kress,, 311635136, Halverson et
al. 2012 p.4 Kress, 201,0pp.5657). Theresearch activity involved documenting each
NEa2d2NOSQa YSIyAy3a LRISYGAFE S 6KI G b2NNR
Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 2010) refer to as affordasrdeinctional specialism

Pleaseaefer to Figure2 below toviewthe range ofanalogue and digitahediaat play in

a previous desigwork exhibition irthis setting

Figure2: Design ehibtion. (SourceExhbition archive

The architectural communicativeand representational landscapis evolving ad

diversifying in complex waysrglably a ¢social semiotic multimodalityheory of
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communicatiod p.29) provides the processesfor grasping and detailing the
contemporary situation holistical{iKress, 2010)Further, communicating viaehdigital
environment is gaining predominance over more traditigepresentational formsn
the architectural settingas it is in other soctulturalcontexts(Dernie, 2014) Gving rise
to opportunities and challengeselating to the symbiotic relationship between
communicatn and learningBezemer & Kres2016 p.42 Dernie, 2014)Also, because
communcation practices are evolvingpidly, oldercommunication modelsand their
accompanying linguistic terminologee® not necssarily helpful wgs to document what
is happeningurrentlyin different socioultural situationgikethe architectural education
context (Kress, 2010).

Architectural educators are aware contemporary architectural communicative pgctice
are multifacetedand experience the underlying tensions associated wawigatinghe
analogueand digital environmentegularly (Dernie, 2014). Yet few architectural
education researcters explore these issuesfrom a social semiotic multimodality
standpoint (Allan, 2013) Embracing the idethat architectural communicatiois asocial
semiotic multimodalityendeavourhowever, is a helpful way to problematise and
interrogatethe communicatiorknowledgeand skillsarchitectural studentengagewith
during theirmeaningmakingefforts. Also, adopting thesocial semiotic multimodality
lensis a meansto contribute tothe debate about whatheoretical frame and which
communicativetheories and practicearchitectural educatorsieed to embrace and
implenment to ensure thecommunicativeknowledge and skiltheir students developre

relevant toarchitecturalpractice (Dernie, 203 &Kress, 2010

Figure3 and 4belowillustrate the multifacetedrisualand textualaspect ofmeaning

making in the research site. The artefacts on display inctuliiesize modelphysical
objects analoguediagrams sketches andcaleddrawings plus a scaleddigital model,
sectionsandinterior viewswith materials selectionsThe work is a mixture afdividual

and groupbased projects.
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Figure3: Student wark 1 - mixed nedia (Source: Exhibition Archjve
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Figured: Studenivork 2 - mixed nedia. (Source: Ebition Archivie
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The design studjoegardedan essentiaklement ofarchitectural educatiomvorldwide

is a core compondrof the architecturapedagogy at the research sitgk@alin& Sezal,
2009, p.14;Koch Schwennsg Dutton, & Smith2002, p.3;O0chsner, 2000, p.194;
Oxman, 1999)Indesign studiptypically, thestudentssolve increasingly complex design
problems as they progress throudhetir studies. The review as®ciated withdesign
studio projects, referred to as a drior jury, isa core pedagocial tooh this setting
(Anthony,1987,1991Parnell, Sara, Doidge, & Parsons, 28@irt, 2009; Morton, 2006;
Sara& Parnell, 2004; Schon, 1984xternal architectural practitioneisften get invited
to attend and contribute to the dialogue between acanles and students about the
designwork for formal review sessiorf&nthony, 1991, 198Bara & ParnelR004 p.l).
Figuresis a photograph of thdesign studi@nd review space at the research drkease

refer to AppendixX2 (Volume Twpp.403), for a largerscale version.

FOB® I cw et o T TTI DD ST TR Sgw

Owage mabes wvd weme e Lo -t wr.

Figureb: Thedesign studio

The interim crit for theparticipant€response to the prelimary precedent that is
architecturalbuilding or objectexemplar,task was a convenient setting in which to
exploreil KS LJ- NIi A OA Lineadingraakingefforts. Anis 2yRe: of review is a
concrete example of multimodal communicative andaningmakinginteraction in a
particular media space (Halverson, et al. 2012, p.5; Norris, 2004; Thomas, 2016).

Undoubtedly architectural reviewsettings are multimodahteraction sites, as scholars
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saywe draw on every availabmmmunicative mode while we work and interagth

other people irthese kimsof situationgNorris, 2004, p.16)Such space§igured) give
learners the opportunity to develop their emergentlatectural identityduring their

design conversations with themselves, their tutors, and colleagues, and the specific
materials of the designing situamn (Cohen, Wilkinson, Arngl& Finn, 2005; Ge&003;

Norris, 2004Sara & Parnegl004; Schon, 1987, 1988, 1991¢arning about thereation

and production of architecturevzia precedent studyis a key design studio pedagogical
strategy in the research sjtand Ideal withthis topc indetail in Chapter Three Whe
Research&tingQ

Figure6: Getting 'S R FRMNI G KS WO

Additionally, as | drawn the notionthat learning isa social semiotic multimodality
endeavour in all learning settingd, seemed aptto go aboutthis research activity
multimodally Bezemer & Kres2016 p.42 Stein & Newfield2006 p.2. Clearlythere

IS no one right way t@roduceevidence in reseahcendeavours; rather, it is about
knowingwhat forms ofdata are suitabléThomas, 2016, p.7) generatedthe evidence
in thisproject using multimodal means via administering riggearch toolsthe datais
multimodal, and | usedsocial semiotic multimodalitgns to interrogate what emerged
from analysing thaevidence(Figure7). Therefore it made sense to me to tell the

research storysing multimodal mean®ezeme& Mavers, 201}
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Figure7: The esearctmodel

The writingoelowfollows the following format. Firstset out mynainresearch question
and relatedsubqueriesThen | give a brief ovgiew of my constructivistiewpoint and
afterwards addressmy conceptual approach to the research activity as theorised story
line. Fourthly | outline the overall aim anfocus for the project.Sixth | set out the
rationale for the studyAfterwards | sketch out the scope of the investigation and
introduce the niche for the projectNext | discussome giding principles andeveral

key terms | conclude with achapter summary and introduce Chaper Twq
UntersectionQ whichaddresseshe substantive theories faronstructing the analytical

frame (Hatch, 2002)

Research Questions

As | indicated aboyé am interested in the ways architectural students use multimodal
communicative resources during their architectisldies to make meaningnd in
uncovering the ways these resources in use as orchestrated enserohtedute to
knowledge production ithis pedagogic settind3ézemer & Kres®016; Jewitt, 2009;

Kress, 20108tein & Newfield2006).a & YI Ay NBa 3¥iNOK [[jdzSadAz2y

f ¢2 oKI G (SKES Swdizf RR2Y2 Rt O2 Y YldeyNMION GiM L2lyy

RSL¥ 2 BR 3 S IKSINONDK A SO §ydeNd3t RdzNAy 3 G KS
AYALONSBSIES RSWIKH &8 d&RE G KSKRSaAIyAy3I | OlA
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LK I @& YaSp dzS NIS $ &0 YRhIHA y OA LI £ NB KB ENEE |HdA Rk A
FNIYSH2N] T2N GKE2NBA S BYRIDES tve@it DA GASA

1 What are the roles of the different representational and communicative
resources in thiarchitectural educatiosetting?

T 2 KIG 1 AYR LBEANKIfal OB WEERHE § KSR NB A 2 dz
2NOKS&aGN SR SyasSyot SK

1 Howarethe participantsusing these communicative resources to make meaning?

1 What are the performative characteristics of the multimodal communication
resources deployed by thearticipants during the precedent review and
accompanying tasks?

1 What are the effects of these multimaldensembles in usen the emerging

meaningmakingas knowledge production?

Thecase study subject mattethe participant€aneaningmakingactivities,is actualand

situated as theirmeaningmaking efforts are real life events ima distinct education
contextand locale (Tomlinson, 1988.16Q. My approach to questioningiovesfrom

the general into the particulatakesthe participants and myerms of reference into
account,andemphasiseshe materialandsituatednature of theparticipant€meaning
making(Driver& Erickson, 1983; Tomlinson, 198@pnsequently,took into accountin

0KS ONRIRSald aSyasS Ll2aarof Sz cfexsidatanzy Qa
interviewingapproach. Overal] hierarchical focusing entaisoving fromthe general

into a detailedievelof questioningt YR Y {1 Ay 3 RSOAA&A 202 & SRz
(p.159) framing dimension of questioning and analysirgfurn to this topic again in

Chapter Fouwhen | address my approach to building theecstudy.

ConstructivisGtance

My oonstructivist leaninganderliemy decision to develop easestudyanduse the four

research tools | mentiongateviouslyto generatedata to address my research questions.

| view the researb activity as @a individual and ceonstructivistprocess, in which

foregroundng Y @  LJI NI vieydahd my ivd@ic8is important (Denscombe, 2010;

Geertz, 1973Holstein & Gubrium, 2004 The notionthat all the ativity relating to the
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research produceswhat emergesis acore aspect of the constructivigiaradigm
(Hamnersley, 2011; Tomlinson, 1989)That is the findings | document and the
conclusions | draw are not independent of my research process (Hammersley, 2011, p.9).
The researchactivities and the construste writing about the researchshape the
research experiencéspldenBiddle & Locke2007, p.6).Thus, lam theorisinghat the
learning and teaching taking place in the architectural programme at the research site
a social and constructivishdeavou(Crotty, 1998; Giddent976;Savery & Duffy2001).
Stuated in an architectural Community of Practice (CoP), a subculture, of the
architectural HE and professional practice community in Irel&enger, 1998a;
Wenger, McDermott, & Snydez002). Also,l rely on the notion aCoPinvolvespeople
learning andnteractingregularlyto develop common interests and goals (Wenger et al.,
2002, p.4)a concept | deal with in more detailer. For theseaeasors, | found it helpful

to conceptualise and go about thiesearch in a way thaeflects this constructivist
perspective. Accordingly, building a case around pduicipant€2meaningmaking
efforts from asocial semiotic multimodalifyerspectiveby examining this phenomenon
from the vantage points using tifi@cus group interviepwobservation, questionnairand
interview processes offed, seemed a logical way to proceed with tls¢udy

(Denscombe, 201@oldenBiddle & Locke2007).

| am mindfu, however, adopting a constructivistance is not troubldree. Qitics
sometimes claim whahe constructvistresearcher produceflects or expresses what

| F' YYSNRf S& 6 Hn mapécificsdbidecEtd idehtties lari intér&s ofdhe
researcls NE 0 LJdmn 0 @ ,istRatipéople ninKbeli@veny rédeafchtery merely
reflects my social and personal characteristics (Hammersley, 201-10p.9Another
related issueconcerns the facindividuals make distinctionbetween whata person
holds is true and what is truefHammersley2011, p.13). Nonetheless, | agree with
Hammersle@ &2011) assertioni KSNBE | NB y2 aloaz2ftdziS 3IA
investigations ath the knowledge | gemate in this study stems from intuitive and
deliberate consuction work. Moreover] acceptthe work Ido reflects the cultural
meansavaildle to me in the here andow andalignswith my position in the world as an
architecturaleducator, doctoral studentind researcher. What | produceds apartial
representationof a largerarchitecturalmeaningmakingreality, from aconstructivist

architectural,semiotic and multimodaktandpoint | did not operate on the premise |
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could capturethe whole reality of the architecturatudent€dmeaningmakingefforts,

nor did | attempto present the findings in that way (Hammersley, 2011, p.20).

Conceptualising the Research Story

As | grappled with andnhust say, prayed about, who | aas aresearcherand howl

should approach the study overall, | focused on how to organise andwaonate my
research storgffectively. | drew onGoldenBiddle andcock®a oO6H A AT Z LIOMTO
GOKS2NAASR A0G2NEBfAYSE 0OLIDMT O distehtheknfobtLd Y S
powerful way to bring the theoretical and practical aspectshef project together
coherentlyin the account. Consolidatingour socialexperierces in narrative formg
consideredan established watp representour worlds (Bruner, 1991, p.4)While lrow

we do so issaid to beconstrained by our cultural circumstances, our mastery of the
narrative formfK S NJ y3S 2 F d LINE aaddptSwhaGoldeREiddlR av& 4 ¢ 6
Locke(2007) refer to as our rhetorical moves, and those people who shape our thinking
(Bruner, 1991

This piece of researéhabout agroupof individualsthe participants faced with making
meaningconcretelywhile they addressd an important learning task, thgreliminary
precedent studyinthe design studisetting. Thestories that affect us most deeply are
thought to bethose in which actual people deal with importaeaHife issues and
become transformed in the process Rranklin, 1994GoldenBiddle & Locke2007;
Mezirow, 1991).1 needed a way tanderstand and write coherently about the different
research activitieswhat informsthe project theoretically; how to go about the study
overall;what tools to use to generate the data; who the main characters are; what the
field data says, and what it meaachitecturallyfrom a social semiotic multimodality
perspective Bezemer & Kres2016; Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 20IDerefore, | decided to
adopt what GoldenBiddleand Locke6 HnnT 0 OFff | ayl NNJ GA QDS
structure my thinking, actigrand writing and tellthe researchstory using a building
metaphor (Lakof& Johnson, 1980).Using this rhetoricalevicehelpedme understand

and document the reseeh viaa familar construction mode(Lakoff & Johnsqril980,

p.5). | chose the building metaphor because | have a constructivist opglstkndpoint

that underpins and structures my thoughts and actions as an artris¢educator and
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practitioner(Crotty, 1998; Giddens, 1976What Mezirow (1991) would refer to as my
habits of expectation. These habéffect the way | thinkand express myself across all
communicative modes, and importantly in this instance, liig(&rotty, 1998; Giddens,
1976;Lakoff & Johnsqri980, p.3; Mezirow, 1991)n my narrative, theorisethe niche
F2N) 6KS WOl a S®eaningnta8ng dith ilN&i dag{RFiguiie 8f iintarsecting
architectural andsocial semiotic multimodalitcommunication theory and praxis
structures(Eyal, 2010)

Intersection

Irish
Architectural Sc:ci;_l Se[ri'nilt_)tic Higher.
Communication _II\_:‘U 1mo Z'ty Education
Theory and eory an Landscape r;
THE CASE Practice

Practice
ASPs Meaning-Making

Figure8: Sitingthe 'ase.

Theory takes on seveal roles in theresearch story Firstly, theory provides the
foundation for my case study overall agonstructivistassembly the ideology that
underpirs and inforns every aspect of how theasedevelgs (Hatch,2002) Secondly,
theory supplis the structural frame for scaffoldingthe meaningmaking a way of
theorising about the waypeople make meaningnultimodally taking into account
architectural andsocial semiotic multimodalitshinking Thirdly,theory provide the
social semiotic multimodalitiens through Wich | interrogate the multimodal data
(Balarin, 2009; Evans, Gruba, & Zobel, 20&Witt, 2009 Then, lam theorisingthe
research methods, the discussing, obsengngstioning and interviewingarethe tools
| use to build the case. The multimodal dgémerated during the fieldwonksing the

research toolsjs i KS Wa (i dzE& the Miilig fabkickFigure9). The findings,
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conclusions and implications going forwane the outputs from the testing process
associated with interrogating the data, particularly thmultimodal observation
transcripts through thesocial semiotic multimodalitiens Bezemer & Kres2016;
GoldenBiddle & Locke2007).
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Figure9: The casedifice

Overall Aim and Focus

The overarcimg goal of this case studyg to extend the empirical evidence about
I NOKA G S Ol daNditihodaksdoazRs@nictidn@aningmaking practices (Snow,
Morrill, & Anderson, 2003, p.187)he focusson examiningontemporaryarchitectural
meaningmakingthrough asocial semiotic multimodalitgns thereby learning about the
social semiotic multimodalitglomain from a specific example in a distinct field,
architecture. My main aimis to extend2 1 KSNJ a4 OK 2 f | A@hiiectusal NJ
educationand social semiotienultimodalityreseard fields via, engaging with theory;
producing evidencéhroughthe data collection process; and analysing and interpreting
that evidencewhile consideringrchitectural andocial semiotic multimodalityeories

to produce finding$oth the architectural educatiomnd social semiotic multimodality
fieldscandraw onin a transferable manngBezemer & Kres2016; Jewitt et 312016;

Jawitt, 2009; Thomas, 2016, p.17).
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Rationale for the i®ject

The main inspiration for thiavestgationrelatesdirectly to the complex contemporary
communication and technology landscape whiértherges out of, ands profoundly
impacting global societal structures and behaviours (Jenson, 20@8s, 201(\icol&
Pilling, 2000; Worthington, 20000ne of the core mission objectives of the Irish HE
institutionthe participantsand | are members pfoncerns producing graduates capable
of engagingvith and performing efficientlgs knowledge producers and consumers in
society in a global sense (HUu2d11; Institute of Technology, Sligo, 2009, 20Miking
rhetorical architectureand thesocial semiotic multimodalityommunicativemeaning
makingprocesses associated with its productiaresignificanbccurrences that connect

to and reflect socialncluding communication, political and economic issues worldwide
(Jones, 2011; Lasell, 19791 6w & Steets, 2014)Producingarchitecture and the quality

of createdarchitecture and its spaces, in a rhetorical sense, imgaef LIS 2 L) Sa Q
(Commission for architectur@ the built environment, 2008).If one is interested in
understanding the contemporary communication landscapeparticularsetting, then
probablydevelopng an understanding of what is going on in therent situation, and

the guidelines and agencies of control that produced the current state of afairs
important (Berger & Luckmanrl991; Kress, 2010)Kress (1993, p.177) suggekis
instance adopting thesocial semiotic multimodalityiew of meanng-makingallows
researches to make connections betweemeaningmakingat a micrelevel out towads

the macrolevel as a component of ongoing historicity.

Further, the motivationfor this researchemergesout of a need tdirstly, examine the

waysa distinct groupof architectural students produce knowledge multimodally and
semiotically as they become socialised into the specific formaschitectural culture

their CoPrepresens. Secondlyit emergesout of a need tanake a small contributign
asexampletoa OK2 f I NAR Q | shesgnididaeli$s ahdong@uiivecharacter

of constructingarchitecturalreality Bezemer & Kres2016; Kress, 2010an Leeuwen

2005; Stevensl1995). Researchersay that while it is acknowledged architectural
designing produces knowledge, there is a lack of consensus about what mechanisms to

use for recognising, delineatirand evaluatingcontributions to knowledge deaching
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and learning practices pertaining ttlomainspecific knowledge (Williams, Ostwald, &

Fuller, 2007, p.10).

Also, the justification for this project stems from the fiwt exploring architectural

a U dzR Swaiikgfakingprovides the opportunity to highlight the foundational role
architecture plays in forming society V¥is production processds address the supposed
YySAFGAGS LISNOSLIIAZ2Y YR dzy RSNNBLINBaSydal
sense, in both the social sciences and anities domain (Deckker, 2014Then, the
impetusfor this piece of workelates tqfirstlythe factresearch evidence draws attention

to a significantdisparity betwen currentarchitectural educatiompproachesandthe
contemporary practiton€2a 1y 2¢f SR3IS | y(RoleminA X0IMent& |j dzA NJ
Whitehead 2002 Heape, 2015\icol & Pilling2000; Worthington, 2000). Seconddy

related demand to address the interactive component of architecture via addressing
contemporary communication theory and practicesirichitecturaleducationto unlock
architecturala G dzZRSy (1 & Q LJXdil&byratikelyColerinah, 2@10; Mape, 2015;

Nicol & Pilling2000; Worthington, 2000).

Again the basis for this project arises out of a necessitytaickle the complex
developments in afdtectural communication conventionand the relationsipis
betweenanalogueand digital communicative means addressthe view architectural
exchanges areven more dependentn visual imagery as the primary currency in the
current digital cormunicationera (Jeson, 2008).The reasoning behind the project also
links tothe propositionthe foundation for experiential inquiries in the design field
includes constructing firdtand knowledge about designing and its associated activities

(Fricke, 1996)

My interest in the subjects of this case study, plagticipantsand theirmeaningmaking
efforts, concernsthe fact | relatd to these students invarious ways First, the
participantswere part of the student cohort | teach as an architectural educator, a role |
am passionate about. Alsdyddan interest in howthese studentsvent about making
meaning multimodallyusing different multimodal resources, like talk, text, gesture,
movement,drawing, sketchimage,and model Bezemer & Kres016; Jewitt, 2009;

Kress, 2010)Again, my desire for knowledge about this ptr@enon stems from the
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factltaughti KSa4S &dGdzRSyida GKS (GKS2NE O2Yth#y Sy
primarily comernedWK 2 ¢  drchite®ualesiguising the intellectual and practical

tools associated with this activity ia representational, communicatjvend meaning

making sense, including, choosingnd using the multimodal resources mentioned
previously Bezemer & Kres2010; Dernie, 20145anshirt, 207; Jewitt, 2009Kasprisin

& Pettincirj 1995)

For these reasonsrguably there is a space for a case study like this to examine and
throw the spotlight on the ways rhetorical architectural meantwnes about
multimodally using available communication resows,cén a distinct locale in an
integrated, active, and holistic waygy adoptinga social semiotic multimodalitiens,
perhgpsl can better explain contemporary architecturedaningmakingin an education

context andor imagine it differently from before (Thomas, 2016).

The Scope of the Study

Accordingly, the research projestexplanatoy. | did not measurany aspect of the

architectural student contributor@earning | limited the studyto:

1 ollecting information thatinderpinnedthe participant€meaningmakingin
the reviewvia thefocus group interviewliscussion, questionnairand sent
formal interviews
. Mappingand documentinghe NBS & LJ2 yne&hiigmakingduringthe
observed review
1 Examining and appraising the outcomes from the data collection by analysing,
interpreting and interrogating the data drawing architectural design
communication andocial semiotic multimodalithhinking, includinghe sgn
making shaping and transformativeomponents oBezemeandKres©a O H n mMc (

social semiotic multimodalifyame.

Investigatinghow the participant®2motivation or goabetting skills affeetd their
response to theprecedenttask was not part of the study | did not undertaketo

determine or evaluate the lecturéds O 2 Y Li&aihBiy'ad $he programmeNNor didl
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try to ascertain if the participantouldbecomeexpert inthe unique knowledge and skills
associated with thearchitectural designdomain. Explong the impact HE and
architectural educatiopolicy has on the contributdf®arning experience in detail, was
also outside the scope tifis endeavour. However, it wascessay to comment on the
general societal and culturakhapinginfluencesconcerningarchitecture, academic
expectations and conventions, and take theBS & S| NXx&ntexiual fabtersi into
account because they underpin and influence the waypdhnigcipantsand Iwentabout
makingrhetorical meaningBerger & Luckmanri991;Bezemer & Kres2016;Gergen

& Gergen 2004;Jewitt, 2009Kress, 2010 That is not to say any one of the delimited
factors was not a significantresearch focus. Arguably, eadsueis worthy of
investigationas a project or policy analysis btite study focusand time constraints

meart it wasbetter to view theseoncernsas opportunities for future research

Thisproject wasabout, and aecordof, one group of architecturgtudent€multimodal
learning in one real life setting; responding to one of mamycedenttasks during a
single design project for the academiay20152016 | focused on collectirgyidence
about this group okJ- NJi A @eanihgyhak@égduring thereviewassociated with that
task. { 2% GKS NBASINODK I OGAQJARE Odrf &dzNA2flE 22y
(Fontana &Frey, 2005p.695) italsotook place during a fixegeriod (Thomas, 2016).
The case isspecificone (Stake 2005,444; Thomas, 2016;nY2009).Thus, the primary
goal of ths writingwasto produce an irdepthaccount of how the multimodal resources
the respondentsorchestrated as an ensemble, during the observedew, work
individually, collectivelyand interdependentlyto enact maning Bezemer & Kress
2016; Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 201@s | said earlierwasmy intention this case study could
serve as aoncreteexample of the analytical category associated with the social semiotic
strand of multimodality in both fids related to the study, architecture andocial

semiotic multimodalityBezemer & Kres2016; Jewitt, 2009; Thomas, 2016, p.18)

Introducing theSpace for th&tudy
Niche

While there is dargebody ofarchitectural educatiomndsocial semiotienultimodality

research across a diverse and multifaceted landscape associated with communication
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andmeaningmaking | did not come&cross mangrchitecturaktudiesfocusingprimarily

on mapping multimodaheaningmakingsemioticallyand nonein an Irisharchitectural
educationcontext from asocial semiotic multimodalifyerspective. Onef the studies |

did findhelpfulwasa 2 NIi 2y Q& oHnnc0 S@I f dz GAugddianA y 39S
architectural students\ Yy O2 NLJ2 NI} S AYIF 3ISNE Ayid2 G§KSANJ
study, which draws osemanticanalytical approachebas a somewhat siraiffocusand
perspective as this projeckorton (2006) explores theles, and relationsps between

the visual, verbaand action resources deployed by architecture students in their design
presentations. Although Morton (2006) is payimpseattentionto the visual mode, from

a semiotic multimodal standpointThen,a dzN1.JK & Qa § ettmeogoaghic mdn n p
anthropologialinvestigationslsofocuseonrhetoricalmeaningmakingand interaction

but in an architectural worplace settingWhile Bezemer & Kre§sa 0 accowntsal
social semiotic multimodalitgneaningmakingin a medical education context, share
some common educational characteristics walnchitectural education These
commonalities are mainlhabout, firstly, the directed problemsolving pedagogical
approaches deployed in both contexesxdsecondlythe fact they occuin a practicum,

a core componenof both types of studyntended to simulate a professional setting.
What seems to be lacking, so far, is adepth account of using a range of multimodal
resources collectively, as an orchestrated ensenwblegnstruct meaning actively from

a social semiotic multimodalitperspective in adistinct Irish HE andarchitectural
education context. In this study | addresad this gap through investigating the
participant®2meaningmakingduring an interim informafteview associated with the
initial precedenttask of one design project. | foed®n finding out and explicating what
was going on in this research setting, atite extent to whichthe participants
orchestrated ensembleproduced architectural meaning from asocial semiotic

multimodalityperspective Bezemer & Kres2016; Jewitt, 2009).

Further, | am of the viea smaklscale case study, like this endeavour, is a different kind
of investigation from those research projeatsere the expectation is generalisation will
follow on from the outcomes of exploring something representative of a larger body
(Thomas, 2016, p.4Rather | adopt he view this case study involviedestigatingpne,
practica] and corcrete phenomenon (fomas, 2016), thearchitecturalrespondentS

multimodalmeaningmaking My intentionwasto build up a multifaceted view of what
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was going onregarding architectural communicationtheories andsocial semiotic
multimodalityconcepts and in the process, produ@n accounembodyingwhat Ryle
GmMpcy v (SN¥a ofthepartdipant®ieaniddidakidgeRorts/from both an
architectural andsocial semiotic multimodalitperspective Bezemer & Kres2016,
Jewitt, 2009).Alsq it likely the findings represented in these thiclsclgtions could be
of use in a practical and transferable wayn other design education contexts
(Hammersley, 2011; Thomas, 2016, p.4; Yin, 200®) this reasont is likelythe main
place my worlbelongs in a contributory sensés in the gapntersectingarchitectural

communicaton andsocial semiotic multimodalitheory and practice.

Uniqueness

In my doctoral studiesgriginallneans gaining substantive fitsand knowledge about
architectual multimodal meaningmakingthrough an unfamidir lens, social semiotic
multimodalitytheory,in adistinctirisharchitectural educatiosettingthat has not been
the focus ofsuchresearch until nowBezemer & Kres016; Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 2010
Thomas, 2016 A way of building on what previous research says about architectural
communicative meaningmaking practices from a social semiotic multimodality
standpointand placing the new study melation to those other sinat studiesasone
distinct exempér (Thomas, 2016, p.20). Possibdy key feature of this kindof
investigatiorconcerns the fadhe researcher starts from the premise each social setting
has a set ofinigueandsharedcharacteristics that both sets it apart froemd connects

it to, other similar situations (Thoma2016,p.203)

goc'\a\ Semiotic I\/Iultimodality Lens

FigurelO: The social semiotic multimodality spotlight.
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Clearly producing an original entity or interpretation feomething as an individual,
gaining firsthand knowledge about architectural stude@tailtimodalmeaningmaking

in this case for example, whether that explanation originated with someone else
previously, is a valid example of creativity (Welling, 2007, pAlédin & Sezal009).
CdINIKSNE | RFELIWGIAYy3 SEA&aGAYy3I (1y2e6f SRIAS Ay
clAyAUGADS 2LISNI A2y ¢ 62 @duitingigvaniiveness AdaitingLI® m ¢ -
knowledge in this way involves integrating reality into an existing conceptual organisation
YR Ay OfdzRSE GKS GONBI GAGS | RI Llindrgalfy 2 F
200dzZNNAY 3 QI NR I (A 2y &dr methisSélated ty & progessnof T LI
examining a specific example of architecturedaningmaking critically through the

unfamilar lens ofsocial semiotic multimodaliffhomas, 2016).

Assumption

In the study, | assumed thgarticipantsaddressedhe relevant knowledge and skills
about representation and communication in the rate$ associated with both areas.
Also,l accepted thdocusin those modulesfrom an academic point of view, may be on
developing the capacity of ége studentdo choose and use thanalogueand digital
technologies associated with visual reasgnbecause using these tools is a fundamental
part of making architectureDernie, 2014 Ganshirt, 207; Jewitt, 2009;Kasprig1 &
Pettinciri, 1995) Also, | operated on the basis tbeurse teanwascompetent to teach
the requisite knowledge and skills associated \aitthitectural designinghat meet
programme learning outcome@d.O)and professional accreditation criteria.Then, |
worked on the understandirthe architectural students taking part in the researohld
becomeexpert inthe unique knowledge and skills associated with architecture including

architectural representation, communicatiandmeaningmakingin thissetting.

Nevertheless, [though | assumed thparticipantscould learnthe requisite knowledge
and skillsguestionsaroseabout their meaningmakingduring the studythat indicated
those contributing to the researdtadproblemslearningthe relevant desigknowledge
andskills Also, while | presumed the lecturers on the programweee competentto
teach the requisite knowledge and skdlsficitsin expertisein either area may weflave

impactednegatively on theespondentSimeanirg-makingduring the research activity.
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As a final point, a range of general factors also influktioe LJ- NI A Grednlhgy (0 & Q
makingactivities including themotivations;prior knowledge base; their previous design
experiences; feelings of fear; degree of confidence; overall attitaddsheir problem

solving strategies including deliberate goal setting (Eysenck, 2009; Locke & Latham, 2002
2006).

Guiding Principles

I would like to comment now csomearchitectural and other gemal meaningmaking
principlesshaping me as an architect and architectedlcator,and so influencingne

as a researcher and constructiviseaningmaker in the research settingil reseach

linksto theory in some way aratguablyfi KS NB &SI NOKSNDa (KS2NBI
the way they approach and conduct the whole research process (Balarin, 2009;

Denscombe, 2010; Sikes, 2004; Thomas, 20&6ington, 2015).

Firstly,| operateon the basidearning and soneaningmaking is constructive (Oxman,
1999), involves transformation (Mezirow, 1990; 1991), and is influenced by the
metaphors or habits of expectation we incorporate into our habituakihg and doing
actions (BaxteMagdda & King, 2012; Deshler, 1991; Kitche&eKing, 1991} akoff &
Johnson 1980; Mezirow, 1990; 1991; Roth, 199Ihen, Idraw on theoriesabout
constructivism that holdknowledge creation is a constructive proceBerger &
Luckmann 1991; Crotty, 1998Geertz, 1973; Giddens, 1978avery & Duffy2001).
Thirdly, | rely omrchitectural educatiotheoriesunderliningthe notionthat learning to
make architecture is like learning a language (Oxman, 198@in, 2003andincludes

but isnot limited tq the following areas

1  Secific forms of thinking, for instance abductive thinking, where the designer
starts with an aspired va that is rhetoricahnd constructs the theoretical
frame and outcome through the designing process iteratively {(2x$1)

1 Exploring precedent® develop? y $Sd@sign vocabulary and ledrow
architecture is manifested in response to specific ideolotrk & Pause012;
Unwin, 2003)

1 Developing knwledge and skills aboapatial morphology, whidnvolves

architectural geometryand selecting and using different representational and
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communicative resources during tbesign procest produce test, represent,
and communicate design proposaikélin & SezaP009; Anthog, 1991;
Casakin, 2007, Casakirki&itler, 2010; Cross, 1982; 1999; Lawson, 2006;
Ochsner, 2000; Oxman, 2002; 1999; Salama, 2005;&Uwersky, 2001;
Teymur, 2001yanSchaik, 2008).

Lastly, draw on architectural, multimodal communicati@md social semiotitheories
underpinningthe ideathat architecturalmeaningmakingis a semiotic proess and so
rhetorical(Broadbent, Buni& Jencks, 198&co, 1980; Hattenhauer, 1984; Kress, 2010;
Stein & Newfielg2006;van Leeuwen2005 van Schaik, 2014l move on now to explain

several important termeunningthrough the research story.

Architecture

Creating and producingrchitectureinvolves engaging with our world and our existence
in it spatially, an activitsequiring us to shape physical objeatswe go about realising
our concrete and abstradtleas (van Schaik2014, p.13). Standarddefinitions of
architecture describe it as the design of buildings (Unwin, 20@3)ever, he practice

of architecture als&K I & 'y | a&2 OAl ( & plagtehasiclltiral, Wddlal OS Q
political, and physical characteristics in any given contiséng& Larkham, 2003tordan,
Raubal, Gartrell & Egenhofer, 1988enz, 2010Unwin, 2003, p.21; van Schaik, 2014).
Another descriptionof architecturesuggestsarchitectural ideas originate in the mind
and architectureis the physical manifestation of innovatidmaginings externalised
concretisedand developed through two and threemensional2D and3D)drawings,
sketches, and modeléKalin & Seza2009, p.1%Wittgenstein, 1958

Architectural Knowledge
Knowledgeencompasseseveraforms,likeinformation, or expertiseAkin & Akin1996,
p.2, Lawson, 2004 Where pertise relates tdighlevel proficiency expressing laglic
and practicaldomain knowledggFeldhusen, 2005, p.68)Architectural designings
acknowledgedy scholarsi 2 06 S | dchly @ i X(B3jb@cEuse of itsomplex
nature(Heyligher& Neuckermans, 2000frchitectural knowledgencapsulates ctural

and scienfic knowledgeembodied inbuilt form and related specialist knowledge
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producton sites. Knowledge that encompassiest isnot limited to,history, theory and
methods; different plan or layout prototypesnd, structure and assembly principles;
servicesand environmental science including lighting, sound, and materials (Heylighen
and Neuckermans, 2000; Oxman, 1986, p2R Then, designersprocessesand
products are said teembody architecturabr designknowledge (Cross, 1989p.56).
Consequerly, researchconcerningfirstly, how people design andecondly, the
strategiesrelatingto designingncluding communication, are alpotential knowledge
producton sites (Cross, 1998 pp.56). Lastly investigating precedentgields design
information, which could, theoretically at least, inforinK S R S dekisiofinsakidg &

about how to compose nearchitecture a knowledgeproducingactivity (Cross, 1998

pp.5-6).

The thinking underpinning the way knowledgeoduction occurdn an architectural
context, and the value of the different kdis of knowledgegeneratedin thisarena,like

many other professional domairs,challenging and contestedn intimate but tense
relationship exists between HE institutions and the professigerdingtheir mutual
concern in controlling the production and application of specialised knowledge (Griffiths,
2004, p.709). Access ta dedicatedknowledge baseljke architecure and the built
environment is a crucial aspect of professional education and practidiepiroessional
fields(Griffiths, 2004, p.709Presently however morepeoplein societyare questioning

whatknowledges and its purposgacross society (Delanty, 2001, p)1

Examples of questiorssirfacing in the literatureelatingdirectly tothis projectconcern
inclusiveness and identity, cross disciplinary pradieesustainability and digitisation.
Today meaningmakingoccurs in mydad waysin contemporary societal settingss
people solve problems in diverse contexts nbtags related to formal education
processes; academiaafien no longer the most importarknowledge productin site
(Delanty, 2001, p.3)Consequentlydisciplinary boundaridsave become conflateds
multidisciplinary working practicase emphasisednd held to be the normPotentially
formal educational nistitutions could take on areconstituted and innovative
communicativeNR £ S Ay (y26f SRIS LINRPRdAzOGA 2wy | a

developing and advancingpmmunicationchannelsbetween different knowledges

36



including the scientifiand cultural in the contemporary knowledge sociaty which

communication ig primary source afocialcohesionDelanty, 2001).

MeaningMaking Multimodality and Social Semiotics

As | said at the outset, architectunasboth a communicative and rhetorical function
(Cross, 1998 pp.2%#28; Hattenhauer, 1984p.71, Whyte, 2006, p.153 | intimated in
my opening remarkshat in architectural circlesthetorical meaningconcernshow
architectural designerand their creatios influence people anghromote or reflect
values and beliefs in different eras and movemdiksmodernism or the international
style (Crilly et al., 2008, p.42%jattenhauer, 1984p.72 Whyte, 2006, p.153 In this
project, ladoptedthe following explanations for terminologggardingmeaningmaking

from asocial semiotic multimodalifyerspective

Firstly, lunderstoodmeaningmakingto be a multisemiotic material social practice in
which theparticiparis construct the multimodal communication ensembles they need to
communicate and progress their design ideas as they interpret, assemble and make
meaning in the architectural learning environment (Kress, 28t& & Newfield2006;

van Leeuwen2005). Scondly, Irecognisedmultimodality is a mixture of semiotic
modes, for examplagesturestalk and text, and sketch, diagram or technical drawing,
and physical model (Kress, 20Kdess &an Leeuwen2006;van Leeuwen2005).
Thirdly, Itook the view a mode is what Kress (2010) and other multimodality scholars,
like Jewitt (2009) and Bezemer and Mavers (2011), refer to as one way, like a drawing for
example, of constructing, representiramd commuitating something semiotically.
Then, Irecognisedsocial semiotics is a field of studyolvingtheories aboutigns and
symbols in different communicative modes and diverse cultural and societal contexts
(Kress, 2010yan Leeuwen2005). Fifthly, ladoptedthe notion the termsgemioti€or
YhultimodalQ communicative resources refer to all the activities people use to
communicate and make meanirejerred to aboveAlsq laccepedthe ideathese terms

refer to thevarious technologies likepencil pen, or computer, and such substantive
meansas modelling card or clay, bladasdtextiles (Kress, 2018ress &an Leeuwen
2006;van Leeuwe2005, p.1) Seventhl assumedsocial semiotic multimodalignalysis

is concerned with, and offers, the opportunity to analyse the full range of communication,
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and so knowledge producing, tools the participants employ during thervdd review
and accompanying tasks, including, talk, text, gesture, gaaeementimage and
artefact Bezemer & Kres2016; Jewitt, 2009).Finally, lusedthe words meaning
making learning, and knowledgeqauction interchangeably in thigriting because |
adopted the social semiotic multimodalityiew an inextricable linkxists between
communication and learning any learning situatioBezemer & Kres2008;Bezemer

& Kress2016; Kress, 2010).

Communilesof Practice

Earlier,| intimated KS  LJ- NIi A O A-hdkingiitaok plada@ithin/ak GoBwhich

involves peoplevorkingtogether over prolonged periods ways thatontribute tothe

formation of their identitiesAmin & Roberts, 2008;ave & Wenger, 1991, pp-39;

Wenger, 1998a; WengekcDermott, & SnydeR002, p.4).Thus, | subscribe to the idea
becoming an architectural practitioner at the research site involves both adopting the
OKI N OGSNRalF GA2Y 2NJ ARSYGAFASNI 2F Wl NDOF
ARSYUGAFAIOES YSFyAy3aa (KNPrdzid @engel,3998a, Sy 3|
pp.103105). In this study, | relied on the idea that the participants were leaspeuific

ways of engaging in design activities with other people, including their peers and tutors,
and in thisway, their competence acquiredsitmerit and meaning (Wenger, 1998a,
p.104). However, although many researchers present CoP in a positive light, particularly
in organisational contexts, scholars also highlight the fact that the CoP patsaBgm
limitationsand is the subjectof much debge and critique (Kerno, 2006, p.69; Roberts,

2006, p.623).Below | discusseseralrelated CoP shortcomings that arguably ocatir

the research site, to some degrdbdat might have contributetb the meaningmaking

challengeshe participants identifiedand | observed, during this project.

Time constraints, for example, are said to be a core limiting feata€oP regarding
engaging in all the activities required to enable membelsetmmefull andcompetent
participants (Kerno, 2008, p.73)ime n this instance relates to the capacity of members

of F IABSY /2t (G2 Sy3alr3asS Ay KIFIG YSNyz2 o
RA&GO2dzNESE OLIPTOUVL O t FNOAOALI yia Ay GKAaA

and other studentsith different learningneeds indicated in their responses in their
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interviews and questionnaires that firstly, time constraints were a constant source of
pressure; and secondly, they required additional time to address their learning challenges
more efficiently Time demands and pressures tlcauld be attributed tppartially at

least, semesterisation and reduced contact tiemesuingfrom government moves to
deploy academics more efficiently timése for economic reasons (Réidieilifis Hreann
(RE),2013, Mach 27;Steer, Spours, Hodgson, Finlay, Coffield, Edward, et al), 2007

Anotherkeylimitationconcerns the fact thaa CoP usuallgperateswithin anestablished
institution, and smeeds tosynchronisétst OG0 A GAGAS& gAGK GKI G 2N
structures (Kerno, 2008, p.74Members of the architectural CoP at the research site

must navigate and respond ta KA & 2 NABF YA &l (A 2dyr@rticsoddy R S NI
(Kerno, 2008, p.74)owever, a Col considereanostconstructivewhenits members

operate as equal partners; so that they can solve probtegether, negotiate ideas,

share relevant knowledge and practices directly, and reflect critiogkyherto foster
groundbreaking praxes (Kern®Q08, p.74). Iinembers of the CoP at the research site

for examplewere more focuse@ y F RKSNAyYy 3 (2 GKAa L2¢Qa K
getting the most out of their CoP, in a collaborative and innovative learning sense, then
probablythe status quo prevailed. That is, thierarchicapower dynamics operating in

this CoP might haviamited the participantSaccesso, and participation inthis CoP
(Roberts, 2006, p.627).

Lastlythere was a chance that, what Wenger (1998a) calfls K S ¢ A aR2Y 2F LIS
(p.144) might have beednvisible to my colleagues and | as full participants in this CoP.
Peripherality, in this instance, refers to those stocks of knowlatgleexperience
considered marginalnd/or ignored and so not t&en into account byhose operating
GAUKAY (GKS aSadlrof AAKSR NBIAY SVerdyd (1998ay LIS (i S
pp.144145) points out that it is essential to let these peripheral and core activities
interact, because it is in these reflectivelaeflexive interactions that CoP members are
likely to find the new experiences and forms of competence necessary to create new
knowledge. However, KS LJ- NIi A OA LJ vy lmy @bsdRvatdr@urdgithieNG & |
project indicated that it was likely the opportunities to alfgavipheral orotherWy S g S NI
voices shape the meanimgaking, and so embrace the richness of thinking and
experience thainternational student®r other separatdearnersconside Riiffébently
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enabledbffered, might have been overlooked at times by the course team and | (Kerno,

2008, p.75; Roberts, 2006, p.62Bompson, Bacon & Auburn, 2015

Concluding Comments

In this chapter, | introduced my remeh study about architectural studefttetorical
meaningmakingin designstudio during a interim review | explained th research
investigation focusedn answeringny main research question and related subqueries
about the extent to which the multimodal communicative resources the participants
deploy work together to produce knowledge in this settihgignalled mapproach to

the projectlinksto constructivistthinking about knowledgel made it clar why | am
telingd KS aid2NE 2F (GKS I NOKA (SO dzNindaning G dzR S
makingthrough a construction narrativé.indicated architectural studer®@meaning
makingas communicativesocial semiotic multimodalitwork has not been addressed
extensivelyn either the architecture osocial semiotic multimodalitgsearch literature
and not at all in research aboatchitectural educationn the Irish HEoT sector. |
pointed outthe fieldwork generatedknowledge of an experiential charactproviding

the data and so the means fdesting contemporary thinking abouthetorical
architectural communication and learning, in laish architectural educatiorsetting,
through asocial semiotic multimodalitgns. | explained | inteedthisproject to achieve
two distinct but interconnected ends. Firstly augment currenarchitectural desigand
communication thinking about how to use communicative resources semiotically and
multimodally in adistinct architectural educatiorcontext to gemerate architectural
knowledge Secondly, to make a contributiongocial semiotic multimodalitysearch
aboutmeaningmakingin a distinct settinga significantfeature of research endeavours

in thesocial semiotic multimodaligomain(Bezemer & Kresg016; Jewitt, 2009; Jewitt,
Bezemer& h Q1 | £ £ 2 NI lyirkdicatedn thieceVadieseveral overlapping interests
between the two research rgtnds. Then | set out some guiding principles and
terminologiesbuilt-into the research storyFinally,| describedthe CoP model operating

in the research site and | documentseveralrelated CoRimitationsthat could have
FFFSOUSR GKS LImddng O the dextchapter, | baifl ithg theoitical
frame for the studyvia addressing theatersectingliterature underpiming, informing,

and shapinghe research project.
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2 Intersections

13
RESOURCES

Figurell: Working with theiterature

Introduction

In this chapter] develop the analytical frame and construct the spacéhie studyby
considering literaturen both the architectural and social semiotic multimodality fields
across five junctures that contain overlapping ideas relating directly to my research
queries about the participar@®neaningmaking (Hatch, 2002, p.39; Goldeddle &
Locke, 2007, p.24; Wolcott, 2005, p.17B)acing my study within a recognisable
theoretical framework by linking my findings am existing body of theory about
rhetorical architectural meaniagaking taking social semiotic modbdality thinking

into accountjs a central aspect of this study and telling my research story (Hatch, 2002,
p.39; GolderBiddle & Locke, 2007, p.23; Wolcott, 2005, p.17/)r that reason, my
primary concern here is dealing with what Hatch (2002, p.39) refers to ad#tarsive
theories. That is, those ideas that informed ahdpedmy choice of research questions
about the participant&hetorical meaningnaking; my approach to the fieldwork; and
the subsequent analysis and interpretation of the particig@neaningmaking efforts.
Significantly, thesBve intersections reveal spabetween the two research strands for

contributing to both fields (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Eyal, 2010; Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 2010).
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In this study, Hrewon Goldea. A RRf S | y/Rn 1[2 OPdSMran o2 G A 2y
a02NRBf AYSEé O mydresearch accdunti @rivitag3ipqrbided theory takes

on different roles in the research stancluding:

1 Explicating the foundational thinking underlying and informing easpgct of
how this case developeas a constructivist assembly (Hatch, 2002), a
characteristic | deal with in more detailGhapter FourtV. dzA f RAy. 3 G KS /
f SzLJLJX eAy3d GKS a0NHzOGdzNI £ FNFYS F2NJ aol
meaningmaking, matters | attess in this chapter. A way of thinking about and
interrogating how the participants make rhetorical meaning multimodally while
considering architectural and social semiotic thinkiBegjarin, 2009; Evans,

Gruba, & Zobel, 2011; Jewitt, 2009)

In Chaper One | highlighted a need to comment on several environmental factors
influencing how the participants andwent about meaningmakingin the research

setting. | address thes®ncerns irthe first juncture between the two research strands,

W¢ KS2 gy @FniEecond juncturdl ¢ KS  wK S (i 2 NJA Ditd$ on the fiyst.J2 y Sy
intersection via exploring the iddhat architectural meaningnaking is a rhetorical
endeavour, anothercritical overlap between the architectural and social semiotic
multimodality research domaingn the thirduncture Ww S & 2, da&3éhtitte specific
attributes of nonverbal, verbal, literal and visual communication modes that underpin
and relate directly to meaniagaking in the researchtsi Exploringthe roles,
relationships and dynamic interplay between the different communication modes
deployed by the participants in their meanimgking effortsvasan essential aspect of
answering my research questions and a datersectionbetweenthe two research
strandsthat | explore in juncture fourUItimately, ivasconcerned with uncovering the
mechanisms underpinning the participatseeaningmaking as knowledge production, a
primary consideration in both fields, and | address this mattemicture five W[ S| NJ A y =
YR / 2YYdzyAOF A2y Qo

Like many other aspects of the thesis document, the writing in this chapter evolved during
0KS R2O0O02NIf 22dzNySeé (G2 NBFESOO Y& IANRGA)

scholars would help mepnstruct the story of the participarfdsemiotic and multimodal
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meaningmaking efforts most efficientlyThe theories about architectural design and
communication, in conjunction with social semiotic multimodahigpking, were the

means, what Thomas (@x 0 OFffta (GKS GSELX Yl G2NE
understanding, interpreting, and explaining the particip@mteaningmaking through

the social semiotic multimodality lensam charaatrisingthe literature work generally,
andspecifically in this clpder, asa multilayered construction of different materials into

an integrated whole, that produces what Gold&ddle and Locke (2007) call
GaeyiKSaAraSR O&okiddNIeyieis dand acila¥d digciplidary boundaries
and exchanging ideas in waysitgeneratespace for multiple values and realitites
connectis a recommended research approach for constructivist researchers (Gergen &

Gergen, 2004, pp.741).

The collective corpus about the topics | coveride-ranging and substantial. Theved,

| present works in each intersectitdmat contribute to my understanding of architectural
meaningmaking as a constructivist, architectural and social semiotic mulilityo
endeavour angpeak to my data, analysis and interpretatjarsl so are essential for
resolving my research queriédsq | present works thatelate to and align in some way

to each other and all the other literature | draw on in my research work (Bayard, 2008,
pp.8-9). Thus, myarrangement of related works amdlevant citations across the five
junctures is intended to inform and situate my deliberations and provide the loéation

my study in thentersectionsetween the two fields (Eyal, 2010; Gold&ddle & Locke,
2007, pp.1926).

The Environment

Seveal common research themes cohere across ahghitecturaland social semiotic
multimodality research domains théfave implications for this studyegardingthe
significant influence exerted ltlge environment on communicaticend/or knowledge
production thereby producinghe firstjuncture Firsly, researchers acknowledge we
live in a time of unprecedented technological advancement and constant change
(Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Coleman, 2010; Jenson, Ry, 2011; Lasswell, 19Rg0l

& Pilling, 200; Worthington, 2000). Secondly, scholars agree the rapidly evolving and

complex nature of the contemporary communication landscape is profoundly impacting
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societal structures and behaviours in a global sense (Jenson, 2008; Nicol & Pilling, 2000;
Worthingon, 2000). Thirdly, the marketplace is consideregtitécal driving force in
society, influencing and in turn influenced by marmgminentsocietal, cultural, and state
institutions (Delanty, 2001, 201Bpurcade, & Healy, 2007, p.28%gss, 2010, p.49).

Sociological Discourse

Althoughat a macro level, society encapsulates social cohesion as a single body like a
nation state, on a micro level, societies consist of individual establishments and
configurations, social, cultural, patal, and economic (Delanty, 2013, p.@3)rrently,

ethical statements permeatepolicymaking and the communicative operations
characterising its practices (Fourcade & Healy, 2007, pB8@®3 A focus on principled
governance exists, encompassing tramgpay, accountability, and integrity standards.
Moreover, governance agents employ the instruments intended to produce these
principles to monitor nations, state entities like HE institutions, and commercial bodies
(Fourcade& Healy, 2007, p.303). Usingsting instruments like HE funding, targets, and

standards mechanismStgeret al., 2007).

Theglobalised rise of the English language has contributed to the spresd-tiberal

and neoaconservative dogmas about the individual, family, state, anletmace which

has created split between the state, who project ethical, integrative values, and those
involved in the marketplace, who promote consumerist values (Kress, 20495@)p.

The market versus state standpoisisaid toeffectand frame ommunication thinking

and choice in distinctly different wafggess2010). For instance, the socially responsible
model is thought to perpetuate communicational guidelines that shape and direct
communicational mode preferences and resultant meanin@se customer,choice

based standpoint, on the other hand,presupposes the mutability of social forms
materialises as a corresponding flexibility in communicational practices (Kress, 2010,

p.50).

At the research site, the participants and | experienceyahd@ A 3 4 S {lieS RA T
worlds @itz & Kuckmann, 1973, pp4 involved in the conflict between socially

responsible behaviour and consumerist values, in our everyday existence. We live and

44



participate in Irish society in a distinct location, H@thwest of Ireland, as members of
diverse CoP. Educationally, we operate within a specific kind ctattéHunded
institution. We navigate its regulating processes daily as members of our architectural
CoP and must also contend with and respond tiereal regulatory bodiekkethe RIBA

and RIAI during our meaningaking effots (Delanty, 2013, p.70). Furthéne evolving
nature of the technological and communicational landscape is posing significant
educational challenges as academics and stud#niggle to manage the diverse and

complex factors shaping communication in this HE environment.

The Social Semiotic Multimodality View

The resources and tools people use to make meaning are said to be above all affected
and formed by social and econmneconsiderations and circumstances (Bezemer & Kress,
2016, pp.221; Jewitt, 2009; Jewitt et al., 2016; Kress, 2010, pfB4van Leeuwen

2005). Anunderlying assumptioexistsin social semiotic multimodality circles, a culture

2N Aa20ASEGNSIAMBES¥a 1ARY I LINPRAzOGAZ2Y - YR
49), and the possibilities or affordances they offer, operate within a framework of what

is socially achievable within that culture at any given time (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pp.20
21; Jewit, 2009, pp.1516; Kress, 2010, pp.48®). What emerges is the options,
circumstances and environs are negotiabgdpeople with diverse interests in different
social group @ ! & | NXématinicaive Ihihavioiimditteirresources and
technologiesadapt at different times and degrees, to the prevailing conditions, including
social, economic and technological advances (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.21; Jewitt, 2009,
pp.1516; Kress, 2010, pp.4®). Thus, contemporary communication pracjcéke

those in operation at the research site, are thought to develop as power disperses
through the mechanisms underlying the conventions and regulatory agencies of current

social forms (Kress, 2010, p.51).

Architecture

Transformations in the comnsiction sector

As the communication and the technological landscape continues to mihetsuilding
industry has emerged as a dominant player on the world stage (Jones, 2011; Lasswell,

1979; Nicol & Pilling, 2000The rise of the knowledgeable clientsh&ansformed
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communicativerelationships between all participants involved in the building industry.
¢KS I NOKAGSOGQa , Nihtofhe researcNdrsRIRiDihgttHe archltettis S NS
taking on a more compliant rola the industryto the detriment of their professional
autonomy(Coleman, 2010, p.201; Lasswell, 1979; Nicol & Pilling, 2000; Worthington,
2000). Much of the reported tension existing between clients and architestslted

from their communicative interactionfLawson& Pilling, 1996, pp.889). Improving
communicativeracticessurfacsl & I O2NB NBIljdzZANBYSyd F2N R
of project ownership, and a proficiency both architectural practitioners and clienteles
needed to continue tamprove (Lawson &ilkng, 1996, p.89)Other related challenges
reported in the research literature concem call for architectural practitioners to
continuously develop and update their krowledge and skillshroughout their
professional liveso cope with, the rise of # knowledgeable client; th&astpaced

nature of technological and communicative advances; andetlmdvinginformation

society (Nicol & Pilling, 2000, p.1; Worthington, 2000).

These tensions and issues manifest themselves in the research site in many wa
including via firstly, our responsibilities addressing our institgticore mission to
produce graduates/ho can engage arngkerform efficientlyas knowledge producers and
consumers in diverse societal settings (Hunt, 2011; Institute of Technology, Sligo, 2009,
2016). Secondlyhese concerns arise while we a@dressing the pressures inherent in
configuring2 dzNJ | NOKA 0 SO0 dzNI fum adilBehivisidy 16 YeBilddy th® dzNINJ
acknowledged and pertinent practice concerns about continuously developing
communication and other professional skills. Thittgseissuessurface while we are
managing the challenges navigating the complex nature ofaladogue and digital

environment presents (Dernie, 2014).

The business, creative and public service discourse

Other researchers investigated these complex societal shifts from a different angle, via
exploring how professionals explain and justify the whdy do in their changing
circumstances (Cohen et al., 2005, p.77@)heir findings point to the significant
implications the different business, creative aaviceoriented discourses evident in

architectural practice have for architectural identpiyactice, and educatiorCphenet
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al, 2005). In the creativediscoursefor example, the architeds construedin expert

terms. While in the busineskalogue thereis a competitive edge to the conversation

with practitioners perceiving themselves mtked by the client and competing for

power with the contractor (Cohen et al., 2005, pp-789). Then the public authority
discourse emphasidehe need for architecture to serve the public good in tandem with

the notion the achitect is a public servan The distinctive nature of these three
discourses had implications for this study because it raised queahbonsthe wayour
programme tearf® response to each discourse at the researchveigaffectingour
institutional roles, shaping the curriculum going forwardjimpacting on oué (i dzRSy G & ¢
meaningYF {Ay3 STF2NI A& YR 3INI RdzZ 1SaQ LINE & LIS

Architectural education

OngoingLINP 6f SYa FINBX alFAR (2 OKINIOGSNAR&AS | N
complex changes taking place in society generally and the technological and
communication landscapespecifically (Coleman, 2010)ssues the architectural
programme at the resealcsite is not exempt from A view emergesa shift from an
educational paradigm rooted in the humanities, towards one geared to expedite the built
environment has divested architecture of much of its intellectual and moral ethos
(Coleman, 2010, p.201)Also, there isa perceptionthat a rift is developing between
theory, history, and practice, with a resultant decline in the quality of knowledge
production in architectural education (Coleman, 2010, p. 202; Purcaru 2002; Vesely,
2004).

Nevertheless, thelual function of architectural schools is to firstly, produce graduates
GAGK 'y Ayaidaiddziaz2yl fplaxd RdegréeNdarciitdctyand dzf G dz
SSO2yRf e 2FFSNI ANI Rdzl 1Sa I StellemNI189FdA1y NI (&
that is the result of being socialised into the institutionalised order of a particular
architectural education environment (Gray, 2013, p.198; Stevens, 183%her words,

the socialising process involves internalising a set of inherited outlookshtyad the

AN Rdzr 61SaQ NBIOGA2ya yR O0SKI@A2dzNBE | a o
society. In this study, this enculturation procesdated 2 G KS LJ NIi A OA LJ

and participation in, the architectural CoP operating in the rebesite Theshared
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meaningmaking repertoireof this Cofhas evolved over many years in response to the
situation outlined abovieand the criteria embodied in the institutional, governmental
and professional accreditation standards referred to eaaldrdiscussed in more detail
in Chapter ThreeWhe Research&ettingQ(Wenger, 1998aWenger, McDermott, &
Snyder, 200

LYy GKS &d20AFf &aSYA20A0 YdzZ GAY2RIFEAGe € AG:
meaningmaking repertoire are put forward saessential requirements for that
community to succeed and develop inclusively (Kress, 2010, p.47). Howetles,

study, multilingualstudentsfrom distinct cultural backgrawls and other studentswith

different learning needs, including those experiencingdyslexia,acknowledged and
indicated, via their responses in the questionnaires, interviews and multimodal meaning
making behaviours during the observed review, tfaged considerable challenges
gaining access to and participating fully iis t8oP Further, my findings suggebese

challengesffected their rhetorical meaningnaking adversely

In researchhat focuses oimternationald G dzR &peiiend®s of HE, scholataim that
academicseedto consider how tdully embrace the richultural heritage international
d0dzRSyida oNAyYy3a (2 GKSANI aGdzZRAS& YR | aaa.
process more efficiently; while simultaneously giving themselves the opportunity to
develop their intercultural understanding (GR007, pp.167169). In theresearch
documenting students' experiences of dyslexia, scholars maintaireeeetoconsider
theideathati K2 4SS SELISNASYyOAy3a ReatSEAI |NB Ay
I f ®X HAamMp I Lidmo HYy 0.I328)IChadn&N@ROD A dny CodperA(Z006p f S
argue that peopleexperiencingdyslexiaare simplyexhibiingWRA FFSNBy 1 Q O
beinghumarti K & / 22 LISNJ 6unncov fFoSfa aalLISOATAO
these scholars claim that our cemnt education systemsroduced and arefailing those
experiencing dyslexia for the following reasons. Fitbthge systemsvere set up to

maintain the status quo in a soqiolitical and economic sense, particularly regarding

their focus on the valuef societal norms for literacy. Secondly, implementing such

systems hinges on the authority of those responsible for imposing learning in specific

ways that do not necessarily value diversity (Chanock, 2007, p.35; Cooper, 26Q46; pp.9
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Thompson et al2015, pp.1329.339. Thus,our current education systenase thought

to:
f ClI @2dzNJ I yR &
SO2y2YAO &dz00
And

w»

jdz GS tAGSNY O8 SAGK AydSH
aae O0CK2YLAZ2YZXZ HampZXZ Lo

w»

1 Adopt systematic or sequential mearimgking over moréolistic approaches,
possibly, partially at least, because systematic learnthgught to bemore
straightforward to observe and assess (Chanock, 2007, p.35; Cooper, 2006, p.3;
Thompson et al., 2015, p.1329).

Although, inclusivity is a webstablishedresearch focus in architecturestudies
concerned primarily with the impact of access and participatiballengeson
international students oother studens experiencing specific learning differencesa
distinct architectural education context is lied (Holgate, 2015; Manley, de Graft
Johnson & Lucking, 2011; Manleyd&GraftJohnson, 2013Swales et al. (2001), for
instance, focused on the inherent flaws in the review system and its contested
educational value to address how to help international Masters of Architecture students
manage the review setting more resourcefully from a rhetonmnebningmaking
perspective. Nevertheless, they suggest investigating the difficulties international
students grapple with in an architectural education context, is an undeveloped area of
study (Swales et al., 2001)Holgate (2015, p.91bn the other land,sought to develop
effective strategies surrounding implementing support procedures for architectural
students experiencingdyslexia in his intervielased inquiry. Manley and de Graft
Johnson (2013, p.915) exploreatiusieness in thearchitecturalprofessionto identify

the optimum tactics for supportingjfferently-enabledpeople to pursue architecture as

a profession. Their findings led to a recommendatian architecture schools need to

be more preemptive about creating inclusive cultures attitudes to design via their
curriculum development and delivery practices (Manley & Qudftison, 2013, pp.923
925). However, in their work, they did not focus on the ways specific groups of students
with differentlearningneedscope with the nuts antdolts of meaningnaking in a distinct
setting. This gap presentedn opportunity for me to play a pam this studyvia

explicating the waywo distinct studentgroups international students and those
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experiencingdyslexa, were grappling with accesand participation challenges the

research sitdrom a meaningnaking perspective.

Studying the sociological in an architectural education arena ditgilg an exploration

of how architectural students produce knowledge during their educationaiestuand

become socialised into the specific forms of architectural culture their CoP represents as

a subculture of the larger architectural world as one form of social reality (Gray, 2013;
Stevens, 1995)Secondlysuch inquiry involvesppraisingthe @oQa Odzad2Ya | y|
power structures and roles as thaye concretisedria talk, and other communicative

modes (Cuff, 1991, p.111). #dbes of education, formal and informal, are understood

02 AYR2O0UNAYIGS &a2YS f S &eé leathdr (Stec@dgf 19N |
An occurrencghat. 2 dzZNRA Sdz 6 mdpn 0 , a@odnteptd foundhelgful thadzd £ ¢
NBf I G§dSa (22008 itheorising Bkaut thed historical horizon and Berger &

[ dzO1 YI Yy Qa omMppm0 @ MHbiusis destribetrias akinddohirteallf A & |
law or embodied historysK I i . 2 dZNRA Sdz omdpdpnov NBEFSNAER G2
SELISNASYyOSa¢ olLlwpno GKIFIG KS aasSNla NB3Ac
consistently than other formalised comt®ns. Habitus, as a term and concept, is used

by architectural researchers to delineate thstinctivenature of the design studio within

distinct CoP in architectural education contexts (Gray, 2013, p.198; Stevens, 1995).

In thisproject, these ideasvere core considerationsParticularly as they reladgo, and
underpimedz G KS LJ NIi A OA LI ymakin@ effor Quiing Ma dcddenty S | v
task and observed reviewas they went about deconstructing, assimilating,
communicating and drawing onfotS NJ LINF OGAGA2YSNBRQ UGKAY 1A
designing using multimodal resources to address programisi®i_bth the precedent

task and associateabview (Clark & Pause, 2012, p.xiii; Eilouti, 2009, p.342; Hopkins,
2012; Lawson, 2004, p.449; Oxman, 1986; Unwin, 2003, 2007). However, as | indicated
earlier exploring the mechanics of rhetorical meanmgking in specific architectural
education settings remins an undedeveloped research focus (Gray, 2013, p.196). In

this project, respondedo this situation to contribute to the existing body of work about
rhetorical architectural meaniagaking in a distinct setting (Allan, 2013; Gray, 2013,
p.196).
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TheRhetorical Component

In Chapter One,ihtimated that making architecture is a rhetoricattivity (Crilly et al.,
2008; Eco, 1980; Hattenhauer, 1984ess & van Leeuwen, 200p.56; van Schaik,
2014 Whyte, 2006, p.193 Further, | suggestedthat architecture embodies the
RSaA3aySNREQ NI SyinBoheIn€dning the desig@igténdsthe architecture

to communicate to its userErilly et al., 2008co, 1980; Hattenhauer, 1984ress &
van Leeuwen, 2001, pp&van Schaik, 2014)oreover, Iproposed thasocial semiotics

is primarily concerned with KS  Wg K| (1 Q |y Rnakihiy i digers@cEilturad S | y A
settings yan Leeuwen2005, p.93). The idea that architectural meaningnaking is
communicative and symbolic, and so semiotic worl ishared principleguiding
knowledge production in both the architectural and sos&hiotic multimodality field
that establishesa second and fundamental intersection between the two research
strands (Crilly et al., 2008; Eco, 1980, Hattenhauer, 1984; Jewitt & Oyama, 2001;
Kazmierczak 200Byess &an Leeuwen2001, pp.56; van Leeuwen2005Vesely, 2004;
Whyte, 2006).

Semiotics

The field of social semiotics is not consideregtandalonedomain. Operating in an
interdisciplinay way across separate fields emergasthe research literatureas a
defining feature oftudies concerning semiotics and multimodaltgwitt, 2009; Kress,
2010;van Leeuwen2005, p.1). The social semiotic lens, like the design forcwsdes

the stimulus fofformulating questionsjkde my researclueries about the participanis
meaningmaking.and finding ways to actively search for answers about the events under
investigationlvan Leeuwen2005, p.1).Moreover, answering such quésts, as tloin

this study, is known to require examining the environment in which people make meaning
actively; the roles, and relationships between the different communicative resources for
making meaning in each context; and the people involved asingearakers or social

agents (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Jewitt, 2080;Leeuwen2005, p.1).

The term$miotic resource@ncorporatesrecognisabldehavioursand entities at play
in social communication fields, which embody theoretical and concrete semiotic

capacities or affordances (Gibson, 2015) resulting from their historical use and
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observable characteristics those using the resource recognizes and petgessary
(Hattenhauer, 1984, p.72; Kress, 201@n Leeuwen 2005). The term Wemiotic
resource€also encompasse$e potential applications users discover based on their
requirements and pursuits in different social situatior@(Leeuwen2005, p.4).In this
investigation exploring architectural meanirgaking through a social semiotic
multimodality lensvasbased on the idea every mode in use in the architectural setting
is part of an interconnected system incorporating all the mdteridtural, and semiotic
resources ad their associated technologieand, the nonmaterial conceptual tool$ike
emphasis or coherence, that mould meanmgking inthis social situation (Bezemer &
Kress, 2016, pp.1¥8;van Leeuwen2005, p.1).

Intersecting Architectural MeanifMaking and Social Semiotics

Part of the overlapping debate about architectural meanmgking as rhetorical
communicatiorrelates to the complex nature of making architecture multimodally and
rhetorically(Eco, 1980, Hattenhauer, 1984; Kressa& Leeuwen2001, pp.2; Kress &

van Leeuwen2006). MzOK 2 F 9 Giddssiono fordinstancdpcuses on
typological conventions, especially those concerning functional, sociological and iconic
architecture ypes (Jones, 2011, Lasswell, 1979). Likewise, Whyte (2006, p.177)
supposes, architecture communicates multiple meanings depending on the way we

experiencat, whether it is via plans, images, text, edifice, or inhabitable space.

The correlation betweerktS RSaA Iy SNRA NKSI2NRAOIFE AydS)
realised in the design, and the meanings their clients, users, and audiences ascribe to
their architectural outputs is another common research focus that links taradhetpins

my investigationsparticularly regarding the precedent study task (Crilly et al., 2008;
Hershberger, 1969; Kazmierczak 2003; Vesely, 2004; Whyte, 2006, -pp6)55
Designing is conceptualised in several ways in these deliberationseltias to my
conception of meangmaking in the research site as both an architectural and social
semiotic multimodality undertaking. Firsttlgsigning isomprehended ags semiotic

interface mediating the mental processes shaping the user's response to the designed
object (Kazmierczak?003). Secondlyjesigning isviewed as a historical referent

incorporatinghow multiple meanings of buildings evolve as they are designed, built,
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occupied and then readh which the medium uset describe meaniniop eachof these
phassd KI LJSa GKS YSaal 3SQa LINPRdAzOGAZ2Y | YR ¢
2003; Purcaru, 2016; Whyte, 2006, pp.4%®H). Thirdly, designing isconsidered

NBEIIFNRAYI GKS RSaAIYSNBQ RSEtA0SNIGS dasS

versus howconsumers infer designer intent (Crilly et al., 2008).

Another related and pertinent facet of the rhetorical debate about architecture that |
drawon in this projegtconcerns the fragmented nature of architectural representation
regarding creativity ancproduction in the face of the ongoing complex societal
conditions,and technological advancements discussed earlier (Spector, 2011; Vesely,
2004). Currently, many individuals are thought to have what Max Stackhouse (1972) calls
G aLJ Ay i SNEBR) adtheslivdiontihairdiies dealinglwith conflicting ideologies,
ethical standpoints, and competing business interf3&danty, 2013, p.68; Fourcade &
Healy, 2007, pp.30305;Kress, 2010, pp.480; Stackhouse, 1972, p.3)any architects
reacting to these circumstances are thought to incorporate and emphasise only those
mores that give their architectural work a unique and innovative quality (Spector, 2011,
Vesely, 2004, p.13perhaps they behave in this wayrespond b the opposing nature

of statebased ethics and marketplace consumerist values. Also, naaghgects
operate in this manneio address the businessiented discourse and the competitive
component of professional practiGddressedearlier Cohen et a). 2005; Coleman,
2010, p.201; Nicol & Pilling, 2000; Worthington, 2000Researchers say such
practitioners often abandonthe shared historical and rhetorical references and
objectives underwriting the enduring cultural significance of architecture (8p20t.1,

p.24, Vesely, 2004, p.13).

However, to understand what architectural designing and architecture meaning are
against this backdrojit is necessary tappreciaterepresentatio® &  iNJIhe nfaking

and experiencing of architecture (Altirk, 2008; Beze&éfress, 2016; Kress, 2010;
Vesely, 2004, p.14). A detailed history of architectural representation is not possible
here. However, outliningseveralcore theories concerning the rhetorical nature of
representation and its evolving role in architectural productiessentiabecause these
concepts support the foundational premise in this study architectural meamakg,

which is reified via multimodal representations or orchestrations, is a seombtic
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multimodality endeavour. Moreover, these considerations point tthe problems
associated witHirstly, shifting into a mainly digital environment; and secondly, the
fragmentation of society as it relates to the tensioassideredoreviously(Akurk, 2008;
Delanty, 2013, p.68; Fourcade & Healy, 2007, pp38@3Kress, 2010, pp.480; Spector,
2011; Stackhouse, 1972, p.3; Vesely, 2004).

First, architecture and representation are knowrb&linkedin two main ways (Altirk,
2008, p.133).The first correlation concerns the rhetorical connection between an
architecture and its referents (van Schaik, 2014, p.33). The referent can be either
internally focused on historical precedent or the design process, or outward looking
towards prevailingultural, political and economic interests (Alturk, 2008, p.133). The
second idetween architecture and its representations in different meaihalogueand

digital, including but not limited to diagrams, sketches, drawings, annotation and writing,
modds and imagery (Alttrk, 2008, pp.1B35). Architectural drawingse portrayedas
combining a rhetorical, mapping, notational, or visualisation role concerning addressing
and communicating architectural contents regarding making the abstract real (Bafna,
2008, pp.536537; Eris, Martelaro, & BadiSchaub, 2014). Thus, architectural
representations are thought to operate as a symbamnstructive and depiction
referent (Altirk, 2008, p.133; Bafna, 2008, pp-539; Vesely, 2004)The above points

aboutrepresentation wereare considerations in this study.

Architecturalprojectstypicallycommence with a set of functional requirements, and
usually a visualisation or concept for the intended outcome (Ochsner, 2000; Veg4)y, 2

p.14). The above stratggs a welestablished design project protocol deployed at the
research site for all student projectsThe functional requirementnd therhetorical,
conceptual frameuswlly SYSNHS 2dzi 27F { KEowRdg&ahd y S NI
experiences (Ochsner, 2000; Vesely, 2004, p.14). Usually, the desigtpoy
embodies one resuftom numerous options (Harfield, 2007, p.163; Vesely, 2004, p.14).
Refining thelesign solutiowia multimodal resources is thought to be achievablmuse

these communicative meam®ncretisethe possibilities in the present moment making
GKSY QAT 06fS (2 GKS RSAAIYSNI ¢KSNBETF2NJ
become representations of the hidden semiotic potemiaffordancesandsurface and

foreground their characteristicBezemer & Kress, 2016, pp-20, Crilly et al., 2008;
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Hershberger, 1969Jewitt, 2009, pp.186; Kazmierczak 2003jan Leeuwen, 2005;
Vesely, 2004, p.15).

Notably regarding this research, even thowgbhitectural representation is a way to

grasp the complexities of reality, what is produced is known to be subject to, and
O2Yy&aiGNIAYSR o0& (UKS RSaA3IySNDRasz 2N aiddzRS)y
and psychomotor skills (Dernie, 20G#&nshirt, 2007; Vesely, 2004, p.18pnetheless,
architectural representatioris viewedas being fundamentally a form ahaking
something which did not exist previoushl .creative action transforming possibilities via
concrete expression using multaal meango giveform to, or concretise, creative
thought that has rhetorical intent (Crilly et al., 2008; Ganshirt, 2007; Hershberger, 1969;
Kazmierczak 2003an Schaik, 2014; Vesely, 2004, p.15hese ideas relate to van

{ OKI A1 Q& 0 H of the kind & BdtiodAl caiverdayions practitioners engage

in while designingasoutlined below, and S8 Qa omdpynI Moy TT MdbDpMm
the role of reflective and reflexive thinking in design conversations with the substantive

materials of thedesign situation.

Between the hand that draws and models and the eye that sees and recalls;
between the library of peers and mentors of the designer and the designing
hand/eye; between design partners who bring their own conversations into the
conversathn that shapes the design; between the designer and the clients, each
ONAY3IAYI GKSANI WEAGGES 62NI RAQ Ayd2 LI
(vanSchaik, 2014, p.87).

Secondly, architecturaépresentation is delineated in the literature presented here as
having an inextricable connection to theory via, our historical actuality (Kress, 2010;
Purcaru, 2016, p.17; Vesely, 2004, p.aai poifa A &> YR GONBI 0 A GBS A
mimTsis (Vesly, 2004, p.14)Where, theory in its original denotation, refers to discourse

and an ideal way of life embodying authenticity. Télsj a Greek philosophical term,
extends the meaning of praxis to include intentional and knowing actionTsMifrbid)

another Greek term, is an imitative endeavour encompassing a creative element and so
not limited to literal replication (Purcaru, 2016, p.,1Fpurimportantinterconnected
researchconsiderations areslatedto the above. Firstly, the idea currentlye meaning

of theory is being diminished from its original philosophical connotation of being both
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previously isolated or separated from praxis is now standing in fohirdly,the core of

LJ2 A T a intanBonal, ko@ving driving making ising replacedy queries about the

physical production procesd astly, ieative or rhetorical actiors beingpractisedand
interpreted as praxis juxtaposed with theory rather than being understood and
performed more holistically and fluidly consideritige first three characteristics
(Purcaru, 2016, p.17). These shifts in perspeatigepracticeare said to be relatedt

ongoing technological transformations and the resultant productive ethos evident in
much of contemporary societi@eaningmaking activities, including HE, which have
profoundly affected architectural representational and meaimirading practices in bt

an educatiorand practice context (Vesely, 2004, pp219.

Resources

I am mindful an extensive theoretical and empirical corpussts about each
communicative mode separately and collectively from diverse theoretical positions and
anglesn both regarch strands, producing a third juncture. The research directly geared
towards architectural studen@rhetorical meaningnaking from a social semiotic
multimodality angle focusing on the use of all three resources is limited, however, and
typically concerns the designing activity and assocraadw rather than specific tasks

like the precedent studythe focus of attention in this project (Allan, 2013; Morton &
hQ. NASYS>S HannpT a2Nl2yI HancX HAndT ol f Sz
to this situation to extend the corpus about the roles, relationships and dynamic
interaction betweermodes in architectural meanisrgaking duringhe precedent study

from a social semiotic multimodality standpoir8till, | found the work of the scholars
referred to above and all the other scholars | draw on here particularly valuable for
understandingand questioningthe way the participants udenonverbal, talk, text, and

visual means semiotically in their orchestrated ensembles in communicative interaction

Overview
Discussing the role of gestures in architectural meamakjing may seem a strange place
for an architect to start a conversation about communicative resources given the

perceived dominant role of visual media in architecture (Eris et al., 2014; Ka&prisin
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Pettinciri, 1995; Dias, Freedman, MedwayP&ré 2013; Unwin, 2007; Yee, 2012).
However, gestural movemenase consideredhe initiators for externalising, conveying

and concretising design ideas; while othmerdes,including drawings and diagramskial

and text are deemed further more precise expansions of these communicative means
(Ganshirt, 2007, p.100; Lemke, 1998Yhere gesturesre movements of théody or
instruments held by the bodwyhich signifymeanings which we must interpret to
understard (Flusser, 2014, pp4). Gestural movements are said to become concretised

in a visual architectural sensta firstly, the constructed sketch or diagram, model,
drawing and perspectivggnd secondly, the producing and substantive making of the
architectural object (Eris et al., 2014, p.560; Ganshirt, 2007, 9088 The legendary

I NOKAGSOGdzNTF £ yIF LAY 2N Sy@gSt 215 R22Rf S
initial gestures, as theyove their hands and bodies to make marks physicallglkiateh

or diagrammatic form to express and concretise their early design thoughts (Day &
Orthel, 2015, p.1519; Ganshirt, 2007, p.107)a (G KS RSaA 3y SNikede ( KAy
initial analyticabutputs become the preliminary nestaled and then scaled planimetric,
sectional, elevational argDdrawings, and models, that frame the design conversation.
Eventually, these artefacts evolve into the blueprints required to understand and produce
the architectural building (Day & Orthel, 2015, p.1521; Ganshirt, 2007,-ApB8&ress

& van Leeuwen2006; Purcell & Gero, 1998, p.389).

Talking and writing are known d@velop in similar waysvords become sentences, and

then complete thoughts, in turavolving into argumentative units that lead to review

and hypotheses (Géanshirt, 2007, p.101). Later, these verbalised and written theories
RANBOG O2YLMzil 6A2ya yR RSOAaA2ya GKI G
(Ganshirt, 2007, pp.9801). Thusthe designer representpecific characteristias the

world that mustbe read and resolved more accurately as the designing activity
progresses; and so, these constructions become the measures for answering questions
about the neaning of these design deures (Géanshirt, 2007, p.103)The above
O2yaARSNY} GA2yas ftA1S Oly {OKIA{Q& oO6HAMNO
Sclly Q& O6mdpyns mMpyTI MppPmMO RSEAOGSNI GA2ya | a
of the situation seem to confirm nmacceptance and other schada€bnjectures about

0KS &a8YO0OA20A0 NBfIUA2YAKALI 0SG6SSY (GKAY]
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involved in using gestural, oral, written, and visual means semiotically in contexts like this

research setting (Aicher, 203b5; Ganshirt, 20QAVittgenstein, 1958

Gesture, Posture, and Spatial Positioning Resources

In general, nonverbal resources are considered ways of expressing viewpoint, attitudes,
needs, feelings and meanings communicatively (Eunson, 2012, p.28énGtO80,
p.315, 1992, p.104). More particularly, nonverbal modes are said to serve several
significant roles in the design context including aiding reasoningpamiunicationand,

being a tool fomanipulating hardware and software in the digital environment (Cash &
Maier, 2016; Erist al, 2014). In this study,drew on this thinking as | foced on the
participant'sdynamicbehaviour, particularly gestural interaction with other modes, to
uncower the performative aspect of their meaninmgpking practices in the observed
review. However, | alassedthesetheories when teliberatedabout other nonverbal
resource usage regarding proxemics and chronemics (Gorden, 1980, PRb€)nics
concernsthe use of interpersonal space, and in this projeefates to the way the crit
space was organised including seating arrangementand the distance between
presenter peers and tutors (Gorden, 1980, pp.33#5). Chronemicsinvolves time, in

this instarce how much time each participagt to present,and, encompassepacing

and silence (Gorden, 1980, pp.3315).

As a newcomer to the theories underpinning the use of nonverbal communication
modes, | found several schol@researchhelpful as | set about understanding how
gestural behavioucontributes to meaningmaking at the research sitbcNeill (1992)
developed a coding system that includes four kinds of gestural actiabonic,
dmetaphori€, ddeicticg, anddbeatt (McNeill, 1992, pp.7576). While Murphy (2003),
drawing on McNeill (1992) addressed gestures froooramunicativeperspective in
architectural settings (Murphy, 2003, p.33). The role of deictic and beat gestures remain
as a specific functional aspectof gestur® G A 2y A Y a dzNBHrdodel, thét v n n o
is, to point to, or denote parts of the dialogue. However, he shifts the role of, and
understanding about gesturing generally, and iconic, and metaphoric gestures
particularly, away from whad depictedto the act of representation in context (Murphy,

2003, pp.3335). Where iconic gestures represent something physical figuratively, like
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dzaAy3a 2ySQa KIFIyRa (G2 NBLINBaSyd | 062217 |
6 &aGNF O 02y OS hiindsIo represkrd a hemrtioytell sothgbBeyéu love
them (Murphy, 2003, p.35)n a later study, Murphy (2005, pp.1185) found gestures

help architects portray imagined thregmensional space by putting their talking and
drawing into action via poimtg at and mimicking what various architectural components
outlined in other modes, like drawn openings, for instanceaddzN1.JK € Qa OH AN npo
were a crucial resource for me as the mechanisms he uncovered in his research regarding
the use of gesturem tandem with other modes, like talking, pointed the way for me to
uncover how the participants in théssudy made meaning actively during the observed

review, a keyresearch objective

Figurel2 shows a general example of each kind of gesture, Rigdire13 below shows

an excerpt from the observed review in whiedrticipant TwoQ @ASP2) usef gestural
movement and other nonverbal means, while speaking, podifégrent aspects of the
precedent she is explaining to her colleagues and tutoraynoteson theexcerptfrom

ASRQ & Ydzt (A Y2 RiglilightédNly y 2 ®@ HEZBIG O2 Yy OSNY Ay 3 | {t

Figurel2: Deictic, beat, iconic, and metaphoric gesaxamplegunknown authas,
n.d.)
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have, in fact, & single
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4839(01.43)

Em, a couple, or even
m, 8 small starter
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materlals] 48.47(01 51)

Em, and both- - both
sices of the em, units
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areas. 48.55(0159)

e

Ther -the
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into like the potential
appeal of PV
instaliation.
49.03{02.07)

Er, thry!ys looked at
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e
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ASP2 is using the three
dimensional sectional

VISUAL REASONING AND
LITERACY ISSUE? LINK TO
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visuaL

Pointing to single storey unit

Pointing to 3 storey unit
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gary
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(30
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MOOE/ MEDIA

DIFFERENT KINDS OF SEEING —
NOT SURE - APPEARS TO
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS BASED ON
IMAGERY AND TEXT

EXPLAIN WHAT PV IS OR WHY
RELEVANT HERE — DOES SHE
UNDERSTAND? HER TALK IS NOT
CONVINCING - (photovoltaic solar
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roof aszembly) - LINK TO

REFERRING TO EXPLODED 3D
SECTIONAL VIEW ~ NOT SURE WHY SHE
15 MAKING THIS POINT NEGATIVELY
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WHY — IS THERE AN UNDERSTANDING
ISSUE? — VISUAL REASONING AND
UTERACY ISSUE

Il maintain

sition with
project
space

ster of
in piay

"
ated
ink to Baden
01S and Mul
iterature

In this excerpt ASP2 uses gestural actions,
eye contact, facial expression, head and
bodily movement, and speaking to direct
attention to, peint at, underline, {deictic)
and mimic (iconic) position to portray
aspects of the building context she is
presenting her analytical findings about
(Murphy, 2003).

However, it must be said the explaining task
would have been considered more effective
and aligned with academic expectations in
this CoP if she had referred to the
planimetric drawings on her presentation
sheets, or better still included larger scale
plans, rather than relying on sectional
drawings and gestural movements to explain
the layouts and contextual features during
the presentation.

Then her gestural actions including mimicry
could have supported her critical analysis
and portrayal of the building context; rather
than compensate for what she did not show
her audience. In this instance, her gestural
actions highlight what is omitted rather than
confirming ASP2s analytical proficiency
(Murphy, 2005).

Figurel3: Using gestures, talk, and artefact. (SouiggpendixlD2,Volume Twpp.362)



Similarly, Visser (2009, p.1) presents four functions for gestures in a design context that |
drawon- & GKS& NBfI (0SS (G2 adz2NLIKe&Qa ouwnnov 02y
out or denoting something. Second, directorial, a way of handling dialogue, interaction,
or practical design actions. Third, drawing attention to or highlighting samgetRburth,
adjusting discussion and interaction. Lastly, confirming or supporting other modal
interactions.Otherscholarswho bringinto play during my analysaso draw attention

to the fact gestural movements interact dynamically with other mddecommunicate
meaning in diverse contexts (Cash & Maier, 2016; Godwin, 2003; Hutchins & Palen, 1997;
Norris, 2011; Wardak, 2016)Moreover, several researchersrelied on during my
analysisshed light on theéntricate sequential and framed time arsgacebasednature

of gestural behaviour (Cash & Maier, 2016; Hutchins & Palen, 1997; Kress, 2009a;
Murphy, 2003, 2005; Norris, 2011).

The meanings associated willl these meaningnaking actions may differ in separate
situations both vis-vis intent ad interpretation (Kress, 2009a, pp-59). Kress (2009a,
pp57py v GFfl1a Fo2dzi GKA& Aa&ddzS NBIFNRAy3I
resources relating this concept to ea¥2 R &iffbédances, what Kress (2009a) calls
GYFGSNRLEE X ASRMNMIZEAW aA B2 Y 2 RBtady, | drdwdop wllithe Ly
functional applications for gestural movements discussed here to inform and guide my
critical RSt A0 SN A2y & & dzNNEP dzy Rnalire) behdviBurs ldliringli A O A

the observed review.

Writing and &lking

Writing and talking are established core components of producing architecture and an
essential ingredient of the designing activity (Cuff, 1991, p.122; Dias et al., 2013, pp.76
77; Dong, 2007, p.6; Medway, 1994; 1996b; Medway & Q@0IB; Spector & Damron,

2013, p.4).Spoken or written communication is, in fact, considered an integral
component ofdesign and production activitly,sometimes regarded as an ancillary task
(Cuff, 1991, p.122; Dias et al, 2013; Lawson, 2004; Medway,, 1.8841996b; Morton

3 hQ. NASYS unnpT { LISBD Guetihet, architedtureNi@ey ot fornm m o =
or represent a single account; bmisteadis a multifaceted, multimodal construction

(Senturer & Istek, 2000, p.73). In the current informatige, dhe designed object is
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considered the hub ahixedmaterials, and, the sum of all the different evidence and
actions, including talk and text, that influence and shape its making and embedded
meanings (Spector & Damron, 2013, pBpng (2007) argudbkat the notion language,

both verbal and textualgan materialise desigeoncernsd LIS NJF 2 NXY | G A @A (i & ¢
devisedby Austin (1975) talelineatethe ability of talk and text to accomplish action
communicatively.From a performative standpoint, a designed artefact is thought to be
materialised through verbal and textual action oriented meaa$ A NE Gf € = & 33
OLIPcUY GKFIG A& YSERAY3I FYR O2Y0AYAYy3a ARS
the proces of providinggT NI YSg2N] F2NJ ARSIF&a FyR 02y O0OSL

which relates teevaluatingdeas to direct future action (Dong, 2007).

Writing is organisethrough grammar and syntax and employs words, sentences, and
paragraphs. Furthewriting draws on various graphical resouriesfont type and size;
highlighting via bolding and italicising; spacing; framiayout, punctuation marks like
commas and periods; and colour. Also writing is produced in and on different mediums
(Bezemer& Kress, 2016, pp.334; Kress, 2010, pp.1435). Talkingshares some of

g N (léxigaBféntures but the substancespiech utterance via sound, is distinct from

the graphic material of writing. Sound embodies resources like loudness and softness,
pitch and intonation, duration and silence, which people use to stress elements of their
speech, and encompasses their speaking rhythms (Bezemer & Kress, 20184pp.33
Kress, 2010, pp.14¥45). Bothmodes share semiotic characteristics. For instaheg,
produce and signify meaninga intensity but they do so differently. Writirdpes sovia

font size, spacing, and highlightinghile speakingaccomplishes intensityhrough
loudness (Kress, 2010, pp.1845). From the soctaemioticstandpointthese qualities

are saido concernequivalent but different functional specialisms (Kress, 2010, pp.144
145).

Architecturalpractitioners including the participants, must sell their designstteers,

and a fundamental component of this is known teoime speaking about the design
RSOA&AAGStEE IYyR LISNERdzZ aA@St & 6az2NIegagfeds hQ.
as a primary space for developing proficiency using communicative resources rhetorically
and multimodally (Akalin & Sezal, 2009, pOahnels, 2005; Koch et al., 2002; Morton &

hQ. NASY S Hnanp I HodeveToraand $rifiéh yammunisatiap gkillsoften
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play a subsidiary role in the studio at the research site where the emphasis tends to be
on expressing visual reasoning diagrams, drawings, models, and visualisations (Dias et

I f ®X HAmMoX LJdmMooT a2NI2y researchefs.sBWan8 yné§ H 1 n
experiences confirputors involved in teaching students about oral communication still
teach and reference matetgathat focus on universal presentation skiigher than

focusing orthe different language forms used in spoken architectural discoamgethe

way to successfully realise design presentations linguistically for various audiences and
a20A1t O2yGSEGA 6a2z2Nlizy 3 hQ. NASyS wnnps=

Nevertheless,2f RAy 3 (GKS F dzZRASYO0SQa | GGSyusefury Aa
architectural studnt reviews Swales et al. (2001, p.445) identified two rhetorical steps
associated with this process thateamport here, as both relate to my deliberations
about the participant®ral strategy during the observed reviewhe first move involved
students providing a design interpretation at different degrees of precision, logic, and
generalisation; and the second entailed them synthesising these readings in ways that
were convincing to their reviewers (Swales et al., 2001, p.445). Skwpoatant
interchanges coordinated these speaking activities as the presentation unfolded (Swales
et al., 2001, pp.445 nc 0 @ CANRGEEY GKS LINBaSyidiSNna
phase usually incorporated somewhat simple syntax in the present tense and many
deictic gestures towards the planimetric site representations, possbiusehis phase
concerns contextual rather than generative information (Swales et al., 2001, p.445).
Second, the student typically used the fpstson singular to reflect theicritical
decisionmaking processestheir terminology became more abstracand their
movements and gestural activity towards ttefactsdeclined as they revealed their
design reasoning framework to their audience (Swales et al., 2001;43815Thenas

the student progressed to discuss the details of their design output, he or she drew out
all the different design componentge structure, layout, andpatial qualities At this

stage, the student used several multimodal strategies to connote tperiential
qualities of their architecture as if it were a real entity. Including providing a spoken
description using the present tense to describe how the architectural composition
evolved, while moving about the crit space, and gesturing at all fileeedit artefacts
incorporated into their presentation (Swales et al., 2001, p.446). These strategical

actions appeared to provoke their audience into visualising and experiencing the
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envisioned architecture as if it were existent (Swales et al., 20086)p{ ¢ I £ Sa S
discoveriessupport MurphyQ €005) and other scholafinding designers construct

and reifycharacteristics of an architecture or spacetheir multimodalmeaningmaking
interactionswith others (Luck & McDonnell, 2006, p.1¥&dway, 1996a, p.501).

In this project, the aboverhetorical protocols providd an invaluable template for
deconstructing thearticipant€presentations during the revievicurther, vhat emerges

from these consideratiortbat informed this researchsthe ideathat designers draw on
RAFTFSNBY(d O2YYdzyAOF A DS Y2RS&Q dzyAljdzS ¥Fd
and appraise, as they actively construct design outputs using a variety of modes

interactively(Dong, 2007Kress, 2010, pp.1417/48;Kress eal., 2001, p.10)¢

Architectural Drawings as Analytica@dram

Architectural drawings characteriseas afluid, and iterative process involving all kinds

of visual media designer uses to translate ideas into concrete reality (Dernie, 2014; Do,
2002; Ganshirt, 2007, pp.9®1; Unwin, 2007)The termWrawingls a commorword

in architectural circles and across the literature in both research strarbexpresssion
encompassesll two and threedimensional images made up of dots, lines, woénd

shapes as well assketchesdiagrams andpreliminary,detailed design and technical
plans, sections, elevations, working drawings, and perspectives (Dernie, 2014; Do, 2002,
p.153; Ganshirt, 2007).

Designers use assorted types of drawings ife@rént puposes Firstly designers utilise
drawings tomanage differing degrees of complex thought concurrently. Secondly,
designersuse drawings to help thememember and recognise key concepts and data
detailsfrom the possible permutations they identify. Thirdlsgwings aremployedby
designers tguide problem framing via testing emerging resolutions. Foudixygners
utilisedrawings tdoreground the foundational aspects of emerging sol&{@hastain,
Kalay, & Peri 2009,.238; Cross, 1999b, pp-36; Ganshirt, 2007, pp.9801). Then,
architectural diagramsyhich areanother form ofarchitecturaldrawing are said to be

the principaltools designers ug®e:
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1 Visualise anadoncretisetheir initial concepts

1 Recall and document historical and contemporary examples

1 Integrate complex functional arrangements and building systems into unified
ensembles

And

1 Test and compareotential solutions before they evolve these drawings inéo th
formal, £aled blueprints that guideuilding production (Balmer & Swisher,
2012, p.ix; BaEli, 2013, p.472; Do & Gross, 2001, p.2; DowaiAdgbka, 1986,
p.45; Eris et al., 2014, pp.5662; Medway, 1994).

Further, wing drawings diagrammaticallyasvital component in analytical workke
precedentstudy, because designers are involved in evaluating the visual world (Balmer &
Swisher, 2012; Downing & Hubka, 1986, p.44; Ganshirt, 2007; van Schaik, 2014, Unwin,
2007). This is @rocess, researchesay, whiclprovides the means fatesignerdo mine

for distinct pieces of information icomplexcircumstances (Balmer & Swisher, 2012;
Brawne, 2003; Downing & Hubka, 1986, p.44).

From a semiotic perspective, architectural drawings are known to sepreeal or
imagined places or buildings and serve specific purpmsagtically like blueprints to
guide the building process (Kressv&n Leeuwen 2006, pp.156.65). Architectural
practitioners are known tatilise architectural drawings semioticaiha the positioning
of elements in two or threglimensional space, physically atually, using scale, dots,
lines, colour, and shape denoted by graphical symbols including but not limited to circles
or spheres, rectangles, or cubes, and trianglespgmamids (Kress, 2010, pp.1448).
Overtracing 052 X H fAi%Hi%a cdaddinddnsigg@mmatic feature, taught and
adopted in the research site, in which thidentsrepeatedly overlaynarks on top of
previous drawing work atheir thinking develops. How the graphical entitieare
organiseddetermines their relationshipand the meanings they depict (Kress, 2010,
pp.147148; Do, 2002, p.153For instance, diagrantgnincorporate the above signs to
represent firstly, abstract concepts, ld@mmunakpace; secondly, objedisefurniture;
processes, the way things work, like circulatad fourthly, specific spatial functions
such as eatinfFigurel4), (Do & Gross, 2001, p.Bjotably, the participantaeretaught

HowQandwereexpectedo usediagramsn the ways outlined herén design studiand
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during the precedent tasknd associated observed revievidiagramming is something
architectural scholarknow students muspracticerepeatedlyto develop their capacity
to express and concriee their design thinking as they journey towards becoming

proficientdesignersBilda, Gero, & Purcell, 20Q6587; Eris et al., 2014).

Communal space
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=pace

Bubble diagram “Furniture” (Unknown Author)
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i 1 N =
GSD02 housing CIRCULATION DIAGRAM" circulation process (Patt, 2007) Eating area (Source: Student archive)

v

Figurel4: ®mmunal space, furniture, circulation routes and eating.48murcesl.
own work 2. unknown author3. Patt, T.(2007) & 4. student archiv

Typially, architectural practitioners classify diagrams by their subject matter or
operational features whadowning & Hubkél986)eferii 2 I & &l 6 A G NF OG A 2y
'Yy R Ay (S pas Akstdttdgang wsaalising amorrespondingneans through

which designers refine and condense their ideas and afford them spatial form.
Intensificationisthe way to segregatand separte various architectural components to

zoom in on specific architectural trai@awning & Hubkal986, p.45). Please refer to

Figures, 15, 16, and 17 for an example of each operational feature in diagrammatic form.
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Figurel5: 1. Analysing inside and outsily Unknown Authom(d).2.6 L y' 4 SN& 2 NJ 6
a2YS SEGSNA2ND S tbpurighin Autho@R008)NDOK A (i SO

Figurel6: 120527 PANCHOLI.JAYEN_ 23 SECGI2OWSualisatiorby Pancholi,.J
(2012).
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Figurel7: Isolating roof typologiddnknownAuthor(n.d).
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A rationalist approach isometimes adopted by designersto examine selected
architectural precedents to show pexisting patterns or principle®¢wning &Hubka

1986, pp.5651). Figurel8 showsa mathematical proportioning system overlaid onto

the facade ofThe National Galleryin London to demonstrate howi KS DI f £ SN
composition conformstd KS WD 2 fpRSipleswl (A 2 Q

THE a+b
GOLDEN RATIO

et ir e
IR - %o 8 A, NS
Figurel8: dThe Goldew | G A 2 ¢  LINsPstel2bMElakiaveli ATy IAQ12).

Other designers adopt a structuralist perspective typically to explukersalobjects
(Figure19) to uncover their inhexnt and systematising element®owning & Hubka
1986, pp.5661).

THE FUTURE OF US =

Figurel9: & { G NHzO G dzZNB | y Bxpl@ihgaeiversSbbjecsiy Sirgjapeore
University of Technology and Design (SUG#®)20122018.
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While those looking through an empiricist lens utilise diagrams to examine concrete
200dZNNBy OS&a RSNAGSR FNRY aSyalasS REGEF (K
based(Downing & Hubkal986, pp.56b1). Figure20 below illustrates how the sun

impacts ora desigrovera specifiperiod

Figure20: & . A 2 Of A Yi¥ ses@te daty bife@tlerDadatQD), (2013)

Diagramsincorporate many diagrammatic forms using different architectural drawing
typesas an analytical tacticBelow | presergeveral moreexamples that relate directly

to the types of diagram the participaniere expected to produce in their design work
including precedent study. | make use of bbttwning & Hubk&1986, pp.4648) and

I Kl LI Ay Qa74yclagsificatinns addJauiding references.

Abstract visualisations-igure21) illustrate nonvisual or sensate data, like light, and
imaginary interpretations (Downing & Hubka, 1986, p.47). Indidi¢ally produced
section belowthe use of lines, planes, colour and translucency are intended to capture

the atmosphere of the interior.
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Figure2.: & N2 2SOl »n o light ah&dedicapt visidlisatiobg Rascholi, J.
(2013)

Space and form diagramfFigureH H0 R2 OdzYSyd FTyR Fylfeéas
subject matterlike structure, materials, volume, style, and systems (Chaplin, 2014;
526yAy3 39 1dz011 X Mpycod ¢ KaBd célduBelow ieps R NI &
to hint at the materials and their physical and visual attrihtktesebyaccentuating the

configuratior® spatial dimensionAgain, this 3D exploded view is a digital production.

Figure22: ¢/ KAy I 2 2 2aRdzy Sddxf éLJGadBNBa! 5 | NOKA GSO



Context diagramsFigureH o 0 R2 OdzYSy 4 FyR |yl f&aS odzf
environsJike climate, topography, vegetation and surroundings (Chaplin, 2014; Downing

& Hubka, 1986). The digitally constructgavilian in contexflmagebelow captures the
qualities of the spacandillustrateshow planting and vegetation contribute to the overall

atmosphere.

Figure23: JJWMO09 nextfest RENDERIN®Ge pavilion in contegby Patt, T. (2008)

Usage or functional diagramBidure24) normally highlight spatial settings for human
activities (Chaplin, 2014; Downing & Hubka, 1986). The@idnalperspectivebelow
highlighs how the spatial functions are distributed horizontally and vertically in the

building while also showing connections between the interior and exterior space.

Figure24: Analysing inside and outside by Unknown Author (n.d.).
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Programmatic diagramsoncern the functional layout diildings and they are used to
visualise how the spatial activities relateetich other andhe building form. Often in

the form of planimetric (jin), sectional or axonometric drawin@haplin, 2014, p.13).
Usually, plans and sectionsre constructed and interpreted together for better
understanding. Architectural graphical symbols including dots, lines, colour, numbers,
arrows, and annotation are used to construct the planimetrid sectional drawings
shown below(Figure25). Typically, numbers and colours are used in conjunction with a
legend, for coding purposes, to make it easigetid the drawings. Scalegrhanfigures

areutilisedto connote scal¢Anderson, 2002p.239.
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Figure25: Hotel Project Ground, first and second floor plans and sect{Source:
student archive)
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Concept opartidiagramsKigure26) relate to initiadesign ideas whiabften evolve into

visible realities in the built architecture (Chaplin, 2014, p.59).

Figure26: Fromconceptt 5 NI g A Yy 3¢ 0t Adalifed! ArtefachX Sn/iinNGSL
[ dzf G dzZNBt ¢ 2A06l 2dz 6{ S{1dzyR2X HJ

Circulation diagramsonnect building forms and functions to the movement patterns of
a design concept (Chaplin, 2014, p.21). At the researchssitgents are taught to
analyse databoutfunctionand represent this data in matrices before translating these
into scaled relabnship diagramsand then into 2D or 3D diagram formmscluding
models InFigure 2'below the main circulation routes through the building are explained

using dotted lines, arrows, and colour.

Figure27: & A NJ dzf Ildiagka®nyhyé Syrahgsis Design and Architecture (SDA), (2012).
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The multiple usesnalogue and digitahrchitectural drawings and diagrams serve
highlighted in these discussionaderpinour pedagogical approaches to the visual mode
at the researctsite,and| relied on the ideas presented here throughout my analytical
work regarding th&.J- NIi A Qigdublregrésantations for the observed revidBefore
moving on to discussnultimodality | comment briefly on working in the digital

environment akeytool for producing architectural meaning the research site.

The Digital Environment

22NJ AYy3 Ay GKS O2YLIzi SNI SYPANRYYSY(d A& RI
culi dzNB ¢ 6 h E Y| ysBHppaited iy chmplekineve tachnblogies dochitectue

form geneation that must be learnand navigated, using a range of thinking, making
tools, and interfaces (Chastain et al., 2002, p.238; Oxman, 2006, {23280 oday, the
computer or other digital hardware and their associated softwammalgamate
nonverbal, verbal, and visual resources into a raetsign tool focreating andnediating

design (Altlrk, 2008; Coleman, 2010; Ganshirt, 2007, p.101; Oxman, 1999, 2006, 2008).
Oxman (2006, pp.24344) outlines two key distinctions between working in the
analogueand digital environmenthat impact on the participan@meaningmaking.

When a designer works in the analogue environment on paper, or indeed with modelling
materials, he or she interacts physically and directly with the shapes made (Oxman, 2006,
p.243) whereas in the digital environment the designer is involved with implementing a
computerbased interfac€Oxman, 2006, p.243). Moreover, adifferent kind of input

and level of enactment iecessary fothese circumstances (Chastain et al., 2@0238;
hEYlIYS HnncX LIPHNOO P hEYlIY O6HnncsE LIPHnNo
OLIPHN OO @SNRdzA GAYUGSNYlFfé¢ OLIPHNmoO AydSN
traditional analogueprocesses and the latter entails operating via the intermgdr
GRAIAGFE SY@ANRBYYSydas O02YLzil GA2y & LINE (
244). CADfor instance,a ComputerAided Design programme, now encompasses
relationships between the digital model and the physical entity in avayorelationship

via integration with the production process. (Chastain et al., 2002, p.238; Oxman, 2006,
pp.246247). Learning to make architectural meaning in the digital environment is

complexgchallenging and timeonsuming andhy findings suggestudentsexperiencing
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specific learning differencdike dyslexigCooper, 2006¢an find navigating the digital

terrain particularly daunting.

What becomes apparent from the discussion in juncture three is thethfatusing
nonverbal, verbal, and visual resources pgmwduce meaning semiotically in an
architectural setting is@omplexgdynamic multimodal activityThat is , using multimodal
resourcegequires the designentthink and act on mangvels simultaneously using all
three forms of communication in both éhanalogue and digital environment and |
develop this discussion in juncture fodtaltimodalityXXAicher, 2015; Dernier, 2014;
Ganshirt, 2007).

Multimodality

Many scholars concur research about multimodality involves resportdindpe
transformations ocurring in thecommunicationahnd technologicdandscapeesulting

from globalisationtechnological advancesd changingmploymentpractices (Cope &
Kalantzis, 2009; Jewitt, 2009; Jewitt et al., 2016; Kress, 28h0teeuwen2005).
Multimodality poponents working in different research fields claim communication
embodies complex processes that produce meaning through all available communicative
modes (Allan, 2013; Eris et al., 2014; Jewitt, 2009; Jewitt et al., 2001; Kress, 2010; Kress
et al., 2001;Norris, 2004). Moreover, researchers agreenultimodality research
described JS 2 L S & Q Y dzf imekihgirRerattionY(/Alany, RGL&E Halversen

al, 2012; Kress, 2010; Kress et al. 2001; Wardak, 2@djolars working across the
architectural and social semiotic multimodality domains show exploring meaakigg

as a multimodal endeavour allows researchers to investigate the complexities of
contemporary communication while addressing mdebated quesbns about societal
change in many areas including education (Allan, 2013; Archer, 2006; Bezemer & Kress,
2016; Flewitt, 2006; ledema, 2003; Jewitt, 2009; Kressx& eeuwen2001; Kress, 2010,

2011; Stein & Newfield, 2006; Taylor, 2014; 201Bxaminingthe ways individuals
construct their identities through multimodal means is another established research
focus in both research streams (Norris, 200@)us, the understanding people draw on

different communicative modes in complex ways in diverse mgamatking interaction
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settings establishes the fourth juncture betwedroth research strandglewitt et al.,
2016)

Multimodality

Multimodality is said to be both a standpoint and a method for constructing and
interpreting the ways individuals go abomeaningmaking using the sign systems
accessible to them in any social situation as forms of representation (Adami, 2016;
Halverson et al., 2012, p.4; Kress, 2010; Norris, 2004, pRén a multimodality
perspective people involved in representationd@oommunicative interactions employ

an assortment of modes continuously (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Flewitt, 2006; Kress,
2009a, 2010; Jewitt, 2009; Taylor, 2018)gnificantlyfor this study from a multimodal
perspective, all communicative modes can cbnte equally to meaningaking in any

context (Jewitt et al., 2016, pp-1B).

Acknowledging it is necessary to examine how different kinds of meaakigg come
023SGKSNI Ayid2 aAYyUGS3INFYGSR YdzZ GAY2RIf GK2H
for multimodality research (Jewitt et al., 201@he beliethe modes in a multimodal
ensemble fulfildistinct communicationpurposesis yet another foundational premise
(Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Jewitt, 2009, p.14; Jewitt et al., 2016;¥9.K8ess2010;

Norris, 2004).Then, the modes meaningakers choose and the way they group them is
known to affect the meaninmaker, the meaning, and how people interpret those
meaninggJewitt, 2009, p.15; Kress, 2000, p.338hother corepremiserelates to tte
Yy20A2Yy GKS AYGSNIOUA2Yy 0SG6SSy enbéblesy2 RS &
part of the production of, andignificantfor, their meaningmaking (Jewitt, 2009, p.15;

Kress, 2010; Bezemer & Kress, 20Megfifth principleconcerns the idethat meanings

are affected by the established conventions operating insanietalcontext; while the
conventions themselves are being shaped continuously by what motivates and grabs the
signmakersQnterestin each setting (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Bourdewdit, 2003;

Jewitt, 2009, p.15; Kress, 2010; Norris, 200).other words, sigmakers choose,

modify, and remake meaning via a process of deconstructing, interpreting, and

reinterpreting signs (Jewitt, 2009, p.16). Lastly, scholars stress thtedaoteaning
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making actions can have multiple meanings depending on the circumstances in which

they occur (Kress, 2009a, pp-59; Norris, 2004, pp.189).

There are, however, underlying challenges associated with analysing multimodal
meaningmaking. Althagh each communication resource encompasses its own set of
potentialities and limitations within an overarching organisational system, today, these
roles aml possible significations aoenflated, mainly because of digitisatidadema,

2003, p.38Kress2010) Using the mediating activity, the orchestrated ensemble, as the
Gdzy AG 27F |yl { ddamthis reséatcli siylyp is Dne lesiablithed way of
overcoming the issues the complex, multifaceted nature of the meamaking
endeavour present (iris, 2004, pp.15%c N0 ® ¢tKSaS aSyidAayvySyd

(2003) earlier conjecture about analysing gestural action as representation in context.

Several other observational suppositions emergeutiimodality-orientedresearchhat

also have importdr my researclvorkbecause they relate teyconcerns underpinning

my research questions regarding the rhetorical power of the semiotic roles of
communicative modes and the performative, interactive nature of orchestration in the
architectural context.Firstly, there are practicalities designers must discuss, in text or
talk, that drawings or gestures cannot communicate so readily or efficiently. Secondly,
drawings exist as objects) possiblycannot be discursive muite the same way talk or
writing canwhich is why architects, or design students in this instance, point to, gesture
at, do the writing or talking about, design drawings and artefacts. Thirdly, reference can
be made in one medium to a text in another meditonjnstance, a student may gesture

at, and speak about, space organisation as it is laid out in planimetric aramhaecti
drawings adrigurel3 (p.59 illustrated. Fourthly, there can be simultaneous shared
reference across media, a student or tutor naiscuss andvrite, or draw and explain

something verbally as part of a problswlving exercise (Medway, 1996b, pp33%.

Orchestrated Ensembles.
Orchestrationsare, in fact, carefully constructeshodal combinations in which the
meaningmaking constuents incorporate material from available communicative

resources to impart specific meaning concerning each @dtletorical affordances
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(Kress, 2010, p.274). Additionally, researchers indicate orchestrated ensembles, as
semiotic meaningnaking tools Kress, 2010), are not neutral in use, constituted and
exercised as they are in distinct cultural, historical, and power situations (Stein &
Newfield, 2006, p.2)ln this projectboth mattersconcernechowthe participantsnade
meaning whilenegotiatingthe shaping influences and conventions operating in the CoP

at the research site. Typically, the meammaker constructs a multimodal ensemble

with the audience, the orchestratiesite and its main features in mind (Kress, 2010,
p.274). Significantlythe audienc@® disposition, what Kress (2010, p.74) refers to as
dinterest, is said to affect their focus towards, and the way they engage with or frame
the orchestrated ensemble, and, their interpretation of the message (Kress, 2010,
pp.274275). Thusmeaningmaking is a twofold process about a person instigating and
signifying meaning for someone, a stimuhat Kress (20100.74 labels aprompte and

the other person, the message receiver, inwardly directed making a new sign while
engaging withthd y 2 G A 31 (G2 NQA& LINR Y2AZE). HénveNdschestiation 1 M 3
delineates choosing, creating, and constructing the semiotic materials considered
fundamental to meet thesignmakerginterests, whichare concretiseds the semiotic
object, or text as an ensemble, via its design ammhstructingpractices (Kress, 2010,

pp.275276).

In architectural settingsesearch evidence shows designers collaborating irtdaieee
interactions use comnunicative modes multimodally. sliig gestural actiongften

deictic, via orches#iting the differat printed anddigital visual resources, and modéats

play in this setting which are usually displayed on horizontal surfaces, thenwh#s i
interaction space, andn digital screengWardak, 2016, pp-4). Other communicative
NBEaz2d2NOSa 02YS AyidGz LXle +Ffazo C2NJ SEI
movements and position can draw attention to significant visual resources in the
interaction as they talk (Wardak, 2016, p.5)s0Amoving objects via touch and manual
manipulation can bring unlookest material into the conversation (Wardak, 2016, p.5).
Whileparticipantscan use speech, or another mode, collaboratively via completing each
20KSNRQ dzi G SNI y OSGZY RPANNNYRS/A] daNKSS 2 GIKKSSNNEBAO ye
dialogue about some facet of the design discussion (Wardak, 2016, p.5). Further, using
gestural actionlike facial expression, with modulated speech is known to modify the

meaning of words, positively or getively (Wardak, 2016, p.6)hispracticedescription
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of architecturalmultimodal interactionrencompassesharacteristicsimilar to those of
Swales et &l & OHnnmU T khé Roles/ftaking, Otafgcd aridignveybal
resourcesevein Masteas of architecturestudent€multimodal interactions to bring the
imagined building to life for their audiences (Swales et al., 2001, p.@#®x research
evidence shows gestural activity, again mainly deictic gestures but also other nonverbal
means, also play a significant role in effective novice student presentations as an
orchestrating resource, mediating dialogue about and interactitm, the visual and
physical artefacts on display (Morton, 2006, p.32). In this research, my analysis suggested
deictic gestureand movementincluding pointing at, underlining, tracing a finger along
parts of dravings, moving towards or awawere deplged by the participants to
establish a relationship between themselves and their audiekise.the above gestural
actions were usedy the participantsto focus the audiend® attention on salient
features of the drawings on display, or introduce aikegge, thereby integrating the
visual media into the presentation efficiently via nonvedral verbal means (Morton,
2006, p.143).

Arguably, theinteractions outlined above produce mulkayered representations
(Hutchins & Palen, 1997%estureoverkid on different parts of the physical artefacts,
including planimetric,and sectionadrawings; verbal accounts superimposed on the
gestures; gaze superimposed on both gesture and talk to connect with the audience or
artefact, are complex meaning struadsr(Hutchins & Palen, 1997, p.35). In these kinds

of interaction, the visual media are there to provide a coherent depiction of the

I NODKAGSOGdzZNBET | y R phliysicabvidetee dfileadding. OA LI y a4 Q Ol

Nevertheless, while the different types ofedia representinghe architecture do

different kinds ofvork in the interaction, they are not representations of the state of the

I NOKAGSOU dzNB @ C2NJ AyaillyoOoSz YSOKIYAOLFf ¢
operating systems cannot appear directly in architectural drawimigsreas gestures
performed beside and on top of drawingsould help the audience understamia
mimidkinghow they work (Hutchins & Palen, 1997, p.3Xls0, the planimetric layout is

y20i RAYSyaArzylrffteée ARSYGAOIft G2 GKS | NOKA
representation of those spaces. The dots, lines, colours and shading makingian the

produces a representation that permits the viewentake abstract interpretations.ofF
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instance about where people enter and leave spaces, by looking and readingy and
F2fft26Ay3 GKS LINBaSyaSNna GNIXOAy3a FAy3ASN
the plan. Again, gestures overlaid on the planimetric drawing or diagram could denote
meaningful actions in the building, moving here, to go out that-dpening here, into

a courtyard here (Hutchins & Palen, 1997, p{88Y. Then, the talking layer of the
orchestration serves purposes other modes cannot accomplish. For instance, using tense
markers like the present tense or active verbs, and other linguisticogsvto intimate

temporal relationships among actionghe gesturas immediate; whereas speaking
positions the actions within a temporal framesas-enactmentof, or a proposed action.

¢t Fftaz2 RSy20GSa (KS aLIS| liebsurRsiemd@rig bull A 2 y
oftheaction.IRSAAIY SR Al (GKA& gl & o0SOlIdzAaSX XUKA
GKA& XIYyR Ay (X AHéncesthepreseRdt sigdaksifirstly KoF His or her

state of knowledge; secondly, a condition sharetthbge involved in the interaction; and

thirdly, a relation between him or herself to the shared condition (Hutchins & Palen,
1997, pp.389). Giving any layer peminence is thought to undermine the
orchestration, it is a complex interconnected perforeen However one or two
resources can be in the foreground as the interaction unfolds, but importantly all are

equally necessary (Hutchins & Palen, 1997, p.39).

What emerges from these research deliberatimnsowcomplicated and multifaceted
using onverbal, verbal, and visual resourceswhile operating multimodally in any
setting; and how dynamic, socially situated, and interwoven the interplay between
nonverbal, verbal, and visual communicative resourcestige orchestrated multimodal
interaction. Also, the discussi@ubstantiateshow helpful focusing on the interaction,

as Ildidin this investigation, is for uncovering, documenting, and interpreting the semiotic
roles and relationships of the different communicative resources in mearakigg in

distinct situations (Norris, 2004).

For theproject, all the above premisesgere central to documenting and explicating the
participants meaningnaking via their orchestrated ensembles during the observed
review. Nonethelessteviewswere pedagogical instrumestat the research sif@and so
meaningmaking in this context involdethe participants demonstrating thewere

drawing on the knowledge and skills required to perform the precedent #ask;
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showing theyknew how to go about desigmg, constructing, and orchestrating
architectural messages in ways thainformedto academic expectationsFrom a

teaching perspective, there remains the question of how design educators can better
NEO23ayAaSET AyidSNLINBE{G I jounfel deFelofg théiricapacifies a (i dz
to think and do designing (Bass & Eynon, 2009).

Learning and Communication

In the previous juncture, | focused baw architectural knowledge production involves
transforming the social world multimodally (Cope & iala, 2009, p.166; Vowles, 2000,
p.260). There are two implicit assumptions in those discussionshémimport for this

study, however, that thostaking partcan, firstly, create, assemble, understand, and
implement, the nonverbal, talk, text anduasresources in play in their orchestrations;

and secondly, thelgnow how architectural buildings and their representations come to

be and work (Cross, 1999a, 1999b; Géanshirt, 2007; Hutchins & Palen, 19988pp.37
Kress, 2010; Wittgenstein, 1958til, the participantshad todevelop their design plus
technical knowledge, skill, and vocabulary to reason rationally and intuitively in a design
sense (Kahneman, 2011; Lawson, 2008Jso,they had to learn to physically make
architectural marks using gestures with the pen, pencil, modelling saaipeimputer

mouse,to outwardly express their thinking via the model, diagram or drawing (Bezemer

& Kress, 2016; Dorst, 2011; Kahneman, 2011; Lawson, 2008; Sctn & Wiggins,

1992; Wittgenstein, 1958; Yee, 2012Moreover, the participantshad to study

I NOKA GSOUG dzNJ f RAAO2dz2NES YR RA&AO020SNI Wi
architecturally to express themselves discursively (Dias et al., 201Z Worts h Q. N .
2005; Murphy, 2003, 2005; Spector & Damron, 2013).

The architectural curriculum at the research site is complex and-laydtied and
integrating design, technological, digital, professional and research dimensions into
educational,and leaning practicescontinue to be considered a problematic and
contested process (Williams et al., 2007, p.1Besearch evidence shows becoming
proficient using any one of theommunicative, or cognitiveools referred to above
requires capacity, educatipmand sustained practice (Lawson, 2004; Lawson & Dorst,

2005; Feldhusen, 200%)encethe accepted notion of the central role of the design
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studio and its enculturation processes in design education (Akalin & Sezal, 2009; Cuff,
1991; Koch et al., 2002; Guter, 2000; Oxman, 1999; $0h1984, 1987, 1991; Webster,
2005, p.267).

Learning is delineated in general terms, and in both the architectural and social semiotic
multimodality research literature as a communicative, productive, transformative, and
motivated endeavour (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Biggs, 2012; Gergen & Gergen, 2004;
Kress et al., 2001; Marton, 1981; Mezirow, 1991, 2000; Shuell, 1986, p.415; Stein &
Newfield, 2006; Vowles, 2000; Vowles et al., 2012; Webster, 2@Qbjher,
communication and learning are considered inextricably linked activities by many
scholars researching in the general, architectural and social semiotic multimodality
domains thereby establishing the fifth point of overlap between the architettanal

social semiotic multimodality research strands.

For instance, examining the state of teaching and learning as obverse social activities is
an established educational research focBggs, 2012€Challis, 2002; Williams et al.,
2007). Further,studes that investigatelesign studio as a primary site of architectural
knowledge production and enculturation into professional practkelso a general
investigation themeKurt, 2009V owles, 2000; Vowles et al., 2012; Webster, 2006

role sketchig plays in the designing conversatiom isommonarchitectural research
subject and is explored from many qualitative angles, including protocol analysis (Do,
2002; Schén & Wigginsl992; Suwa & Tversky, 1997).Additionally,Dong (2007)
examineshow languagecan produce design activelgnd Kazmierczak (2003) explicates

the links between design as communication and forms of meafirgloring meaning
making from a semiotic angle also surfaces in design research contexts, specifically
regarding uncovémg and delineating the roles and relationships of one or sometimes
several communicative resources in the design process (Eris et alGadshirt, 2007;

Luck & McDonnell, 2006; Medway, 1994, 1996b; Medway & Clark, 2003; Morton, 2006;
Murphy, 2003, 208). In the social semiotic multimodality literature | draw on here
researchers consider meaningaking in many diverse learning situatioasd, study
semiosis across different disciplinary subject areas and in various kinds (Bé¢zetser

& Kress2016; Cope & Kalantzis, 2009, p.lid6tchins & Palen, 1997, p.2; Jewitt et al.,
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2001, p.6; Kress, 1993, 2009a, 2009b, p.19, 2010, p.295; Kress et al., 2001, p.16; Lemke,
1998; Morton, 2006; Stein & Newfield, 2006).

Learning and Sigmaking as Commurative Endeavour

Froma constructivisstandpointf ST Ny Ay 3 Aa GK2daAKG G2 AyD
knowledge and skills productively while carrying out complex cognitive and practical
activities in specific social contexts (Biggs, 2012, p.42; Ddng,26; Kurt, 2009, p.401).
Examining how the learner thinks about the material they engage with and employ in
their meaningmaking effortsis also considered a significant aspect of the teaching and
learning process (Marton, 1981, p.182; Shuell, 1986). F 2 dzy R al NIi2y Qa
contribution helpful and supportive of the social semiotic multimodality standpoint |
adopt in this study as he suggests how people learn, the process of learning, and what
they learn, the mental activity associated withrieag, are two indivisibly linked features

2F fSINYyAy3a GKFG SadlroftAak gKFd al N2y o
concept concerningsynthesising the active and mental processes associated with
learning that relates to our conception$ the world (Marton, 1981). Moreover, a

related view with import heresurfaces in the sociological literature that because people
INB 6KIFG {YAUK 9 5SSYSNJI ounnntv NBFSNI (2
relates to human consciousness (\&thaik, 2014)pur conceptions of knowledge and

claims to knowledge are intimately bound up with our understandings of what counts as
knowledge.The views | present here encompas32 y & 0 NUzOG A @A &G Ay (SN
in the world in which meaniagal Ay 3 2NJ £t SINYyAYy3a Ayg@d2ft 0Sa
(Smith & Deemeg000,pp.87#878).

Social semiotic multimodalitycholardBezemer & Kress, 2016; Jewitt, 2009; Kress et al.,
2002;van Leeuwen2005) affirm producing meaning requires intentionalyhat Kress

SiG Ftft® o6wnnmd NBFSNI (2 Mordover e sighVd | {ISSNBEQ
GAYGSNBailaéd oLdmpuHLOE GKS YIFG0dSNA -nakdgid Y2
are articulated via the suitable and credible communicative resourcesséiegt as
GAAIYAFASNEE OLIPMpHUO G2 3IAGBS F2NX (G2 YSI )
al., 2001).YNBaa Sié Fftd>X o6nHnnam0 LRNINIXI{SYBRYA
(p.152).
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Communication is understood to béumdamentalaspect of designing, in a professional

and educational sense, becaumehitecturaldesigning is considereal social process

and representation is thought to be a core constituent of constructing architectural
meaning (Vowles, 2000, pp.26261; Suwa & Tversky, 1997, p.38B)milarly, other

F NOKAGSOUGUdzNI £ aO0OK2f I NBR F20dza 2y GKS (N&R
communicative intent; how that intent is realised via representation and then manifested
inthe dA3IySR 2062SO0T YR GKS AYyUGSNLINBGI (A
inferred by the recipient (Crilly et al., 2008; Eco, 1980, p.27; Kazmierczak, 2003, p.45).
Kazmierczak (2003) proposes design graphics, as data, communicate meaning because as
desigrers design, they cdigure distinct graphical symbols to represent conceptual
relationships that are then interpreted or reconstructed by themselves in the design
process and later by those who interact with them as representations of the designed
object Kazmierczak2003, pp.4648; Suwa & Tversky, 1997, p.386; Vowles, 2000,
pp.260261; Wittgenstein, 1958).

The Social Semiotic Multimodality Frame for the Study

| useda social semiotic multimodalikgnsin this research project timterrogatehow the
participantsemployedthe multimodal resourcesn handto producemeaning, a core
objective of social semiotics and multimodaligdmi, 2016Bezemer & Jewitt, 2009,

p.6; Halverson et al., 2012, p.4; Kress, 2010; Norris, 2004, plBé sign is considered

the departure point for meaninmaking in social semiotics, where the signified concerns
the connoted and the signifier, the substiawve materialthrough which meanings
expressedBezemer & Jewitt, 2009, pp43 Bezemer & Kres2016, p.20).Within this

frame, meaningmaking as learning, or sigmaking, entails using communicative tools,
the socially shaped and-shaped culturally available material resources of a community
(Faulconbridge, 2010, p.2842; Takayama, 2009, p.2g¥vet098a) As | have intimated
previously, such resources include, gesturing, moving, talking, writing, and the visual
means required to produce meaning in materially evident, or concretised ways (Bezemer

& Kress, 2016, pp.118; Kim, 2013, p.87).

The socialsemiotic frame embodies thregharacteristicshat haveimplications for my

analysis of the participarf®®arning efforts during the precedent task and review. First,

84



the meaningmaker decides whatommunicativeNS & 2 dzNOS > G KS isGa A 3y
ddzaGlroftS (2 O2y@Seé YSI yAy Jp.2b)BezblteadlBregsa S
2016. Thus, the connection between meaning and its concrete expression is
GY20A 0K SR 6Ny y2G O2AYOARSYy (It o. ST ¢
p.20; Kress, 1993, p.173)Consequently, the relationship between signs and their
manifestation is moulded by, and materialises, theaningmakerfconcerns or
GAYGSNBataeg o6LIGHNO 0. ST SYSNI 9 YNBA&AZI Ham
2012, p.267). Secondly the sign, made by the signifier, is always affected by the
surroundings in whichig formulatedand its status within that setting (Bezemer & Jewitt,

2009, p.4; Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.20; Kress, 1993, p.174; Kress, 2009bhd83).

each resource has a set of unique meaning capacities and so generates distinct social
consequences (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, ppl20Kress & Selander, 2012, p.267).
Following on from this, signs, and their outcomes in one mode, differ from signs and
impacts in another mode because eaclhmmunicative resource has different
affordances (Gibso@015) for meaningnaking (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pf220Kress,

2009a, p.56). In practice, meanimgkers, like the participants, are knowndi@aw on

existng signifiers in specific settings in all modes (Bezemer & Kress, 201621p.20

Kress, 2009a, pp.5&7).

Semiotic resources for meanintpking

{SYA2GA0 NB&a2dz2NDSa AyOf dzRS GKS aabstrdcs NR | §
measures embodied ieach communicative mode, that mould the cultural and social
domain (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pi287 Lemke, 1998;an Leeuwen2005, pp.34).

Within the social semiotidrame, all modes, together with their nonmaterial semiotic
configurations, are consded one amalgamatecealm incorporating a0 2 Y'Y dzy A (i & Q
cultural semiotic meaninmaking resources (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, @82 dewitt,

2009, p.23). For example, tlabstracti 2 2t GAYy UGSy aArideé oLIdmyl
YSIyAy3a 02y OSMNOdAES FTSONEKNRAMRBERAY I YR KA
& Kress, 2016)Ihese meanings can be realised, in many ways. For instance, via hue
saturation for colour; degree of illumination in lighting; how loud the sound is in speech;
via capitalising lettsrand bolding in writing; via speed and movement in gesture; and in

I Y2NB 3ISYSNIf gle @Al F20dza 2N alLI2aArdar
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Again, gaze can be modified by intensity via direction and extent; an element in a drawing
can be madé¢o standout using layout, colour, size or different line weights;igare28

shows; and texts made distinctive via genre (Bezemer & Kress, 201628p&iing,

2015, p.56).

 p—

—

Figure28: Emphasis, using line weight to denote cut lines ipléme (Source: Ching,
2015, p.56)

¢CKSYy a20Alf 02yO0OSLJia tA1SET GAYyUGSAINIGAZ2Y:
ASYA2GA0 SlidzA @l fSyd Ay | Of | 84A B\ OUGYLA 2 Y
Coherencas realisedvia sound in talk; and in writing or drawing via making marks on
surfaces (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.28). Two other semiotic principles common to all
modes alsohave import here as theyrelate to the participantmeaningmaking.

. STSYSN) 3 YNBaa ownmco t10St GKS&S aFNI Y/
delineates whats incorporated in a unand what is not at different levels (Bezemer &
Kress, 2016, p.28; Kresy& Leeuwe2006, pp.176.77;vanLeeuwen 2005, p.7). For
example, in architectural drawinggaphical symbols like rectangles, squares or circles

are used to group various representational aspects Fesgare29 below (Ching, 2015,

p.213). While paragraphs belong wsthibheadinggrouped within headings, linked to

the title in writing. Whereas in speedhtonationor silence could be used to frame and

give coherence to what ixeing saidBezemer & Kress, 2016, pp29).

o 10 =111
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Figure29: Framing in architeatal drawings. (Source: Ching, 2015, p.213)
86



Second, salience concerns focus and is realised semiotically via foregrounding various
elements while underplaying other components. For instance, in an architectural
representation or artefact salience is reall through relative positioning, sizing,
graphicatechniques for highlightiniike hatching use of different materialsy colour as
Figure30 indicates (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.28; Ching, 2015, p.149; Krass &
Leeuwen 2006, p.177).

Figure30: SalienceHighlightingthe circulationpathin aconceptmodel using colour
(Sourcestudentworkarchivg

Significantlyfrom a social semiotic multimodality standpoitite physicabutput from

the meaningmaking processikethe visual artefacts the participants orchestrated in the
observed review, is understood to constitute the signs of learning and so, transformation
(Kress, 2009b, p.22; Kress, 2010, pp2%9®). In situations kere the meaningnmaker
generates new semiotic resources, they are said to enhance or transform their
representational abilities. Whereas, if the meammaker as sigimaker createsbstract
resources in the meaningaking process, then the view is theteex! or transform their
intellectual capacities, as demonstrated in designing artefacts like architecture using
unique conceptual frames A 1 S (G KS Wg NI LiLdanya® ©OR Feoddd R G | dzl
in Figure31 (Kress, 2009b, p.33).

Figure3Ll: & / | y g¥dje&téNendo, 203).
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Mimesis

t S2LX SQa OF LI OAde F2NJ a20Alt | OGA2Y YR |
via culturally situated learning processes (Wulf, 2008, p.60).indigdted injuncture

two, mimesis is an imitative learning endeavour encompassing a creative component
(Purcaru, 2016, p.,17)Gebauer & Wulf (1995, p.5) outline four significant mimetic
aspects that underscore the views about learning discussed abovely, Rnistesis

pertains to people identifying with each other equivalenthtecondly mimesis
encompasses a mental and active element in an extricable relatiofi$inigly originally

mimesis connoted physical action as it emerged out of oral cultures, thumyribept is

held to havea rhetorical character.Fourthly regarding action, mimesis incorporates a
performative feature, as an actualisation, a representation of vibamimetically
indicated Architecturallyone might say the designed object or built artefact manifests
GKS I NOKAGSOGQa NBalLkRyasS (G2 Odz Gdz2N> £ ARS
practices and imaginings (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.50; Gebauer & Wulf, 1995, p.5). Thus,
mimesis entailransformation (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.=gnmaking or meaning

making is considered mimetic as it produces new signs as an act and a sign of creativity
in response to established practices, resulting in an ongoing process of transformative
engagemell = & GAYGSNILINBGIFGA2YE AYYSNI NI yatz
2016, p.50). The ideas presented here about mimetic aat®aritical considerations
because thenuthenticatethe learning process associated with precedent study whereby

the studentslearn about designing mimeticaiha critically deconstructing, interpreting

YR NBO2yaidNuHzOGAYy3a aSOSNI € LINI OGAGA2Y SN
designed output (Akalin & Sezal, 2009; Clark & Pause, 2012, p.xiii; Hopkins, Z1i®; Law
2004, 2006; Ochsner, 2000; Oxman, 1986; Unwin, 2003, 2007).

Signs of engagement and learning in institutional settings

The relations in and across modes is a central issue within social semiotic multimodality
research, as ivasin thisproject, because it pertains to learning multimodally (Bezemer

& Jewitt, 2009, p.7).Within the social semiotic multimodality frapre-making signs

using distinct resources is an acknowledged means for learning and involves
GUNI yaRdzOUA 2y ¢ addgsprodeg(inttil2 R f Xy 1Idx oDy & ¥y R

(p.63) remaking signs within a mode (imnadal, p.63) often referred to as
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transformation (Bezemer & Jewitt, 2009, pfg;Bezemer & Kress, 2008, p.175; Bezemer
& Kress, 2016, pp.553). Both kinds of ltkange are thought to produce naweanings.
While, any sign or meanimgaking in any mode is considered a sign of knowing and
reveals and makes evident tegnmakersinterest (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pp58
Bezemer & Kress, 2008, p.174). Furtherabse each modeaffordances are distinct,
signmakers are understood to, firstly, demonstrate learning uniquely; secondly, learn
differently; and thirdly, reveal an interest based on diffekngwledgeor knowledge
levels or both (Bezemer & Kress, 2qi65860). The thinking,ithe more extensivéhe
meaningmake@resource repertoire, the bigger the evidence base and so opportunities

for meaningmaking (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pgbbY.

Modesoffer both opportunities and restrictions regarding hak3 Y S| yAy 3 a2 d:
(p.61) as different forms of artefactnd so probably mould opportunities for learning

via interpretation by others (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.61; Medway, 1996b.3pp.34
Secondly, the orchestratedodalensemble offers a distih environ for interacting with

part of the social domain that cle readas prompts for engagement (Bezemer & Kress,
2016, p.61). For instance, what teudens leanT N2 Y NBI RAy 3 | 0 2 dzi
ideology is differenfrom seeing that ideology puinto practice architecturally via
analysing architectural drawings or visiting the building in question physically or virtually
via film. Thus, distinct kinds of multimodal ensembles offer opportunities for remodelling

or transposing meaning inwardly viaafrsis as learning (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pp.61

62). Thirdly, resources, singularly or in an ensemiblethe students opportunities to

show this learning, make it visibte, materialise it outwardly (Bezemerk&ess2016,
pp.61-62). Thus, multimodal learning exploits the distinct affordances ofreaolrce

so that the learning offers different, comprehensive, insights into the wmidg

explored(Bezemer & Jewitt, 2009, p.8; Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.62).

In this studyl used the theories discussed here to frame and inform my analytical and
interpretive deliberations regarding thgarticipant€meaningmaking as learning. The
process ofmimesis, transduction and translation discussed above constitutes and
describes the crurf whatthe participantswere required to do during the precedent
study process. Thus, these considerations kayréficantconsequences for identifying,

analysing and interpreting thgarticipant€signs ofearning.
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Concluding Comments

In thischapter,| addressed substantive theories in both research domains across five
overlapping areas of intest that informed and guided thieesearch process and
subsequent analytical deliberations (Hatch, 2002). | did so to situate the investigation
within a recognisable theoretical framework (Hatch, 2002, p.39; Gdlakiie & Locke,
2007, p.23; Wolcott, 2005, p.179). | made it ¢leanstructing intersections between

the two research stranddhat link to answering my research queries is a fundamental
component of locating my work in the architectural and social semiotic multimodality
landscape (GoldeBiddle & Locke, 2007, pp-28). | signalled the five junctures draw
attention to spacebetween the two research strands thatfer me an opportunity to
contribute to both fields by building on the existing research in these areas (Bezemer &

Kress, 2016; Eyal, 2010; Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 2010).

Injuncture onethe environment, | considered sociological, social semiotic multimodality
and architectural idas about the impact of the environment on knowledge production
and the impact of policy considerations on HE. Also, | explicated theories addressing the
split between the state and marketplacand the contradictory inclusive versus
consumerist valueand outlined how these tensions manifest themselves in the research
site (Kress, 2010, pp&R). | made it clear the participants andekeded tonavigate
these twolife-worldsdaily (Sctitz & Luckmann, 1973, pp4. Significantly, | pointed out
firstly, while social semiotic multimodality scholars advocate access and participation in
I/ 2t Qa &K & reperdirey’is WirH essential prerequisite for that
community to developmy findingsshow this is a problematic issue a&everal
participants faced serious challenges in this regard that adverssfectecd their
meaningmaking (Kres010, p.47; Holgate, 2015; Manley & de Gdatinson, 2013).
Secondly, investigating the speciiomplexitiesinternational or dyslexic students
grapple with durig their meaningnaking efforts in an architectural education context
was consideredto be an underdeveloped research focasid this opened upan
opportunity for this project to build on the limited extant research (Holgate, 2015;
Manley & de Graffohnson2013; Swales et al., 2001).
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Also,l explored the changes in the construction industry that relate to transformations in
the communication and technological landscape, and the fact responding to these
challenges entails architectural practitioners cambinsly updating their knowledge and
skills base (Dernie, 2014; Lawson & Pilling, 1996, 489:8Rlicol & Pilling, 2000, p.1;
Worthington, 2000).1 explained thesessuesmanifest themselves in the research site

via

1 Addressing our institutiof&ore mission to produce graduates who efécient
knowledge producers and consumers in diverse societal settings

 Configuring2 dzNJ I NOKA G§SOGdzNF £ LINBINF YYSQa Odz
the pertinent need for continued professional development

1 Managing the challengdisat the complex analogue and digital environment

presents.

In the subsequent discussion about the creative, business and public service discourse
evident in architectural practice | explained shedebatesdistinctive taracterisics
raisesquestiond 6 2dzi G KS gl & 2dzNJ LINPAINI YYS GSIYaQ
our institutional roles, the curriculum, odr (i dzR Swadidg®l { Ay 3 |y R 3I NI

professional prospects.

In the segment about architecturatducation,l consideredhow the dual purpose of
architectural education is to firstlproduce graduates with a degree in architecture.
Secondlyit aims tooffer graduates set of inherited outlooks that shape their reactions
and behaviours as both producers at@hsumers of culture within sociefiourdieu,

1990, p.54; Stevens, 1995, p.112). | made the point, in this study, the enculturation
LINE OSaa O2yOSNya (KS LINIAOALIYyGaQ | O0Sa
operating in the research site&or this project, these ideasvere core considerations,
specifically regarding thedr NI A OA LJ- y mearfhgmeling efisio @Qddiess
programme learning outcomesduring the precedent task and associated review
efficiently. Ipointed outinvestigathg how architectural students produce knowledge
and become socialised into the architectural culture their CoP represents in specific

settings remains an undeleveloped research focusr@y, 2013, p.196)I1 explained
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respondedo this situation in theroject to expand the existing research about rhetorical

architectural meaningnaking in a distinct setting (Allan, 2013; Gray, 2013, p.196).

In the second junctur@bout the rhetorical component, | signalled the core issues in
social semiotics concertise what and how of meaniagaking in diverse settinggan
Leeuwen 2005, p.93). | highlighted the idea architectural meamaging is symbolic is

a shared principle underpinning knowledge production principles in both the
architectural and sociakmiotic fields. | explained | chose the literature in this juncture
becawse | found the principles embedi in these works essential for framing and

addressing my investigations into

1 Architectural meaningnaking as a social semiotic multimodal ende&avo

1 The way architectural representation as semiosis is taught and embodied in the
LI NI A OA LI yhakigQ Y S Yy Ay 3

1 The problematic nature of representation in the analogue and digital

environment.

| signalled the social semiotic lelise the design fags, provides the stimulus for
formulating questionsike my research queries about the particip&reaningmaking;

and, is known to require examining, the environment; the roles and relationships
between the different communicative resources; and thepgbe involved as meaning
makers or social agents (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Jewitt,\200Beeuwen2005, p.1).

In this study exploring architectural meaningaking through a social semiotic
multimodality lenswas based on the idea every mode in us@s part of an
interconnected system of material, nomaterial, cultural and semiotic resources that
mouldedmeaningmaking in each social situation (Bezemer & Kress, 2016;p®;,tan

Leeuwen 2005, p.1).

In the segment about intersecting architecturabdasocial semiotic meaningaking |
explainedd KS NBf I GA2yaKALl 60SGsSSy (KS RSaady
intentions are realised, and the meanings the users ascribe to the architecture is another
shared research focus underpinning my ingsif@rilly et al., 2008; Hershberger, 1969;

Kazmierczak 2003; Vesely, 2004; Whyte, 2006, pd36p Further, pointed out
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designing is theorised in several ways in these deliberations that relate to my conception
of meaningmaking in this projectThen | signalled | draw on other theories informing

the rhetoricaldebateaboutthe fragmentedcharacterof architectural representation in

the face of thecomplex societatonditions,and technological advancements (Spector,
2011; Vesely, 2004). indicated understanding architectural designing and meaning
against this backdrop requires knowledge aboutphgoses representation servas

the makingandexperiencing cérchitecture (Altirk, 2008; Bezem&Kress, 2016; Kress,
2010; Vesely, 2004, p.14¢rucially, regarding this research, | pointed out even though
architectural representation is a way to grasp the complexities of reality, what is
LINE RdZOSR A& O2yaARSNBR &adzoaSoOtd G2z FyR
LI NI A OA LI vy (idteectial/ afféchva, &nd @dych@rdtor skills (Dernie, 2014;
Ganshirt, 2007; Vesely, 2004, p.15).

In the last segment, | explordteoriesdelineating architectural representation as having

an inextricable connection to theory via, our historical alitiy (Kress, 2010; Purcaru,
2016, p.17; Vesely, 2004, p.14); ok &> | YR G ONBI G A OSTsid YA |
(Vesely, 2004, p.14)Also, looked atshifts in perspective concerning these concepts

that are thought to be related to ongoing technological transformations; and the
resultant productive ethos evident in much of contempoi@rg O A reargngniaking
activities, including HE | highlighted the fact thatthese changes havaffected
architectural repesentationaland meaningmaking practicegprofoundly in both an

educational and practice context (Vesely, 2004, pg11)9

In the third junctureconcerning resources | indicated the research directly related to
architectural student@hetorical meaningnaking regarding the use of nonverbal, verbal

and visual modess limited and typically concerns the designing activity and associated
critique process rather than a specific task like precedent study, the focus of attention in
this researci{Allan, 201F a2NJi2y 9 hQ. NASY X uwnnpT a2 N
2001). Also, I discusstee notion that nonverbalbehaviour puts designefalking and

drawing into action concerning the experiential aspacarchitecture and indicated

these theoriesdhave significantimplications for answering my research questions about

the performative aspect of the participants orchestrated ensemble (Murphy, 2005). The

role and operational features of writing and speaking in this evocative semiotic process
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alsosurfacein theresearchiterature as a significant component of the active meaning
making process (Medway, 1996b; Swales et al., 2001). Exploring the way analytical
diagrams help designers externalise and concretise their design thinking was an
important consiération regarding my research questions about the roles and
relationships of different modes in thell NJi A Grkednlhgfhakind@activities (Cross,
1999; Ganshirt, 2007). Uncovering and describing the ways designers are known to make
meaning semioticallysing a range of graphical symbols was an essential prerequisite for
the analyticaldiscussion irthis study(Chaplin, 2014; Downing & Hubka, 1986; Kress,
2010; Do & Gross, 200Moreover,addressing the theories underpinning the distinctive
nature of waking in the digital environment provided valuable insight for understanding
the participants meaningaking in that environment (Altirk, 2008; Coleman, 2010;
Génshirt, 2007, p.101; Oxman, 1999, 2006, 2008). Isttidy,| relied onthe theories
discused inthis juncture to explicate and interpret the participdatseeaningmaking in

the precedent task and observed review. Moreover, the theories and views delineated
in this intersectionappear to support the architectural accreditation criteria our
progammerespondedto and our programme curriculum and stated modigarning
outcomes Apart from revealing the functional purposes the different communication
resources could and do serve in this research setting the literatures presented in this
juncture point to the interconnected, equivalent and dynamic interaction between
modes in the meaninmaking activity (Cash & Maier, 2016; Hutchins & Palen, 1997;
Jewitt et al., 2016, pp.189; Norris, 2011; Murphy, 2003, 2005; Visser, 2009; Wardak,
2016).

In juncture fourl discussed the theories and concepts regarding multimodality that
underpin and frame my conception of the participadigiamicmeaningmaking. |
indicated multimodality is considered both a perspective amehy to construct and
interpret how people construct meaning using the available sign systems in their
circumstances as forms of representatféaami, 2016; Halverson et al., 2012, p.4; Kress,
2010; Norris, 2004, p.24). f 423 L KAIKEf AIKGSR NBASI NOKS|
value of nonverbal, verbal and visual modes in meamaging andow different modes

can be foregrounded in specific instances as visual expression often is at the research site
(Eris et al., 2014; Dias et al., 2038yitt, 2009, p.14; Jewitt et al., 2016,18-19; Norris,

2004., pp.1617; Taylor, 2014Unwin, 2007; Yee, 2012 | explicated key foundational
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premises associated with multimodality, and several challenges concerning the conflated
nature of the roles and possible significations in a contemypar@rtext that researchers
indicated are connected to digitisatidedema, 2003, p.3&ress, 2010)I pointed out

using the orchestrated ensemble for the unit of analysisdasih this study, offers a

way to deal with theeomplexanalytical process associated with multimodality (Norris,
2004, pp.159160).

In the segment about orchestrateghsembles] discussed the multimodal meaning
making process as it relates to architecture and social semiopiogited out | related
thesetheories tohow the participantsmake meaning while dealing with the shaping
influences and conventions operating in the CoP at the research site. | referred to the
role thedifferent modesserve in architectural educatiovl & i Sudé&n@multimodal
interactions toshow gestural activity also plays a significant role in undergraduate
student presentations as an orchestrating resource (Swales et al., 2001; Morton, 2006,
p.32). | highlighted the multayered aspect of representations in the architectural
meaningmaking event while explicating several restrictions in the process to show the
orchestrated ensemble is a complex interconnected representation entity (Hutchins &
Palen, 1997).Also, lhighlightedhow significanfocusing on the interactiors in the
analytical process toonfirmmy decision to do so in this study (Norris, 200)r this

study, the theoriesaddressed inthis juncture were central to documenting and
explicating the participants meaningaking via their orchestrated ensembtksing the
observed review. Nevertheless, btressedthe review was primarily a pedagogical

instrumentat the research site

Injuncture fivel addressed the theories directly related to learning and communication
in the research site that frame the pess as aconstructivist, communicative,
productive, transformative, and motivated endeavour. | related these theories to the
view communication is considered a core aspect of designing in which representation is
understood to be a core constituent of consiting and interpreting architectural
meaning(Kazmierczak?003, pp.4648; Suwa & Tversky, 1997, p.386; Vowles, 2000,
pp.263261; Wittgenstein, 1958).
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In the segment concerning the social semiotic multimodality frame forstinay, |
signalled the theories presentddformed and underpinnedmy analytical focus.l
discussed three main characteristics of this frameworkithpactedon my analysis of

the participant§learning efforts concerning the waytheir interests, the prompts
involved, and, the relationships between both in tandem with the environmental factors
and CoP conventionshapeal their meaningmaking (Bezemer & Jewitt, 2009, p.4;
Bezemer & Kress, 2016, p.20; Kress, 2009b, {332Kress, 1993, p.173; Kress &
Selander 2012, p.267).I outlined theories concerning semiosis including the material
and nonmaterial resources for meanimgking that underpin meaningaking in the
research site. Also, | signalled the physical output from the mearahking effort,
includingthe visual artefacts the participants orchestrated in the observed review, is
understood to constitute the signs of learning and so, transformation (Kress, 2009b, p.22;
Kress, 2010, pp.29296). In the next subsection concernmgnesis| pointed out tte
theories presented about mimetic actigrere important for ths project because they
related to and explaiad the learning process associated with precedent stubhythe

final subsection regarding signs of engagement and transformation, | addressed the
relationships in and across modes, a fundamental concern of addressing rmaahking

within a social semiotic multimodality frarfezemer & Jewitt, 2009, p.7Mexplicated

the core concepts of transduction and translation as they relate to signs of engagement
and learning as meaningaking and related this thinking to the work the participalids
during the precedent task and associated review (Bezemer & ,J@@@9, pp.6€7;
Bezemer & Kress, 2008, p.175; Bezemer & Kress, 2016:6%).57

Locating the Study

In this study, direwon,incorporatedandfusedtheories and concepts from both research
strands across the empirical and theoretical literature discussed in the five junctures in
this chapter bybuilding on the work of scholars concerned directly with meamaking

in specific architectural settingallan, 2013; Holgate, 2015; Manley & de Graftnson,
HAMOT az2NIl2ysZ HnncT a2z2NIl2y. |liatendedto a8y > H
this study as an exemplar in the identified gap in the intersections between the research
work about meaningnaking from an architectural and social semiotic multimodality

standpoint in both research stranddid so to address the limited search done to date
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in an Irish HE&rchitectural education context that explores the meanimaking efforts
of undergraduate studentduring a specific task, precedent stuilgm a social semiotic
multimodalitystandpoint As | said in the introductoghapter themainplace my work
belongs, in a contributory sense, is in the gap intersecting architectural communication
and social semiotic multimodality theory and practice. Thus, | am placing the new study

in relation tothose other similar studies as®distinct exemplar (Thomas, 2016, p.20)

| move on now t€Chapter Threg# ¢ KS w S & S JwdDeK digcB$i theanyeaual

factors underpinning and framing this research investigation.
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3 The Research Setting

Figure32: Design studio at the research site. (Source: Institution website)

Introduction

In this chapterl discusseverakentralfeatures of the architectural education experience
at the research sitd begirthe discussion with sonfarther detailsaboutCoR and then

| considerthe architectural educatiosontextfor thisresearch project Also, | outline
some key points abotite design studicthe design process, and the architectural review
astheyrelateto this research settingefore moving on to discutise nature ofprecedent
study and its role in architectural pedagogydo so to frame the discussion the
following chaptersegardingthe methodologicatoncernsassociated wittbuilding the
case ad addressing the materials of the situatiowhich concerns my findings,

interpretations and emerging conclusions.

Community of Practicéontext

In Chapter Ongl explaired the participantSlearningtook placewithin an architectural
CoP(Wenger, 1998aWengeret al.,2002). Also, lindicated Irelied on the ideathat a
CoP is a group of peoplegularly interactingo develop common interests and goads
ways thatcontributeto the formation oftheir identities(Lave & Wenger, 1991, pp-29
30; Wenger, 1998app.103105; Wenger et al., 2002,. @).

Further, | acknowledged that | was mindful the CoP paradigm had limitations and was the
subject of many critigues (Kerno, 2008; Roberts, 2006). | considered three
interconnected limitations of the CoP model in that chapter that | suggested exist to some

degree in the CoP at the research site, and | acknowledged it was likely these constraints
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contributed to the distinct learning challenges that the participants higklig and |

observed, during this study. Limitations arising from:

1 Time constraints (Kerno, 2008, pp-73);

{1 The hierarchical power dynamics operating in this HE institution (Kerno, 2008,
p.74),

1 The fact that knowledge and experience of a peripheral nature, often possessed
by the participants, might have been disregarded or invisible to my colleagues and
LY GKSNBoe FFTFFSOGAY3a (GKS LI NIAOALIYGAQ
& Wenger,1991; Wenger,1998a, p.144).

Nevertheless, despite these limitatioAsS Y I SNDa ompdhpy = mMdbpoy o6 =
provideda usefulanalytical instrument for considering the CoP at the research site from

an architectural and social semiotic multimofalngle (Benzidylavers, Somekh, &
CisnerogCohernour,2005, p.182; Morton, 2012).2 A G KAY 2 Sy 3ISNRasz o
concept a CoP is a distinct communycommunity thaffirstly focuses on and operates

in a distinctive knowledge domai8econdly, a CdRat develosexpertise in this domain

and a body of shared practice via interacting and addressing issues, developing solutions
and new insights.Thirdly, aCoPthat builds a collective body of knowledge via these
means (Wenger, 2001, p.1)The emphasi in this model, like the constructivist,
architectural and social semiotic multimodality views on meamiaking | discussed

earlier, is on the active and social aspects of learning (Wenger, 1998a).

A CoRs characterised in the research literatasea transforming presence within society

Fdzy QOUA2yAy3a 620K +ta I OFalfead F2N S Ny,
and collective iterative experiences build expertise (Faulconbridge, 2010, p.2842;
Takayama, 2009, p.2; Wenger, 1998@pPs are known to operate as hubs of active
engagement, social relationships, collective and shared knowledge, skills, and practices
that open the door to concrete forms of transformation within society, or organisations

in a global sense (Faulconbridg@1@; Morton, 2012; Takayama, 2009, p.6; Wenger,
1998a, p.62).
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Several significant factors associated with this model of CoP emerge thatdiatdto
answering my research questions about the performative aspect opaheipant€2
meaningmakingendeavours, and secondggherewith the constructivistarchitectural

and social semiotic multimodality view of meanamgkinginformingthis investigation

First, participating in CoP and constructyogir identity within these communities, is a
core claracteristic of learning from the social angl®econgthe actualdynamicsof
interacting encompasses the knowledge produced. [Jhitfie environmentis a core
catalyst forthe interactingand consequently shapate knowledge and expertise
produced inpractice. Finally,CoP, and by inference, their members, come alive, or
Wo6S02YSQs Ay (KS | QWeamet, 1908830132 Wengeiet al.,y i S N.
2001, p.1). A process of constant engagement that Takayama (2009, p.2) like Wenger

(1998a)argues fosters deep learning and expertise.

The Architectural Education Context

CK24S Ay LBRESNE dzaAy3d GKS ARA2Y f I y3dz 3¢
(Cope and Kalantzis, 2009, p.168) advocate education, or learning, is crucial to social and
economic developmentAlso, that human capitad, key barometer adbeing successful,

in a competitive sense, is equivalent to, or egempassedhe value of permanent
NE&2dNDSax gKIFG /2L YR YFEFYyGT Aa oOouHnnc
wealthor financial assetsStill, these researchers say we should hold no false impressions
about the corporateculture, F YR A& | R2EBORYESRLI®OQ2Z N0 RAA

socialexclusion remain prevalent (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009).

Arguably, tie environmentearnersoperatein impacts on their learning profoundihis
assessment relates to the constructivist view, although we learn individually, other
people shape and influence our learning because we learn from them and with them in
each of ouw social relationships and settings (Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Gergen &
Gergen, 2004Jarvis, Holford, & Griffith,0R3, p.42). What this meansegardingthis
research study is, it is likely tparticipant€personal circumstancetheir physical and
social backgroundand their educational experiences at the research isifeactedon

their approach to learningncludingwhat theystudiedand how theyearned.
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Background

The architectural design programme the participants aneté members ohad keenin
existence for over eightegrears and itwassituatedin an Irish HE institution, an IoT, a
distinct segment of thé&argerlrish HE context. This institutibas beenin existence for

over fortyfive years. The Io§ectorand the Irish HE landscegmatured and evolved to
reflect the changes Irish society faced during this peridte curriculum for the
architectural programmavas written in the form of productive learning outcomes
(KennedyHyland, & Ryan, 2007), and datly mapped to criteria embodied in Irish,
British and Europeaarchitectural educatiorpolicies and directivekke The National
Strategy for Higher Education to 2030 (Hunt, 20Ihg Royal Institute of Architects of

L NB f (RKIR2QEH) statement pblicy on education, the United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) and the International Union of Architects
(UIA) 2005 charterslhe key actors, those whe@xerted power in this setting, include
many international and nati@h government agents, like the European Union (EU),
UNESCQ@he UIA, the Irish Higher Education Authority (HEA), and professional bodies as
epitomizedby the RIAI, andhe RIBA. Undoubtedly, these bodies exercise power as
government agents usinpe different levers or controlseferred to earlier,ncluding
funding, targets, and standard® steer HE andrchitectural educatior{Steeret al.,

2007, p.175).

Policy steering concerns the mechanisms by which national governments, who have
stepped bak from directly controlling the administration of public services like HE, drive
and manage policy using a range of controls like those | mention abovee(Ste@007,
p.175). Policy texts evolve and change in practice because many authors coitribute
their construction, interpretation, and mediation in unique ways in various locales and
contexts (Ball, 1993, p.12). Also, policieamallyproduce a set of conditions which
delimit choices abouhow to go about their implementatiomather than presribing
action(Ball, 1993, p.12)While Iwasnot focusng on the policy aspect of architectural
meaningmaking in this project, the above factossrranted attention because they
were important underlying influences affecting firstly, how the estabtist@nventions

for meaningmaking in this CoP came about and contthioedevelop; and secondly, the

ways the participants andwent about making meaning in thagesign studiaesearch
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setting in response to these expectations and conventions (E#B; Berger &

Luckmann, 1991).

The Design Studio

Many researchers agree design studio is a primary featuaechftectural education
(Akalin & Sezal, 2009, p.1doch et al., 20020chsner, 2000, p.194; Oxman, 199
Future architectural professionalsre noulded in this setting through a process of
directed creative problemsolving, commonly referred to &he design procesand,
through interaction with tutors and peers via enculturation (Akalin & Sezal, 2009, p.14;
Kress, 2010; Stein & Newfield, 20@&hsner, 2000. P.194; Mezirow, 1991)e design
studioat the research sites a practicum in which thetudentsleam to design through

the mechanism of responding to opended or directed design problems during the
design process.Further, in this séing, students mustshow they are aggregating,
blending, evaluating, and transforming learning from the associated theoretical
components underpinning designing during the designing activity (Dong, 2007; Ochsner,
HnnnXI LiIdmdpno d t NPrdk dafbtions 3o popleng fdsed dekidhlO K A {
studiois a fundamental pedagogical aspeas it is inmost architectural programmes
(Akalin & Sezal, 2009, p.X3¢hsner, 2000, p.194).

| should point outhough thatthe student€education experiencasacludeall aspects of

their journeybesidesdesign studio Explicit dimensions like internal and external lecture
series and field tripgnd, all the implicit factordike sharing knowledge and experiences
informally at mealtimes or ofield trips are alsoa fundamental part of becoming an
architect (Webster, 2008, p.66)-urther, | am mindful thatesign studio practice and
particularly its associateéviews have limitationsandare known to sometimes validate
hierarchical social relationsuppress diafjue, and authorise the use of what Dutton
Omppmy OFffa al OOSLIIo6fS (y2¢6ftSRISE 6 LIPm
authority, within a competitive context (Dutton, 1991; Webster, 20@v3ituation that

relates to my previous comments aboutow the hierarchical structures of an

organisatiorcould constraira CoRmember€dneaningmakingactivities(Kerno, 2008)
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Moreover, research findings intimatdesign pedagogy and studio practice need to
evolve to generate a more positive and collaboratwerking environment for

architectural students that relates to:

T ¢KS y20A2Yy | NOKAGSOGdzNE KIFa (GKS LR3GSy
a2 aldRSyida ySSR (2 SyO2dzyiSNJ ¢KI G Y2
2LI0A YA &AYE @ stidip, buialsh via eRé&rilfoiThechool based
activities for instance working collaboratively withogal community to
improve its social circumstances;

1 Instilling the confidence in students that through their studies they will become
equipped to:

1 Address the radical transformations taking place in society worldwide
effectively, and deal with the ways the profession is developing in
response to these shifts;

1 Manage the impacts of the new technological and communication
landscape;

1 Serve their coomunities and provide architectural leadership to guide
innovation in the creation of the built environment (Koch et al., 2002,
pp.4-20).

The Design Process

The design process is, and represents a way of, engaging with, and internalising, the
process of creative discovery (Ochsner, 2000, p.195). Hence, learning to design in an
architectural education settingormally requireghe student designer to embrace a
distinct method of going about making architecture and architectural meanirge
participantsin this projectlearneda fourstage design process method during their
d0dzRASEa SKAOK A& 1Ay G2 ¢ 2 Nddtivwnap8el Bhe 1 ¢ 0
process includes preparation time or a preliminary stage, an incubating phase, periods of
illumination andastly A YS (2 NBTAYS 2ySQa NBalLkRkyaSo
is notsimplya matter of applying the steps, it is not that straightfova¥an Schaik

(2008) claims:

103



X NOKAGSOGa 1yz2¢s GKIG GKS O02YLX SE

LINZE

LI NF YSGSNI 6& LI NI reaflyhdppels isdhaidvheo wedembadk 2 K |-

on a quest, we become well primed about our prospegtveneyand we sek
out everything we can know about its likely codrseLJdH ¢ 0 @ X . dzi

0 K&

clear not by a logical stdp-step system, though such a process may be a
necessary part of beginning the quest, but by some unexpected concatenation

that suddenly bringsverything togetheX Often we sleep on it and wake with

our solution (p.26).

Van{ OKIF A1 Qa 6HnmMn0y RSAONARLIIAZY SOK2Sa
aboutfast, orintuitive thinking processeand sloweyintentional, directed, reasoned,

systematic procedures (Kahneman, 2011, pg28% Figure33 below encapsulates

by R

severaprincipalcomponents of the cyclic design process addressed pedagogically in the

research site.

Design process - multimodal . e —
media - orchestrated ensemble * 5 =
7~ B

. /SI 3. Zoning diagram 4. Matrix (spacei‘zﬁ QL
relationships 2D & 3D)

Y1

2. Sun and Wind H |

path

1. Existing Building

6. Design Proposal Review

Figure33: The design procegSource: studenorkarchive

The Architectural Review
The architectural review is stdl core component obur assessment process the
research sitgSara & Parnell, 2004; Studttrray, 2010).Qits in thisresearchsetting

range in type from: fistly, the formal enebf-year presentation, when external
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professional practitioners may be present and exptbecontribute;secondly, the less
formal weeklyreviews associated with the project brief tasks, like the review for the
precedenttask; tothirdly, informal desktopeviews in which thestudent engagesin
discussion with one or more design tutors or their peers at their drawing bakindugh

the architectural review is a lorestablished form of teaching and assessment in
architectural skhools worldwide, a percepticexistsin architectural circles its continued
pedagogic use incorporates and concernswiner social processesbout power and
agency | raisedreviously(Anthony, 1991; Vowles, 2000; Webster, 2007; Wilkin, 2000).
The archiectural review is, in fact, considered a complex social event as an assessment
of representation and reproducer of social relations (Cuff, 1991; Vowles, 2000, p.259;
Webster, 2005, 2007; Wilkin, 2000). The crit may be a way to ensure specific kinds of
students, personality, and talemtise, thrive, thereby maintaining established design
traditions (Wilkin, 2000, p.100).

Further, the criteria used to determine quality regarding the content emerges from and
becomes delineated through the ways a commuadnstructs itself as a Cofthin the
widercontext of architecture and society, thereby endorsing some criteria at the expense
of others (Vowles, 2000, p.25%t apractical level, research evidence suggests staff and
studens do not always pay closdtention to all the project work on display during the
appraisal process, neither do they consider it in an integrative fashion, or refer to theory
and precedent to provide evidence for their considerations (SMartay, 2010). Also,
researchers say swetimes the discussio between students and staff embodies
descriptive rather than analytical language, and this is indicative of surface rather than
deep learning (Stuadtlurray, 2010; Biggs, 2012; 2003). Other architectural scholars,
echoing Koch et 4 OHnnH0O &ASYUAYSyida Fo2dzi RSaai
challenge going forward for architectural academics involves surfacing, and questioning
established assumptions about the review on an ongoing b#@dso,as | indicated
earlier, scholars maitain thechallengancludesfinding ways to foster a more creative,
flexible, and reflexive environment regarding balancing power relations, promoting
critical dialogue, and ensuring the review experience is a positive one for all participants

(Sara & Paell, 2004, p.2; Vowles, 2000).
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What emerges from these discussions is firstly, a continuing need for acadethies
research sit¢o review this pedagogic vehicle for its appropriateness regarding content,
form, and procedure, if the crit is to remaa core feature of teaching and assessment in
a positive and constructive sense (Vowles, 2000, p.2845o, it is clear there @@n
opportunityto rethink the role of design crits givéme numberof findings highlighting

its inherent flawgWebster, 2007, p.26). If weject theassumptionthere must be a crit

at the end of every projecthis creates the space to utilise other kindsstfdent
oriented assessment eventbke seltevaluation, peer review, exhibitions, and post
portfolio review (Webster, 2007). These alternative assessment ao®isart of our
pedagogic repertoire at the researsite, but we stillrelyonthe reviewforms highlighted

earlier as a core component of our pedagogic approach.

The Precedent Study

In cultural terms, all acts of making architecturesha poetic, what architectural

LIN OGAGA2YySNB fA1S Oly {OKFAl o6Hnmn0 NBF
what semioticians, like Kress (2010yan Leeuwen(2005) call a rhetorical component
relating to its origins and realisatioWVithout the practica] poetic perspective,
researchers sagrchitecture would struggle to express and exert its influence on society
positivelyand become reduced in importance to besigiplya symbolic background for

shortlived consumption (van Schaik, 2014, p.13)

Architecture, as a rhetorical, communicative, or representational object, is thought to
lend itself to analysis because it is liable to fix a set of given relationships regarding how
it is produced anarganised (Lasswell, 1979, ppZ®), therebygenerating a state of
mutual expectancy between the building as a communicator of the instyattent,

and the audience, those who engage with the architecture as a realised inhabitable object
(Lasswell, 189, pp.2526). As | intimated in Chapter Onecholars spanning the
sociological, semiotic and architectural domains acknowledge architecture incorporates
and signifies the social, cultural and economic configurations of different societies (Jones,
2011;Kress, 2010; Low & Steets, 2018.244216;, Unwin, 2003yan Leeuwen2005;

van Schaik, 2014).
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According to Mayo (1996, p.76nany architects relate their design thinking to
ARS2t 23A0Ft o0StASTa IyR @I fdzSa N2 OBENMEGE
(p.76). Nonetheless, the value of drawing on the insights gleaned from studying
architectural exemplars manifesting specific forms of thinking, process, function, and
RSaAady (G2 Ay T2N)Y 2y SQaof RuShohgdiggeline CafverA y 3 A
2011, p.85; Rifkind, 2011; Weddle & Neveu, 2011, p.6). Critically examining historical
andor contemporary architectural precedentsafundamental parof our teaching and

learning practices at the research site, as it is in many architectural education settings
and the subject of the design task thedsthe focus of thisnvestigation.Yet, although

the literature | draw on here refeto the signifiance, if somewhat contested nature, of
precedent study and offsistrategies for practitioners and students to adopt regarding

their deconstruction via a creative and critical interpretatmoncess(Bloan, 1972;

Rifkind, 2011, p.66)these scholars do noéxplicate how designers, architectural
undergraduates in this instance, grapple with the deconstructive proéasn though
GKSaS NBaSIFNOKSNE NBEO23yAasS | RRNBaaiAy3da |
relevant pedagogically because recognisig historicity continues to bea stated
requirement in many architectural professional bodies accrediting critedding the

RIAI and RIBA), influencmganingmakingin this research sitBVeddle & Neveu, 2011,
p.6).

The main reasons for addreggiarchitectural precedentsn our programmess tofirstly
givestudentschancedo broaden theimwarenes®f how architecture and architectural
meaning develops, in a making sense, in different types of functional typologies, and
architectural designingocietal contexts, historically and currently (Eilouti, 2009, p.342).
Secondlyresearching preceden@llows students t@xpand and develofheir design
vocabulary and designing strategy via engaging with a tried and tested vocabulary and
way of going atut designing (Clark & Pause, 2012, p.xiii; Hopkins, 2012; Oxman, 1986;
Unwin, 2003, 2007)Academicat the research sitexpectstudentsto usethe learning
FNRY (GKS RSO2yaidNHzOUGADS |yR IylLftedAaO LINE
(Lawson, @04, p.449) to firstly, inform tleconceptual framework for their design
projects; and secondly, frame and support their design deemaking (Clark & Pause,
2012, p.xiii; Hopkins, 2012; Oxman, 1986; Unwin, 2003his way, the outcomes from

prececent study, usually expressed verbally, textually, visually, and sometimes physically
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via models, potentially contribute tbeir design ideas and architectural meanmgking
methods and outputs in design studio while they are responding to a designmproble
(Clark & Pause, 2012, p.xiii; Eilouti, 2009, p.342; Lawson, Zo@4dnes 34 and 3%elow

represent two typical precedent analytical diagram sheets.

Investigating precedents is ordinarily one of the main research tasks our students carry
out in eachof their design studio projects. Typically, although precedent research
commences earign in the desigmprocess analysing precedents flows through the on

going research and designing activities because it is an iterative prdéestering a
systematid YR YSGK2R2t 23A0Ff | LIWNRFOK (2 NBasSt
is at the heart of my teaching practices about precedent studies. Finding ways to help
architectural students adopt these practicems an underlying contributor to my
research fous and choice of the focus group interview, questionnaire, observation, and
semistructured interview research tools. | move on nowt@pter Fouto discuss the

methodological concerns concerning building the case.

Precedent study response sheet

How detailing and materials help torealise the Concept.
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Figure34: Precedenstudy (Source: Student work archive)
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4 Building the Case

Introduction

In this chapter, laddressthe fadors undefining my constructivisand qualitative
approach to the research activig they relate to mpverall approach andhoice of
research tools Afterwards,| discuss the research participants including setting out the
main reasons for selecting the thiydar cohort as my sample populationThen, |
consider my approach to the research methods, as building tools, and set out the
procedures associated withmplementing the focus group interviewobservation,
guestionnaireand semustructured interview processelext | discuss how | dealt with

the ethical considerations that influenced how | went about designing and implementing
the four research tools generate thedatato answer my research questiorisonclude

with asummaryand introduceChapter lvewhich presents the materials of the situation,

the results, findings, analysand interpretation.

Factors Influencing the Approach to the Reseaotivi®y

In this project, | dew on constructivist, architectural and social semiotic multimodality
thinking that holdgroducing knowledges not merely a matter afcientificdiscoveryia

what is observed objectively or empirically (Crotty, 1998, p.R¥ther, the objects

within the world become reifigdbr concretisedas human consciousness engages with

them actively to produce meaning(Andrews, 2012, p.40; Crotty, 1998, p.43;
Hammersley, 201Man Leeuwen2005). Also, withinthe social constructiost frame,

firstly, societyis recogniseds existing both subjectively anbjectively and secondly,
members share meaninggd K SNBSS o6& LINEP RIZANY FG8R NBQ S¥de ¢
2012, p.39; Gibson, 2015%an Leeuwen 2005, p.5). | understandthe tem
constructionismnormally applieso situations where the emphasis is on the collective
creation and imparting of knowledge, whereas constructivism, as an expression, relates
G2 SLAadSy2t23A0If 02y OS Nd¥akingli(Antréws, 2AR NS & 2
Crotty, 1998). In the positivisadition, there is aperceptionamongstits advocateshat

reality exists separatelyfrom human consciousnesd is there to beexamined and
understood sodknower idistinctfrom knowing 0 (@rottyg 2003, p.58; Denscombe,

2010 Hatch, 2002, p.7-13). My theoretical perspectivehowever,is aligned with the
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constructivisviewthatl f 0 K2 dzZ3 K | deigts( &vdlB\Wedgew PONT pR-21
22)we construcknowledgeas we interpret our experiencdsowledgehat evolves and
changes as other understandings emefigenscombe, 201¢atch, 2002, p.13McNiff

& Whitehead, 2003). Alsbpelievethat although we learn individually, we also learn
from and with others in different social contexts, and this includesatbkitectural
education setting (Jarvet al, 2003, p.42).Thus, the idedhat architectural students
develop theirdesign thinking capacityia actively constructing their portrayal of their
design thinking, individually and collectivelgasignstudio, is a foundational premisé

this study (Oxman, 1999, p.110).

The power of deconstructing social reality lies in showing that things could be different,
and transformedfor the better (Willig, 1998). My reading of the literature established
that in principle at least, withira constructivistparadigm, peoplean construct and
transform their daily realities (Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Burr, 1998; Gergen & Gergen,
2004; Willig, 1998). From a constructivist perspective, interconnected groups of
discouses, praxes and configurations, embedded in our social relationships, produce
social reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Burr, 1998, p.19; Gergen & Gergen, 2004;
Gubrium & Holstein, 2008; Hammersley, 201)this project,| drew on on thenotion

that discourses ara means for connecting and synthesising language (in all its forms),
behaviour beliefs and valuesanda wayof using signsmplements and entities to

produce distinctive, identifiable social identities (Gee, 2014, p§6%5

A dproblemsolvingt | y3dzl 3S T Nsl-kivo&ig to Bakéddansimatéthe design
literature and the design domamince the 1960s (Harfield, 2007). | grew up in an
architectural household. My father was architect and he trained and practised
architectue from the 1950s up until thend of the 1990s Arguably, hevasengaged

with and immersedh this problemsolving architectural discourse all through 1860s
when | wasa teenagerand subsequently when | commenced my architectural studies.
Probably, took on board some aspects of this way of thinking and domgdh the
normal course of his paternal relationship with me (Anthony, 1991). Then, | studied
architecture in Ireland from the beginning of the 1970s until the early 1980s. More than
likely,l alsoengaged witlthe constructivishature of architectural discourse and practice

during my studievia engaging with my tutors and peers across the different subject
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areas, in thelesign studioand thenlaterin practice.Thus, | think it is plausible to suggest

my meaning schemes and meaning perspectives (Mezirow, 1991; Roth, 1991) and the
metaphorsl use in my dailgncounters Deshler, 1991t akoff & Johnsqril980) have

been influence@nd modified to integate and reféct the constructivisiproblemsolving
attitudesunderpinningmy meaningmakingexperiences at home and later on during my
architectural and posgraduate studiesand, my professional practice experiences in an

architectural andHEsetting (Harfield, 200).

My constructivistviewpointunderlayandframedhow Ithoughtandactedin manyways

in this regarchand the educationcontext. For instancegs | said at the outsety
constructivisperspective affectetiow Itheorised and wenabout this study.Secondly,

my standpointinfluencedthe ways | engaged witlihat it meantto use communication
resources to make architectural meaning within a multimodal social semiotic framework
(Kress, 2010sStein & Newfield 2006;van Leeuwen2005. Further, it is likely my
constructivist disposition (Crotty, 1998; Geertz, 1973; Gisldd976; Goodenough,
2003)shapedhe way taughtarchitectural studentabout precedents generally and the

precedent analysis process particularly.

Consequentlymy constructivisteaningsunderpimed my decision to useasestudy as

an overall approach to thgrojectandframed my decision tautilise a staff focus group
interview, and a questionnaire, observation, arsgmistructured interviewswith the
participantsto generatedata. As | said earlieryviewedthe research activity as an
individual and ca@onstructivst process, in which Wwasessential to create a space to air
0KS LI NXiew®dndihyyideas (Denscombe, 2010; Geertz, 1973olstein &
Gubrium, 2003 Probably) couldhaveadopted other qualitative approachebkeaction
research for instance. McNiff and Whitakg2003) desgbe action research aan
approachthat involvednvestigating LIKSy 2 YSy 2y Nigact®nargithan LINI C
reflecting on the outcomes before taking future actiddonetheless] theorisedthe
teaching and learningccurringin the architectural programme at the research site is a
socialand constructivigbrocess (Crotty, 1998; Giddens, 19%8/ery & Duffy2001) For

this reason, | found it helpfudndsignificantly, authentito conceptualise and go about

the research in anannerthat reflectedthis perspectivéLombardi, 2007)
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Further, studying one or several examples of a spgtiinomenon in a redife setting
to produce a detailed account of what happeasd explore therelationshipsand
processes associated with this occurreiace established aspestof the case study
approach (Aaltio & Heilmann, 2010; Denscombe, 2010; $take, 2005fhomas2010,
2011, p. 511, 2016Yin, 2009).Denscombe (2010, p.53)¢ints outfocusing on one or
two events, asvasthe case in this project, is key feature of casestudy. Then,l
developed an wdepth account, what Ryle (1968) coined as, and GEE73)refers to,
Fa aU0KAO] RSaONR LI A pafticipardslaidhesirated raufimodak S
communication resources semiotically, during an iptietedent studyeview, fo one
design project, in one specific designing eventis casestoryembodies particularity it
representsan instance of one kind ofmultimodal social semioticneaningmaking

(Bruner, 1991, ppG; Thomas, 2010, p.580, 201%.226-227)

My decision to construct a case study using the four research tools referabdvealso
relatesto the types of ongoing problems | face ig educational practicd-or instance,

| teach studentsbout architectural precedents and how to go abiotrpreting them

Ay G(GKS GKS2NE O02YLRYySyld 2F GKS wO2yGdSED

of their studies. Casesor precedentsare wellestablishedlearning vehicles for
educational purposegAaltio & Heilmann, 2010, pp&®; Clark & Pause, 2012,
Goldschmidt & Sever, 2010nwin, 20032007. Howeverone of theissued encounter
involves students investigating andusing the findingdfrom their precedent study
superficiallyrather thanreading these exemplars critically asmdploying the results as
a stimulus for inspiration and innovatidragvson, 2006, p.221 One reason thisnay
happenis the fact the studentscarry out their evaluationremotely primarily via a
desktop library and studiebasedresearch processoncernig publishedmultimodal
material they do not visit everyarchitecturalprecedentphysically(Lombardi, 2007)
Even thoughfield tripsdo occurevery yarto ensure students engage with architecture
physically(Lawson, 2004p.452) Resolving thigssueis thought to involvamaking

theoretical findings meaningful in some way experientdilgugh engaging with the

gl

analytical process activelyd A | GO2YYdzyAOlI GA2Y S DA &dzl f

0 SOKYy 2 2, Amd@awing obthddindibgsepeatedly durig thedesign processo
the details remain easy to recatid use creativeljLawson, 20040.452 Lombardi, 2007,

p.2). Generally] focuson implementingthe precedenttask actively via the physical
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processes associated with reading the precedentaligi multimodally.l do so tohelp
architectural students identify and engage with historical and contemporary prototypical
patterns and themesand inform and develop their visual reasoning capacity, design
strategies, designing vocabulary, and emeygiasign outputsGlark & Pause2012, p.

vi). Nonetheless, despite these intentioasd the practical component my teaching
approachthere is a likelihoothat studentsmaynot engage withpr use, theprecedent

taskdiagnosticallyvhile designingLawson, 20060.452 Unwin, 2003, p.23

Another generalproblematic aspeatoncernsthe factthe context for this architectural
programmads shapedby governmental, professional body and institutional learning goals
for architecture in Ireland and Europeor instancethinking critically aboudrchitecure

is a common L@ Irish architecturaHEand further afield; and has been so for a long
time (Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government, 20i@®er
Education Authority, 2010QQuality and Qualifications Ireland, 20Rfyal Institute of
British Architects, 2014)There are two problems associated with this. Firstlylikelky

the precedent studyauld legitimise accepted architectural northeoughimplementing
governmentallyand institutionally+ OOSLJi I 6f SQ (y2¢f SR3IS 65 dz
Wilkin, 2000). Secondly, there is a practical contextual probkdmout the waysthe
current politicaHEenvironment in Irelanaffectshow the architectural programenat

the research site operatesOver the lastlecade a public service embargo on staff
recruitment inHEIn Ireland resulted in less staff being available to deliver existing and
newly developed programmed®Raidié Teilifis Eireann (RTE), 20¥8)the research site,
the institutional response to this restrictionvolved reducing student contact houcs

use staffmore eficiently. The reduced contact houaffectedall subject areamcluding
representation Previously, | indicated threduction in contact time probablyaused
problems forparticipants in this studyparticularly those experiencirdistinct learning
challengesandpossibly ha@ negative impact otmeir meaningmakingefforts indesign
studio where selecting and using multimodal communication resource®nsidered
fundamental to thedesign proces@kalin & SezaP009; Lawson, 200&@chsner, 2000;
Oxman, 1986).
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Lastly the research activity includediscussions with colleagueand observing,
guestioning, and interviewirgarticipantswhowere aware the observatipgquestioning

and interviewing vas pat of a formal research processDenscombe (20J)0draws

attention tocthe interviewer effeat (p.179)and highlights participantaay welrespond

Ay GKS&S OANDdzvraidl yoOSa Ay sleéa GKS& o0StaA
affect the datagenemated during the fieldwork processesecondly, as | said at the

outset, this endeavoumwasa piece of insideresearch and research evidencehows

there areseveralunderlying concerns about this type of project (Mercer, 200H)r

instance, iwaslikely, my prejudices and valuegpacted on the projectffectingwhat

L WalgQ YR 6KIF{O L WY-33h dhSr¥de) oe¥ddioyiBovery = H |
and deal withthese issues (Denscombe, 2010QIso, my identity, in this context as
lecturer,design tutorand colleague, probabigfluencedhow the saff andparticipants
reacedto me in the staffocus groupiscussionsandin the observationalquestioning

and interview processes (Denscombe, 2010, p.1¥8ok on boardhe adviceabout

being receptiveand neutral during these activitiet® promote the environment for the
contributors to feel comfortable about participating in the process (Denscombe, 2010,
p.179).

Neverthelessthe data gathering processes associated with implemethiaglifferent

research toolgjave me a chance to find out amdbcumentwhat wasgoing on in this

social setting fronseveralangles (Denscombe, 2010; Opie, 200Homas, 2016p.4).

That is, the holistic nature of the case study appraafééred me the ogortunity to

explore and addressthe multit @ SNBER | ALJSO0a 2F dne&ingdr NI A
makingin this setting while investigating the issues directly related to my research
questions and interrogating the findings throughe social semiot multimodalityiens
(Denscombe, 2010; Stake, 200Gpmas, 2011, p.514, 2016in, 2009)

The Research Participants

I got permission from my institution tskthe third-year student cohorto participate in
the project. These students were paft an honours BA idrchitectural Design
programme in an Irish Institute of Technology (10T) in Higher Education (IHEWg#tting
Part 1 RIBA (Royal Institute of British Architects) accredit&idhe time of tls study
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the total student cohort on the BA #rchitectural desigprogranme numberedabout
60across the fouyears, and the student body waglistinct blend of school leavers and
more mature students from Ireland, the UK, Eastern Europe, Italy, Spain, tBeazil
Philippines, India, an@hina.Thismeantstudents contributd to a diverse community
heritage regardingtheir lived experiences (Baxter Magol8aKing, 2012). Usually,
students join the course ithe first year, and one or twqgeople transfer onto the
programmaen later years, from sinait courses in Ireland or further afielormally each
class cohort (numbers range-33) incorporates several European Erasmus and
International students, who stay for ansester or the full yearThe age gropacracssthe
programme rangefrom 1860 plus yearsCurrently there are more females than males
with a ratio of about 70:30The thirdyear cohort numbered® and wasa mix of male
and female, school leaver, mature studeahd European and International studen
Eight studentgarticipatedin the study. feir agesvariedfrom 19 to 60 plusOrdinarly
severaEuropean and International students jte third-yearfor a semester or the full
year depending on their entry route and individual circumstankhesiever, no external

entrants joined the third/eargroup for the academigear20152016.

| gained access to the thigetar cohort without much difficulty because | wexnthn the
Institution that is the research site an@v&isa lecturer and design stialtutor on the
architectural programme thatvas the focus of the research activity. | negotiated
successfully with my colleagues to, discuss the research with them, and gain access to
the third-year group; be present as an observer at the precedentwe@administer the
questionnaire; and carry out the sestructured interviewsThismeant any emerging
access issues were more about negotiating suitable meeting times and spaces with my
participating colleagues and the participants. Travel and expessesiated with
carrying out this project were minimal because the reseavels situatedin my
workplace (Denscombe, 2010)askedthe third-yeargroupto take part in the studfor
severalreasons Firstly, & | reiterated earlier, | carried othis study in my teaching
practice with a view to discoverirthe extent to whichmultimodal communication
resources actively affecheaningmakingin a specifiarchitectural educatiortontext

from asocial semiotic multimodalifyerspectiveBezemer & Kres2016; Jewitt, 2009;
Kress, 2010yan Leeuwen2005). The second reason | chose this sample population

talliedwith an aspiratiorthat what Imightfind out mayhelp me develop and refine my
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teaching approaches to support the architectural studarrstoricalmeaningmaking
efforts at the research siteThirdly, Ichosethe third-yeargroup specifically rather than
another year cohort because thirgearswere probably mature enough as learners
(Baxter Magold& King,2012; Kitchene& King 199130 address my research queries via
the observation, questionnaire, and interview process; it is likely the first and second
yearsknowledge and skill base using multimodal communication resouseagd not

yet be developed sufficiently (Baxter Magol&aKirg, 202); and thefinatyear group
were under too much pressure with their thesis design projects and dissertation work to
be in a position to participate fully without feeling ttvegre compromising the studies.
Fourthly, I dichot teachthis student groupin designstudioin the third-year, so | wasot
involved in marking their project work for the design eventwaild bethe focus of the
research activity This was important from an ethicalperspective because my
observationcould not translateor be perceivedas translatingnto adversegrades for

the project(Denscombe, 2010; FontagaFrey, 2005).I explained | was not involved
markingor interested in measuring any component of teeiewwhile setting out my
research interests anidtentions to theparticipans at our initial meeting (Hatch, 2002,
p.46).Fifthly, | picked thithird-year samplgroup because they probabigpresenteda
typicalexample of the type dathird-yeararchitectural students whaere studying on
architectura programmes in othedE loTé Ireland (Denscombe, 201(ixthly, if this
samplesharedsimilarattributes with other architectural students in an Irlsit context

then hopefullythe findingsthat emergedfrom this research process could make some
contribution to architectural teaching and learning practices in those contexts and
perhapdurther afield. Mostarchitectural programmes in Ireland, tb&and Europe are
aligned with and responding to European policy directives and ceterigarchitectural
educationandHE(UNESCO/UIA, 2005)eBologna Declaration, 1999; The Council of the

European Communities, 1985).

The Fieldwork The Research Tools and Procedures
Overview

During the fieldwork, | discue$the research and datgeneratirg processes with my
colleagues to refine and reviewy research toolsncludingsequencinghe fieldwork

activities Secondly ) witnessdfirst-handand then appraisghow the respondentased
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multimodal communication resources pooducearchitectural meaningemioticallyia
observing what a&ppenedduring the precedentreview (Tomlinson, 1989) Thirdly, |
generatedsome background information and investightle participant®2meaning
perspectiveyia implementing the questionnaire atite subsequent analytic procetss
uncover some of thenherentinterests driving theimeaningmakingactivities(Deshler,
1991; Kitchenek King, 19911 akoff & Johnson, 19804ezirow, 1991; Roth, 1991).
Finally, lexplored G KS LJ NIi A OA ldt leariin@makingldifétta vigh Qhie dz
respondentsn the retrospective interviewand subsequentlipy myselfin the analytic
processto uncover their experiencesf and perceptions aboutusing multimodal
communication resourcesemioticallyn theprecedenttask and associatedview. Also,

| documenéd and interpreed the textual, visual and physical artefacts, including,
drawings, images and photographs freeticipantsproduced during theprecedenttask
andpresented during theeview, because | adoptetthe idea these productsre semiotic
tools Bezemer & Kres2016; Denscombe, 201IEwitt, 2009; Kress, 20Mgn Leeuwen
2005). All the data produced during the fieldwork was analysedconsidering
contemporary thinking about architectural communication asdcial semiotic
multimodality theories. Then | interrogated the findings througlsocial semiotic
multimodality lens to build the case around the participdteeaningmakingefforts
during the review (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Jewitt, 2B88it etal., 2016.

As | aid in Chapter Ongl conceptualised and theorisdtat the semioticmeaning
makingwast y | QG A@AGe GKIG c2yidlyl FyR CNXe@
Odzt G dzNJ £ f & 0 2 dnydétsor é¢his doLishate dip thedfact éxplored the
meaningmakingphenomenon in a specifldEsetting, an loTin Ireland, with a distinct
group of architectural studentshe third-yearcohort,embedded in the architectural sub

culture that the architectural programme at the research site represents.
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Questioning the subject of the
case study — the architectural
student participants by means

Observing and recording
the subjects — the
architectural students’
participants during one

meaning-making event —
the initial precedent
study review

of a guestionnaire

Interviewing the subject of

the case study retrospectively
—the architectural student
participants’ - about their

Questioning others - my
colleagues - about the
effectiveness of the research
tools by means of the focus
group discussicn

meaning-making efforts
during the precedent study
review event

/ Multimodality lens\

Figure36: Theresearch ativities
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Thus, levaluatedthis meaningmakingphenomenon fronseveralanglesto construct a
detailed account of the ways the multimodal communication resourcepgittieipants
employed during theprecedentreview, were working togetherto produceknowledge
(Bezener & Kress2016; Denscombe, 2010; Dong, 20Rress, 2010; Murphy, 2003,
2005; Swales et al., 200ign Leeuwen2009.

Usingseveralesearch tools tgeneratethe qualitative data providkme with the means

to cross reference, triangulate and sorroborate the data produced from these
processes during the analysis phase (Denscombe, 2010; Stake, 2005; Thomas, 2016;
Wellington, Bathmaker, Hunt, McCulloch, & SiR€85; Yin, 2009)Essentiallyl used
different forms of interviewig | intended he first, afocus groupdiscussion between
four-courseteam colleagues and tp help me review the studesitased researctools
andtheir sequencing in the diffent dataproductionprocesses.l aimed he second, a
selfadministered questionnaire aathering factual and opinidmased background
AYTF2NXYEGAR2Y Fo2dzi GKS NBaLRyRSyidtaQ tATFS

educational experiencesand identifying some of their perceived personal and
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architectural valuesand beliefs as myliterature work had highlighted signaking,is
motivatedby the signmakesinterests (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Kress, 2009b, 3.26)
guestionnairequestionswere open andclosedin nature. | plannedthe third, the semi
structured interview to be a more flexible, and fluid interaction betweempé#ngcipants

and | in which | asked mainly opended questions about their use of multimodal
communication resources to make rhetorical architectural meaning duemqmye¢bedent

task and review activity (FontagaFrey, 2005, p.70205). | drew on Kress (2010) to
O2yaiNHzOG | FNIYS FT2NJ 6GKS 3FdzZARAY3I aONR LI
F 2 Odza A ¥ 3 gmentidrield pmrevieuslyto structure the interviews This method
concernsuncoveringeachA y 4t SNIWA S$SSQa 02y aiNHzOGa | yR
guiding tool (Tomlinson, 1989).adopted a participatory observation approach for the
observational activities tgeneratefirst-hand information about howhe participants
constructed architectural meaning in theprecedent review @ngrosina, 2005;

Denscombe, 2010; Opie, 2004

However, | do not knowiow the participants behaved outsideeldwork evens.
Additionally, | am nasure of nor did | focuson the institutional environmea A Y LJ O/
(building space) on thearticipant€2neaningmakingefforts in detail Also, | think it is
important to reiterate | worked under twoprincipalassumptions. iFstly, Ipresumedi

am qualified to teach thearticipantsabout precedens, in conjunction with assessing

their assignment output@boutthis task.Moreover,secondly lacceptedhe participants

could engagewith the learningabout precedents constructively, theoretically and

practically (Densconely 2010; Wellingtoet al, 2005).

There wereseveralissues associated with carrying out the research activities in the
manner | set out above. Firstly, during the reseantlvities | needed to consider how
my long-standingand close relationship with my colleagues andpeicipantsas their
lecturer affected me as a researcher anknpacted on my research role in the
interviewing and observatioprocesses (Fontan& Frey, 2005, p.A). Thismeant |
needed to be mindfulfeand addreshow my biasnfluenced man thisresearchcontext
and think about the ways my lecturing and design critiquing role might affect my
O2tftSI3dzSa FyR (KS NBaALRYRSYydaQ LI NIAOAL
Anotherissueconcerneal the veracity of the accounts | constradtfrom the observing
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and interviewing interaons (Fontana& Frey, 2005).1 hopedthe fact | sbwed the
completed transcript$o the participantso check for any inconsistencies negated this
likelihood somewhat. Also, | needed to consider how to address the problem of my
colleagues and thparticipantstelling me thingsthey thought lwanted them to sayn

their responses to help the research process positin@éngcombe, 2010, p79). |
tackled this poblem directly when | explaidehe researchaims and my participatory

role in the research activities to my colleagues angb#itecipantsat meetingsconvened

for that purpose and obtaining informembnsentbefore the fieldwork commenced
Moreover, | includedn explanationof the research and theJ- NJi A GdleLidi thhel & Q
fieldwork on the questionnaire document (Fontaa Frey, 2005)(Please refer to
Appendix10 in Volume Twh Another problematic aspect stemmed from the fact my
sample populatiorwas small so using statistics to generalise my findinga karger
population was questionable However, myresearchaccount does not contain any
statistical representations other thahcomment on how many respondents took part in
the study andfieldwork (Opie, 2004).This researchwas an account, apiece of

constructivisand interpretative work.

As | said abovdefore commencing any of thdata gathering activities | invitedhy
colleaguedirst of all,andthen the third-yearcohortto meetings at an agreed time and
place onsite outside timetabled class times where | set out the background and overall
aims of this research projeand, the ways | proposed to deal with the dathically,
before invitingmy colleagues and thethe third-years to participate in the research
activity as participants artd seektheir informed consent to @ so(Denscombe, 2010;
Hatch, 2002; Wellington, 2015) stressed thelynami¢ coconstructivenature of both

LJ- NJIerg&ganeent with me in the research actastiand explained my constructivist
perspectivelolstein & Gubrium, 2004l discusse@dnd agreedon adate for completing

the consent form and a location for the completed forms. The introduction to the
research and handing out and obtaining signed consent forms from stattieticird-

yeargroup tooka fortnight to complete.

Once | received signedrgentforms, | organised a time ancheetingplaceon-site to
conductthe focus groupdiscussion with my colleaguas December 2015 Afterthe

focus group interviewconcluded! constructed a transcriptasked my colleagues to
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review the transcript to chécfor inaccuracies or errorandthen Icarried out a first
reading of the data, using a constant comparative analysis apprbiatbh( 2002;
Thomas, 2016Saldana, 2015 Afterwards,| decided to simplifghe information sheet
and reviewed and revisell¢ research activitiesrder for the fieldwork with thestudent
participants. Initially, | intended to administer the questionnaire first before the
observation process took place. Howevealecidedto carryout the observation first,
then administer the questionnaireind finally engage in the seformal interview
process with theparticipants | rescheduled the fieldwork activitiesinly to addressy

O2t t Spedinz$® &ddcern that filling out the gstonnaire first could potentially

aKFLIS FyYyR a2 It GSNredpdase toLtheqrkietiddtiasklayditteil v I

presentation in the observed reviewf the LJ- NJi A @espoitse/ta theCtask had been
altered in this wayit could have affectedvhat emerged from the analysis process
(Denscombe, 2010rhomas, 2016 | have structured the discussion about the research
tools which follows below in the ordérimplementedthe tools duringthe research

activity.

The StaffFocus Groumterview

Approach

| took the view any kind interviewing, particularly a group interview, ish@eian
impartialnor an individually conducted process (Fonté&raey, 2005, pp.69696).This
wasbecause tonceptualisedhterviewing in any forrmould beyet anothe interactional
and coconstructivst practice involving several peoplenaking meaningn specific
contextswith varying degrees of agen@iyontana& Frey, 2005, pp. 695; Holstein &
Gubrium 20049. | use the termP ¥ 2 RedzdoCelineate the kind of group interview |
conducted (Thomas, 2016, p.192)he emphasisnvas on exploring one topic, the
research tools and the discussiomook place betweera group of individualsmy
colleagues and\who shareprofessional and agtationalcharacteristicendexperiences
(Fontana & Frey, 2009. 71;Hatch, 2002, p.24)l asked oneentralopenendedlead
guestion concerning the effectivenesswfresearch tools to generate the data | needed
to answer my research questigrendl intervened with othegueriesas the discussion
progressed and relevant issues emerged (Thomas, 2016, p.L9%9smindful that

although the interaction wasondirective | designed the process to pose the questions,
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and manageand facilitatethe discssion betwea myself and my four colleagues
(Fontana & Frey, 200®.72;Thomas, 2016, p.192).did not invite the two thiregyear
designtutors to participate because they wdeadingthe observed reviewnd lwanted

to reduceopportunities forinfluencinghow they conducted thevent or graded the
participant$performanceDenscombe, 20310'homas, 2016 As | said earlierhe main
reason for conductinghe focus group interviewconcerned my decision térstly,
establish the effectiveness of my proposed research tools and their sequencing in the
research activity; and secondbgllect information from differensources to augment,
corroborate,triangulate and verify my construal of the observed re\ipenscombe,
2010;Hatch, 2002, p.24)pie, 2004).

| framed thefocus group intervievactivity as a social encounter where my colleagues
and | constructed knowledge abohbw to usethe proposed research tootkiring the
fieldwork, and in what ordegnd how effectivethese activities would bir producing
the data toaddress myesearch quees(Holstein & Gubrium, 2004.114). However, |
was aware sometimes one voiceuld predominate in this kind of interviesituation
and | needed to ensure all partibad opportunities to contribute to the discussion,
another reason | took on the faaliton role (Fontana & Frey, 20Q873). Althoughthis
processwas collaborative there wasan individual aspect to using this resgatool
relatingto the subsequentanalytical and interpretive processdsven though | sent a
copy of the transcriptto each respondent to get their feedback andeck for
inaccuracies| moved on to anadg and interpret the transcripndividually. Also,
although | chose to usenapenendedquestioningapproach Wwasaware there was an
underlying and inherent structure to thgroup interviewing because | operated in a
specific setting, had a set ofidentified participantsa site, andone focusedguiding

guestionand related sufmueries(Fontana& Frey, 2005, p.706; Tomlinson, 1989).

Constructing the research processcount about the group interview interaction
probably involved me asdguide and translat@r(p.707)of éacademig¢cultural moreg
(p.707)in this research conteXFontara & Frey, 200b Further, as the respondents and
| were already working with and using architectueadduageegularly | am hopeful this
generated an atmosphere of mutual understanding and shared meanings gnothe

interviewing interactions (FontardaFrey, 2005, p.713)Arguably] knowthe language
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and culture oimy colleaguebecause of our shared architectural backgasiand my
established and continuing engagement with them in our daily educatioeahing
makingpractices in the CoP at the research site (Fon&akaey, 2005, p.70%Venger,
1998a, pp.3738).However, | was mindftihat there was a chancey colleagues and |
might overlookthoseaspects oS | OK  krioWl&igeEapracticethat we took for
granted ordid not see(Wenger, 1998a, pp.14#45). A chance we mighontinue to
uphold the status queather thanquestionour beliefsabout architectural education
(Chanock, 2007, p.35 Cooper, 2006, g9Kerno, 2008, pp.#35; Roberts2006,
pp.627628, Vowles, 2000

Likewiseit was likely thamy colleagues formed an impression of me during the years
we haveworked together During this time, took on various roles in the course team
including programme chair. However, there mag discrepancies between what |
espouse as my stance and approackdacationand academicollegiality what | do in
practice, and how my colleagues perceive my values and behaviour as a colleague and
academic. Fontana and Frey (2005, p.707) subgeste are perceived byur research
subjectds important becaustheir perceptionsanshapethe research activitgositively

or negatively Nonetheless, my relationship with my colleaguegisestablishedand

the positive nature of my daily interactions witlem allprobably helped me gain their

trust and build rapport in théocus group intervievinteraction (Fontan& Frey, 2005,

p.708; homas, 2016, p.192)

Although | appreciatesinga range of telsniques to capture nomerbal communications
while interviewingsimportant, | focused mainly on the dialogue in this instance because
| did not want to continuallglisruptthe conversatiorbetween the respondents aridn

the group discussion to taketesbecausd am deaf anavearhearing ails. | needed to

look at my colleagues speaking to ensure | heard what theyosgidgde theinteraction
effectively(Fontana & Frey, 2005, p.713). | paid attention to the nonverbal features from
time to time,in orderto record how my colleaguagere using noverbal language and
gestural cues toeinforcethe meanings of the wds they used to communicate their

views about the research focus and associated tools (Angrosino, 2005; Tomlinson, 1980).
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The Process

| agreed bothime andspacefor the focus group interviewvith participating colleagues
and wemet atlunchtime onDecembel9, 2015 for an hour and a halh a prebooked
on-site library semiar room. | sent each colleague@py of proposed consent forms,
guestionnaire, and semstructured interview scripts electronicalbn November29,
2015,s0 they couldeadthesedocumentsaheadof our discussionsBefore the interview
commenced | arranged the space physically to onga the seating arrangements
around the centrally placed rectanguimeeting table, so that | could maintain eye
contact with each colleague during our discussions (Opie, 2004). | recordediube
group interviewwith an audio device placed centrallg the meeting table. At the
beginning of theliscussionl expressed my thanks to my colleagues for gigeting and
introduced thelead question regardinghe effectiveness of my research tools. As the
meetingprogressed| askedand answeredjuestions as issues surfacefit the end of
the interviewprocess| expressed my thanks to each participant for tagergand gave
them details about the next step@nce the meetindhad concluded | uploaded the

recording to my password protected cont@u

The Observation Activity
Approach

Two different types of observational reseaagiproachsurfacen the research literature
(Angrosina, 2005Denscombe, 2010; Opie, 2004 he first of these meths which
5Syad02YoS ounmn0o NBFSNAR (2 lisimord asudlyi SY I
associatedvith producing quantitative data th& analysedtatistically. The second type

2F 20aSNBFGA2YLE FTOUAGAGE GKAOK ndnilly Ol £ f
utilised by researchers to gain access toliéakituations, openly or sometimes covertly,

to learn aboutthe culture and processes of the growmder investigationin an

unobtrusive manner (Denscombe, 2010, pp-198).

In this study, | uited the second type of approatdcollect informationopenly The

data generated in this process is the core object of analysis and central to answering my
research questiondhomas, 2016)Alsq the data generated during the observed review
augmens the data that emerged from the questionnaire and interviewing @ogides
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reciprocalevidencefor checkng for inaccuracies and misinterpretations, as a way of
crossreferencing triangulating and validating the dataerall(Denscombe, 2010; Opie,
2004). Observational researclprimarily involves producing knowledge to share it
publicly; and for that reasohplanned the observational process meticuloustieoand
audiorecordedthe event and then reflected critically on what occurred via repebted
viewing the video footageand listening to the audialuring the analytical and
interpretative process. Using observation as a research tool openly gave me the chance
to be physically present, see, and so diregéigerateand record, firshanddataabout

the participantsronstrual of architectural meaning during ghkecedent reviewa real

life event (Denscombe, 2010; Opie, 200#.122123 Mondada, 2012 p.308
Tomlinson, 1989)Another important facet of observing the respondents in thislifeal
settingwasthe opportunity the observational activity offered me to look at something
GFF YAT A200Ep.122nhabdMmi8atigh asocial semiotic multimodalitgns, to gain

a more critical and objective understanding of how they go about constructing

architectural meaningemioticallyduring theprecedent task and revie@Whomas, 2016).

Observing thearticipantswasnot straightforwardrom the researcher or participatory
viewpoint. Denscombe (2010, p.198) suggests we forget almost everything we see and
the process of forgetting and seeing is not a hit and miss affaattern to the forgetting
and recalling processcurswhich he callselective recall (Denscombe, 20p.198).In
other words, the mind filters information and our physical and emotional sfédet
what remains and what goé®enscombe, 2010, p.198). If this is so, then | carsider
the fact | saw what kexpected to seeluring the observational evenéind Imay have
filtered out anything that | registered as unpleasant based on my prexeeisy
experiences with these studentor possibly exaggerate desirable behaviours.
However, as | videdaped each presentationand used an audio recording device,
hopefuly, the constant reviewingnd reflectivgorocess associated with constructing the

multimodal transcriptluring theanalysis process offset these problems somewhat.

As it stands, even before | engagedhis research processnbticed patterns in the
sii dzR Scogristéud@ of architectural meanirduring reviews At the beginningf their
studiesmanyarchitectural studentsriormallyinteraded within design studidendedto

rely more on text and talkimiting their use of diagramsketches and modelpossibly
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because their knowledge and skill using these forms of visual langilidggve beerin
the early stages of developmefitawson, 2004) As theyprogressedthrough the
programme and their knowledgend skillsusing multimodal communication rasces
developed mainly visual means, the volume of visual and physical representations
increasedand the amount oflescriptivetalk and textdiminished This reponseis the
accepted norm. Indeed, some studefited themselves writteroff as weaker degn
studentsif they firstly, continue to rely on, whabthers consider to besuperficial,
descriptive talk and téxto explain their design warland gcondly experience ongoing
difficulty expressing analysis in visarad physical multimodal modddowever, it is clar
from my literature workandfrom my findingghat while visual means are indeed crucial
to the architecturalcommunicative andénowledge production process, nonverbal and
verbal modesisuallyplay a fundamental and equally importantercomected role in
knowledge productionn the design settingDias et al., 2013; Medway, 1994, 1996b;
a2 NIl 2y g 20050Swhids $t/al., 201 Even thoughone or other of these
resourcesincluding visual meansiay predominate in the communicative interaction at
different times during themeaningmaking process(Dong, 2007;Eris et al., 2014;
Ganshirt, 2007;Murphy, 2003; van Schaik, 2014 Thus, the issue Identified
experientiallymay relateto studentsnot fully appreciatingpr acknowledgingvhat each
mode offerssemiotically, in a design situatioand/or not understandinghow each
resource can be usedffectively or critically in any givendesign meaningmaking

orchestrationincluding theeview situationBezemer & Kress, 2016; Swales et al., 2001)

I am mindful theparticipantsmay have changed or modified their behaviour during the
review because | was there as a researcher in an observing role (Denscombe, 2010; Opie,
2004). lam hopefulif this did happen it did so in the opening moments of the
NBaLRyRSyGiaQ LINBaSyidlridAazyas FyR GKSy | a
became more involved in communicating tHeidings they relaxed.Arguablystudents
arefamiliarwith my presence as an outside contributorreviewsin the ordinarycourse

of their design studionteractions.Another important mattecconcernedhow | could go

about the observational activity as objectively as possible as a researcher given the fact
that although | am not a design tutor ithe third-year | have been teaching the
participants about precedents for two years and acted as an outside contributor to formal

reviews at the end of first ansecondyear projects. | accept my ongoing teaching
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experiencs probably influencedvhat | saw and how I interpreted what | witnessed
(Denscombe, 2010; Fonta&arey, 2005; Opie, 2004)raised these issues directly with
the participantsduring the initial briefing meeting when | explained the purpose of the
obsewational activity, what | was looking at, and how | would conduct the observational
activities. During the reseafcactivity, | videoed and audiaped the proceedingsnd |
generated some field notasxmediatelyafter the observed review event ahdpetully
these measures went some wayvardsaddressing the problems raised above because
the ensuing videos, audio transcripts and notes gave msefulway to check for

misinterpretation and bias (Opie, 2004, p.123).

Althoughcontinuousinteraction is a feature of observatiomakearch| was notable to
corntinually interact with the respondents during therecedenttask because of the
nature of this studyfDenscombe, 2010; Opie, 200&)rstly, this piex of researctwas
intended for educatioral purposes within apecified period Secondly, the research
activity was inan educationsetting going about its daily affairs; so continuously
interacting with the respondents was not a possibility and probably would have been
intrusive. Thirdly, the relatively short acadenmyearand the small number of projects
that run in the two semesters limited when | could observeptieeedent review stage.
However, | took on a participatory observation role in this study in the sense that |
interacted with the subjects because | watched, listened to, and video recorded the
precedent review presentations and ensuing dialognénoted and categoried many

of the nonverbal interactions that took place (Opie, 2004, p.128). | did not ask the
respondents pany of their norparticipating colleagues any questipner did | prompt
answers to any emerging issues to maintain some degree of objectivity about the

observation procedures (Opie, 2004).

The Process

After the initial briefing meeting to discuss and explain what | was looking at during the
observational processne of the first stps| tackled from a procedural perspective was

to ask myself questions about the following five areas to create an oheealat
checklist, and to help me structure the construction of theltimodal observation
transcripte RNJ gAYy 3 2y h [AtpioceSSZ2PM HRBJNI G A2y a
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1. Verbaland visuainteraction
a. What do theparticipantssay?
b. What multimodal resourcehét is, words, text, images or artefact, do they
use and refer to, to communicate?
c. How do they deploy these resources semiotically?
2. Nonverbal interaction
a. What do the participantsdo physically while explaining the procedural
stepsand outcomes associated with tpeecedenttask?
I. How do theparticipantause their crit spacspatidly and physically
during the revieWw
i. What gestural actionglo the participants utilise during the
review?
iii. Howdo theyusebodily positioning?
3. Affective ineractiong feelings and emotions
a. How do the architectural student respondents behave during the review
to communicate their feelings or attitudes confidence, openness,
composure, anxiety, nervousness, or defensiveness?
i. Verbal communicationsspeech, toe of voice
ii. Nonverbal communications¢ movement, gesture, facial
expressiongcluding eye contagt
4. Cognitive
a. How do theparticipantsdraw on anduse multimodal language ensembles
to externalise and concretise their thinking regardhmgprecedenttask?
i. What are the signs ofengagementfrom a social semiotic
multimodalitystandpoin®
ii. What are the signs ¢éarning from aocial semiotic multimodality

point of view?

During the observation procesand in the subsequent analysis phdseaid close
attention to the waysthe respondents used newerbal communication tool$ike:
utilising interpersonal space; integrating silences with pacing their speech; using bodily
movement and posture including, open or closed movements, friendly or hostile

movemants, attentive gestures, and level of eye contactg attempting to note any
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changes in volume, pitch and tone (Gorden, 1980, p.33&)ticipated this last aspect,
would be difficult for me to note becausd my deafnessunlessspeechis strongly
emphasisedin someway, | do not always piekp on this aspect of the communicative
process. Nonetheleskpaid close attention tall the above becauseesearchevidence
highlightedthe significant rolenonverbal communicationplay in semiotianeaning
makingactivities (Denscombe, 2010; FontadaFrey, 2005; Géanshirt, 2007; Gorden,
1980; Murphy, 2003, 2005; Swales et al., 200Iyitially, | was not going tadedape

the observational activity becausedrried doing so might be obtrusivddowever, as it

is an accepted review practi¢er the architectural students, particularly during the
openingvertical project which runs eveygaracross all four years, | decided the benefits
outweighedthe negatives particularly fa deaf person like myseHp | videoed the
proceedings and recorded them using an audio device to ensm@tivo source of
recorded dialogue to cro®@K S O]l F2NJ | OOdzN> O& FNRBY | WK
transcription phase (Opie, 2004Again, lecause of my hearindifficulties | did not
attempt to makedetailed notes during the videoing procesdnstead,| focused on
capturing each presentation as accurately as | could within the spatial conditions that
existed in the third/earstudio, wherethe reviews took placeAlso,l wrote up a series

of reflective notes immediately after the event while the things | noticed were still fresh

andl embeddedhesein the multimodal observation transcripts

The observational event took place mmdrning during the twéour studicbased

review for the precedent study orhursdayMarch 3, 2016. | observed and recorded
SIOK LI NOAOALI yiQa LINBaSyidldrazyo l'a L a
minutes to each student during informal reviews. However, during the obseveat

there were variances in this practice. The tutors allowed some students more time than
others to document their findings, so allotted tinvesre not strictly adheretb and this
appeared to put the final presenter under some pressure because as she said in her
interview,she needed to leave for work promptly when studio concludé¢sltially each

student has about five minutes to present their findings, and then the desoys spend

another five minutes asking the students questions about their work and giving them

feedback. Often, the feedback flows through the presenting process.
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During the initial briefing meeting with tiparticipantso discusshe observatiomprocess
| ensured the participantsadan opportunity to discuss and understand what | would be
looking at before the observational events took place; as doing-ensglerecethically

soundpracticeand hepsto set up the boundaries for the activitygi@®, 2004, p.125).

The Questionnaire

Approach

| designed the questionnaite gather some factual background information about the
participants, and, capture their opinions about their currentmeaningmaking
experiences, meaning perspectives, and sohtiee general and architectural metaphors
theyincorporatedinto their daily lives (Kitchenér King, 1991t akoff & Johnsqri980;
Mezirow, 1991; Roth, 1991fPlease refer toAppendix10 which is a copy of the
guestionnairg. In thequestionnaire| asked questions about tiparticipant€life history
including factual questions about the participafsirth date, birthplace, nationality,
place of residence and educational backgrowamdtopinion based materiabouttheir
family environment, leaing approaches, the metaphorical concepts that tfediedon
generally and architecturally, their personal and architectural values and beliefs, reasons
for studying architecture and seling the research institutionl asked these types of
guestionsto investigatethe participant€dmeaning perspectives angse ofmetaphors
during their meaningmakingefforts (Kitchener &ing, 1991| akoff & Johnsqnl980;
Mezirow, 1991; Roth, 1991Being physically present during the questionnaire process
meant Icouldrespond to any queries thearticipantshad about filling out thepaper
basedquestionnaire. The questionnaire itself contained a detailed introduction and
explanation reiterating the research aims and each queltin LJJzNihIZEMS
sample answes to help theparticipantsto fill it out. | madat clear in the questionnaire
introduction which questions requulefactual responses and those that wespinion
based (Fontana& Frey, 2005).The participants were encouragetb surface their
personal ad architectural values and beliefs durdesgign studioSo, it isikelytheywere
familiar with and so abldo answerthe opiniorbased gestions in the questionnaire
concerningtheir values and beliefOnce the questionnairesere completed the

participantsgaveme thehard-copy, and | secured them in a locked filing cabinet.
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The Process

| administered the questionnaiedter lunchon WednesdayMarch9, 2016 during a free

two-hour timetable slot The main procedural issues concemed

1. Ensuingl designed the questionnaire in a coherent andsistentmanner
regardingformat and layout, and this included providing a detailed explanation
about how to fill it out;

2. Having the right mix of factual and opinibased questions of the right kiral i
the correct order;

And

3. Organising an agreed time and location to administer, complete, and return the

questionnaire (Opie, 2004).

My sample populatiornvas small so the time required to process tliestionnaire
reflected this. Additionally, it meant theostsof producing, administering and analysing

the questionnaire and the questionnaire responses were minimal as | produced them and
made copies. Organisational issues primarily related to managing to negotiate-and set
up time and space to meet with the participantsadminister the questionnaire in a way

that did rot interfere with their studies.

The Sembtructured Interviews
Approach

Like the focus groumterview, | framed the retrospectiveemistructured interview
activity as a sociainteraction where the participants and | actively construet
knowledge together about themeaningmakingactivities during theeview(Holstein &
Gubrium, 2004p.114). Likewise, Bhough ths interviewing process wallaborative
there was alsan individual aspe¢b using this research tool regarditng analytical and
interpretive processes associated with the data analysis stagen though $entthe
interviewtranscripts toeachparticipantto get theirfeedback and check for inaccuracies
and errors during theranscription process, moved on to analyse and interpret the
interview transcripts individuallyn a similar fashion to thefocus group interview
transcripts. Again like the focus groupinterviews, although | chose to use a semi
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structured and more fluid interviewing approach | am aware there was an underlying and
inherent structure to the interviewingecause as | said earlier | operated in a distinct
setting, Ihada set ofidentified respondentsthe thirdyearcohort, and aguiding script
(Fontana& Frey,2005, p.706; Tomlinson, 1989Please refer té&\ppendixL1in Volume

Twowhich is a copy of the sessiiructured interview guiding script

Arguably, hlsounderstoa the language and culture of the respondebéxause of my
continuingengagement ithe meaningmakingactivities taking place in the setting under
investigation (Fontan& Frey, 2005, p.707)As | said previouslyhave been @eaching

staff member for a long timeactively contributing to the programr@e ongoing
development.Also,| am embedded in the research site, as a subject lecturer and design
tutor, actively working with thparticipantso develop their architectural knowledge and
skills base. Aarge part of this role involvaatroducing the students tarchitectural
language and helping them to develop a working knowledge and fluency using this
language in different architectural contextsing multimodal communication resources
(Fontana & Frey, 2005, p.707)took on the role ofan informant in a sensgFontara &

Frey, 2005, p.707) in this research becausead an insider (Mercer 2007)Again,
constructing the research proceascount including the interview interaction, ioved

me as 6a guide and translato2 ¥ Odzf ( dzNJ f ¢ (Fortada & Fray, 20080 R A {
Further, as the respondents andvere already working with and using architectural
languageegularly | am hopeful | generated an atmosphere of mutual understeand

shared meanings in the imgewing interactions (FontanaRey, 2005, p.713).

Moreover, i isalsolikely theparticipantshadalready developed an impression of me as
Iwasi S OKAYy3 GKSY (KS (GKS2NE O2YLRySya 27
years and participatedon internal panel critiques itkesign studi@s a critic during the
formal reviews which normally takelace at the end of each semester in each year.
During this time, | tried to present myself as a senior student, one of many resources
available to the architectural students, rather than someone who is an expert with an
exclusive hold omhe knowledgethey require accgsto. Also, lemphasisedhe co
constructivst nature of the learning journey during design theolgssesand in the

design studioenvironment. However, thesituation with the participants like my

relationship with my colleaguedid embody problematicaspects For instance, there
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may have beerdiscrepancies between whae$pousedas my stance and approach to
teaching and learningny behaviour in practiceand how theparticipantsperceivel my
values and behaviour as a lecturer and design té{sil.intimated earlidrowwe present
ourselves to our research subjedias important consequencdsecause once our
G LINB & Sy (s dagty | & LIbsmBettdvespandent®Qperceptionswhich may
influence the research activitypositively or negativel(Fontana & Frey, 2005)
Nonetheless, my relationship with tiparticipantswas also well-established and my
positivedaily interactions with the group probalftystered confidence anbuilt rapport

in the interview interaction where | took on thale ofthe interviewer(Fontana &rey,
2005, p.708).

Earlier | indicateddrew2 y ¢ 2 Yf AyazyQa omdpy X LIPmMcHUO K
framethe intervieingd a & dzy RSNAGI YRAY 3 2 F (sagyestady 4 2 y !
| needed to addreghe following steswhile danning, designing, and implementing the

interviewresearch activity:

1. Reviewing thekey concepts associated with the theoretical domains that
underpinnedi KA & & G dzR&dé | & Literng @8 y & (0 NHzS

2. ldentifying the main ideas and elements associated with rhetorical architectural
meaningmakingusing multimodal communication resources thelatedto my
NBEaSINOK F20dza I yR gK2aS G Gdpsfth Gbbaiel £ ¢
from the interviewes;

3.t NERdAzOAY 3 YR NBLINBaASYGAY3I | dE&ENI NOF
guestionsto investigatehe key questions and concepts in a contextualised way,
using this schedule as a structuring device to guide and recoghttieipant$)
interview responss during the interviews

4. Executing the interviesvas operendedly as | couldjsing a tape recorder to
record the proceedings, and utilising the strategmatiined in point three as nen
directivelyas possible to minimise what Tomlinson (198 ¥ SNA (2 | a a|
FNYYAY3 YR AYyFtdzSyOSé¢ o0LIPMcHOT

5. Producing exact and literal transcripts and then analysing tigesm the
protocols inherent in each transcription using the tape recordings to guide this

process (Tomlinson, 1989, p.162).
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For mypurpose, this approach was advageous because it provided the freedom for
the conversations to develop more spontaneowshyle ensuringl addressedhe key
questiondl identified in advace. As | said previouslylthough Fontana and Frey (2005,
p.713)intimate usinga range of techniques to capture nearbal communications while
interviewing is important, | focused more on this aspect of communicating in the
observation proess, rather tharn the participard Q 0 2 NJ a { | ifitéviedsa O dz&
did so because | did natant to continuallydisrupt the conversationbetween the
respondents andito take notes Again because of myeafness| needed to look ahe
participantsspeaking to ensure | heard what they saidid jot down brief summaries
within each sectiorhoweverand related thesaotes back to the participant the end

of each section, to give them a chance to respond to any inaccuracies and as a way of
preparing for the next sectiohlonetheless| paid attention to the nonverbadétures of

the interadion periodically, as | did in the staff focus group discusshgain, | did so to
record how the intervieweesere usinggesturaland other nonverbatues toreinforce

the meanings of the wdsand other multimodal components they used to communicate
their experiences and perceptions of the architectunaaningmakingactivities from

the precedenttaskto me in the interviews (Angrosino, 2005; Tomlinson, 1980).

The Process

| agreed both a timand place for the interviews with thparticipantsand invited them
to bring their physical outputs from thgrecedentand review with them to their
interview.| pre-booked @& onsite library seminarroom for a series of slofspanning a
week from Wednesay, March 9, 2016 toWednesday March 16, 2016 for each
interviewwhichwas about an hour in duratiohprepared ancgreedon a timetable for
the interviews with theparticipants Before the interviewsommenced! arranged the
space physically to organise the seating arrangements so that | could maintain eye
contact with the interviewee without making them feel uncomfortablésually this
entails sitting at an angle rather than directly opposite the intervigige, 2004). At
the begiming of theinterview, | outlinedits functionand how this linkedo my guiding
questions,before setting out how the interview wouldnfold. Then | showed the
interviewee the recording procesBhe audio recording deviegasplacedon the table

between us. | began eadhy § SNIBASS GAOGK &aSOSNIt ||jdzSai
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current circumstances to break the igefore turning on the audio deviceAfterthat, |
relied on my guiding framework to conduct the interviews. Iniritexview, | referred to
the participanf gresentation material®r the precedenttask. | concluded the interview
sections witrasummaryof the main points to get feedback from the interviewee. At the
end of theinteraction | expressed my thanks to each participant for tagargand gave
themdetails about the next step#gain, once each intervidvadconcluded | uploaded

the recording to my password protected computer.

Ethical Considerations

In the previousection | set out my approach and the proages | adopted, during the
research activities, taliscuss the research tools with my colleagussserve the
participantsduring theprecedentreview, administer the questionnaire, and interview
them afterwardsabout theirmeaningmakingexperiences. | took care to address the
main types of ethical concerns this type of study raises during these procedimes.
research literature highlights the importance of taking the utmost care to ensure
research subjects daot come to any physical or psychological harm during any part of
the research process (Denscombe, 2010; FonfaReey, 2005, p.715; Stake, 2005; Yin,
2009). Additionally, the research literatunadicates responding to these concerns

involves:

1 Seekirg and obtaining informed consent from the participants and explaining
the overallresearchgoalsandobjectivesand their involvement in it, and
describinghe waydata generated during the research actiwvityuld be
employedin the research and later on;

T ARRNBaaAyd (GKS NBalLRyRSyliQa NRIKG (2
And

1 Guarding the research subjedt®m anytype ofphysical or psychological injury
(Denscombe, 2010; Fontana & Frey, 2005, p.715; Stake, 2005; Yin, 2009).

In my ethicsapplicaton to the University, whiclthe ethics committeeapproved |
explained vasnot identifying the institution, location or subjects where part of this

research project.To achieve this goalképtthe signed consent fars confidential, and
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ananymisedhe recordsthat relatedto the textual, visual and physical outputs associated
with the focus groupinterview, precedent review, questionnaire, observatiand
interviewing processes. | ditlis, so the participantswould not beidentifiable in the
report or literature resulting from the research. To that eraebpt andwill continueto
keep the research materials orpassword protected computemnd an external hard

drive in aockedfiling cabinetoff campus

My research project involvegihonymisedlata and the researchadthe primary aim of

being educational, that is, thisasa piece of researalndertakenas part of an Education
Doctoral programme andas necessary for the EdD degree awardlso, | didnot
anticipate any physical or psychological problenacerningthe research activity
becausemy colleagues anthe participantswere adults and the researdook place in

their normal educational environmentThe ways went about the research activities,

that is, focus group interviewobserving the precedenteview, administering a
questionnaire, and interviewing the participants retrospectively about theaning

making efforts during the precedent review, was like and shared many of the
characteristics thatinderlaythe teaching practices théten shaged how my colleagues

and loperated andii KS F NOKAGSOGdzN> £ addzZRSyGaqQ €SIk N
the research siteParticularlyduring course team meetings amddesignstudiowhere
studentswere familiarwith dialoguing with tutors about their work; amthservationis

normal practice particularly duringviews which happen informally and formally at
regularA Y 0 SN f & RdzZNAyYy 3 (KS & (ladadeSnybyear GchddS a A Iy
1991).

I made itclearto the architectural students at the outsearticipating in therojectwas
voluntary and those who agreed ¢ontributewere free to withdrawat anypoint. Also,

| ensured the respondents understood theuldrefuseto answer any question posed

in the questionaire or interview interaction.| addressed all these mattens the
preliminary meeting to explain the research and obtain informed consent from the
architectural students to participate befaitee research activity commenceBuring the
analysis phase, | transcribed the observational proceedaugsdingsand interviews

myself and sent a digital copy to each particiganterification Afterwards, | kept the
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materials, including the transcripgsid audio and videoecordsin a locked cabinet in a

secure location.

However, | should point outvideotaped the observed review event and like many
education researchers who use vidematata sourcé carried out a detailed analysis of
strategicallyselected chunkandclips(Derryet al.,2010, p.10).l chcse videcclipsthat
helped me carefully describe and document the roles of ralationshipsetween the
different multimodal communicative resources tparticipantsdeployed during their
presentation to address my researgheriesabout their rhetorical practicewithin a
social semiotic multimodalifyfame (Derryet al., 2010, p.10)For that reason, | could not
use maskingechniques on the video stills (Flewitds, p.33). Although | used video
clips | codifiedand anonymisegersonal information to provider alevel of participant
anonymityand now the visuals choseare represented in matrices format as visual
imagenyto restrict any further manipulatioferryet al., 2010, p.36-lewitt, 2006, p.33
Also, | took care to discuss my research goals and data generation process, including
videoing the observed review, at my initial meeting with the studdnigher, | included
allthe specifics on the consent forAgpendix7, Volume Twpto ensure thearticipants
were fully aware how all the data woubé usedand for what purposes (Derry et al.,
2010, p.36).Video recordingvasregularly employedby the participantsto document
project activities, particularly during the vertical projects across all four years which
typically run at the beginning of the first semest@he studentsisedtheir phones or
videorecorders to generate video footage olips which theymade use ofin their
presentations during theeviewfor those projects Further, itwaslikelythe participants
sawvideo recordingasa socially accepted practiesthey produce videosocially and
educationally on various social media platforms including Facébeoly et al., 2010,
p.37).

Another problematiethicalissueconcernfowinvolvedthe reseacher is with the group

under investigatiorand how that involvement could affect the research activity overall
(Fontana& Frey, 2005, p.715)As | outlined eadr, | operatedin the research site as a
lecturer and design tutor as thvgasa piece ofnsider research (Mercer, 2007)0
address this situation as ethically as possible | explained my research role to the

prospective respondents at the initial megfiand moved to assure them there was no
138



academic consequence associated waktingpart or not takingpartin thestudy. | went

about the research activities openly during the observation, questionnaire and interview
processes (Denscombe, p.179). Alsaddressed this matter somewhat by creating a
space for two of the research activities, the questionnaire and interviews, to take place
outside theparticipant€daily schedule. dould notachieve this for the observational
activity because | neeztl to be present when the respondents wegeing through a live
review because | explored thmeaningmakingin its naturalistic settingAhgrosina,
2005) However, during the observation process associated withrdeedentreview; |
behaved unobtrusively during their presentation and subsequent dialogic interactions. |
made itclearat the outsetif any respondenivere uncomfortable with any aspect of the
observation work and communicated that to me confidentially | would withéh@w

their reviews. Thisdid not happen.Finally, httemptedto surface and account for my
existing presuppositions about the respondents and consider how these matters might
affect how linterpreted their accounts of themeaningmakingduring the resarch

activities and malysis processes and while | waging up thisreport.

Arguably, the participants benefited from their involvement in the reteactivities.

This benefitrelated to the fact the questionnaire and interview process gave each
resgpondent a chance to articulate their construal of their architecton@hningmaking

and the role of the multimodal communications resources in that process for the
precedenttask and accompanying review event that was the focus of the data collection
phases (Tomlinson, 1989Hopefully, the critical and flective practice that underpinned

and characterisedeing involved in the research activities helped the respondents
review and modify their approaches to tipeecedent taskin subsequent projects
postively, and developa betterawarenes®f how the multimodal resources theyere

learning to usaffectedtheir designing efforts actively (Kitche&eKing, 1991).

Concluding Comments

In this chapterldocumentedmy overall approach to the research including the reasons
| chose to use #ocus groupnterview, observation, a seddministered questionnaire,
and semustructured interviews togenerate data about theparticipantfrhetorical

meaningmakingefforts usng multimodal communication resourceslso, | discussed
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some of themainfactors influencing my approach to the research activities. | addressed
my methodologyfor usingthe research tools and their associatedplementation
procedures and set out sontd the waysl ensured | wenabout the study ethicallyl

move on now to discusay findingsandinterpretatiors in Chapter e, $he Materials
of the StuationQ
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5 TheMaterials of the Situation

Introduction

In thischapter, | endeavour to develop an analysis thétstly, empiricallyconvincing
and secondlyextendsfirst-hand as well agheoretical evidence about architectural
a 0 dzR &chiteétu®aimeaningmakingfrom asocial semiotic multimodity perspective
(Lofand & Lofland, 2006, p.197; Snow et2003, p.182). As | said at the outset, | view
the research process as adividual and coonstructivisendeavour and so foreground
both my own and thgl NIi A Ovoicds(Pehstdnbe, 2010; Gee, 1973 Holstein &
Gubrium, 2001 Other voices are significant in the critical procais®. Namelythe
scholars | engaged with during the study and in the literature w@hkapter Twavhose
theories and research findings informed and shaped my analytical thinking (Snow et al.,
2003, p.182).

Further, | aim to explicate and show the working my analytiprocesssomy readers
understand how my themes, interpretationand conclusios emerged (Lofland &
Lofland, 2006, p.197). Figure 37 below, an excerpt from mgarly research notes
(Appendixl3, p454, Volume Tw mapsthe main elements | considergid construct a
detailed account of theparticipants social semiotic multimodameaning-making

(Holliday, 2002, pp.12526).

Lastly I endeavourto present transferable findings and interpretations that answer my
research questions and link to existing research literature that sum up and structure the
primary segments of my data regarding my main emerging thematic areas. Namely,
insider knowledge and multimodal literacygles, relationshipsand orchestration
(Lofland & Lofland, 2006, p.197; Snow et al., 2003, p.183).
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Description of the roles of
different modes, nonverbal,
talk, text, visual — diagrams,
drawings, imageary
Architectural and SSM
literature — J3

Description of relationships
between modes (how dic the
modes interact during the
orchestration to produce
meaning)-J4

Signs of engagement-J2 +5
Signs of learning-J2 + 5

Talk — description of what | hear the
ASP saying in audio recordings in
cbservation and semi-structured
interviews — Interviews transcripts
and MOT-J3

Visual record — description of what |
see vi3 video recordings — video clips
into MOT

MOT transcript-13 + J4

Description of how the
presentation artefact came to
be (ideclogy, design,
construction) during PS task
Interview transcripts versus
PS literature

Description of the institution
and CoP — the way this setting
operates regarding
conventions, regulztions, tacit
rules, rituzls

Curriculum, student charter,
timetable.. J1

Vignette (narrative
reconstruction) of review
event

In a typical precedent interim
crit at the research site, the
architectural student
participant uses their
orchestrated ensemble to
demonstrate their response to
the PS task....

Description of the research event
{what people szid or did in
observation, semi-structured
interviews, focus group interview)

presenting their findings about policy
and | set up my video on the tripod...

| entered the studio as the ASP finished

Description of the crit space and DS
(@ppearance- setting, crit space, and
people and artefacts)-J2

Rectilinear space with windows
opposite entrance.... Industrial carpet
floor covering... conglomeration of
desks...

Document record - excarpt
evidence from the HEA, RIBA
and RIAl

Policy criteria shaping events-
J1

Figure37: Working withthe materials of the cas€Source: Holliday, 2002, pp.1226)
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My study isa smaltscaleexamination ofa unit incorporating eight students and four
participating academics; engaginghree and one research activities respectiveler

a relatively shorperiod, in moderately sized physical spaces (Lofland & Lofland, 2006,
p.121). Because the crit is a recurring, conventionalised feature of everyday life in this
CoP, the practicebappening in this situatioare probablyregardedas routine and
unremarkableby its membergLofland & Lofland, 2006, p.123). Thus, as | intimated
previously, exploring thearticipant€2meaningmaking through the social semiotic
multimodalitylens gave me the opportunity to look at somethiagiliarin a new way
(Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Jewitt, 2009; Kress, 2010; Thomas, Bd$.dimensions
provided me with a point of departure for sorting, condensing, and theorising about my
data (Lofland& Lofland, 2006, p.121). The transcription, analysis, and interpretation

processvere ongoing fromDecembe2015.

This chapteris organisedinto two parts In Part One, | address the multimodal
transcription and analytic process for the focus grouperuew, observation,
guestionnaire and senrsiructured interviews. IRart Two, | address each themataea

mentioned abovéo present myfindings interpretationsand emerging conclusions

Part One The Analytic Process

Transcription

SeveralLIK | 8 Sa OKI NI OGSNA&ASR Yeé |Fylrtfteara Ay
RA & LJ Indsis &and Rekificaion (Milesjuberman,& Saldafia2014, p.11) | used

mainly inductive analytical approaches, including themattyais, as | constructeaind
interpreted the multimodal transcripts from the different data production activities and
interrogated myfindingsand interpretationghrough thesocial semiotic multimodality

lens (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Braun & Clarke, 2006; Derry et al., 2010, p.10082fch, 2
Holliday, 2002; Kvale, 2007; Mavers, 2012; Poland, 1995, 28ldkfia, 2016Fhomas,

2016). Essentially the themes and categories that emerged from the coding work were

the building blocks for my interpretative process (Thomas, 2016, p.204).
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TheData

The data corpus is made up of data sets generated from administering my four research
instruments, whiclservedifferent purposes in the analysis prompting my decision to use
several analytic tools within the overarchisgcial semiotic multimodalitiramework

(Braun & Clarke, 2006,78; Hatch, 2002, pp.161166). The focus group is an antecedent,

the multimodal observatiotranscript is the primary object of analysis, the questionnaire

is also a framing component, and the satniictured interviews i@ part of thepost
observationreflective process (Saldafia 2016, p.2; Thomas, 2016, p.13). The data
comprised, audio recordings; research notes; analyticasemdeo footage, video stjlls

spatial photosand> LK 2 G 2a 2F GKS aiddzZRSyidaQ RNI gAY
(Denscombe, 2010, p.273).

The TanscriptionProcess

The focus group, observation, and setnuctured interview audio recordings were
initially NI Yy aONR O SR I YR | NIy 2 MXi BRy Hzaad 3 BG I KDBIR I
into Word during thedfirst-cycle€ (Saldafia 2016, p.6%oding process (Denscombe,

2010, pp.278276). Ifound using the Scrivener platforimvaluableas | could listen as |
transcribed, and repeat segments of thede recordings multiple times without losing

my place. However, | transcribed the audio recordings in different ways. The focus group
data was intended tprovideinformation regarding the research tools effectiversmsd

related viewpoints about the search study. For that reason, readability was an
important consideration in the transcriptioprocess,and | paid close attention to
sentence structure and punctuatioimcluding omitting interjections from the final
transcript (Denscombe, 2010, p.275jranscribed the senstructured interviewsn the

same wayecause this data served to corroborate the observation analysis and emerging
findings, and again readability was ianportant consideration. Theugstionnaire, on

the other hand,had to be trarscribed verbatim because | was transferring what the
participantswrote in hard copy into an electronic format. Also, | was examining what the
participants said to uncover their stated interests regarding their studies (Denscombe,
2010, p.275). | transbed the observation audio verbatim because ti¢ NI A OA LI y

meaningmaking during thebserved reviewvasthe mainobject of analysis concerning
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semiosis. However, | did add punctuation marks to provide some level of sentence

structure (Denscombe, 2010p.275276; Poland, 2001, pp.6&33).

Issues

The focus group recording was the most difficult to transcribe because of my hearing
disability. My four colleagues and | conversed around a large table in theddmanar

room, and those whowvere seatedurther away from the microphone were harder to
hearin the recording. With the benefit of hindsight, it would have been eaadlused

an omnidirectional recorder and a video device (vathlt-in audio) to record the
proceedings | found being abléo move between the audio and video recordings for the
observation transcription processvaluable forcrosscheckng | was transcribing what

was being said accurately (Denscombe, 2010, pg276 Poland, 2001,p.632).
Nonetheless, videoing thimcus group could have created other problems regarding
focusing on what was being said or having to involve a third party to record the process
which might have impacted negatively on the proceedings (Denscombe, Q216 p
277). More generally,Was not prearedfor the difficultiesthat arosewhile visually
representing the multimodal observation transcriptsand overlaid analysis
comprehensively in the doctoral document. Producing composite graphasastime-

consumingand at times frustrating endeavowlgvers, 2012, p.3).

Further, people spoke over each other, interrupted each other, used interjections, pauses
and silences, and spoke dlisjointed andrun-on sentences in the interviewing and
observation events (Denscombe, 2010, pp-278; Poland, 2001p.632). Iremoved
interjections ancaddedpunctuationin the interview transcripso that the conversation

made sense in aritten form particularly for those not preseduringrecording or not

partyto the shared terminology operating in this CoP (Dembe, 2010, p.276; Poland,

2001, p.632)However| did not restructure the dialogua the multimodalobservation
transcript becausé. Y SSRSR (2 dzy RSNA ¥ WR A Orednlhgl o 8 Q &
making interactiono answer my research queries)dpauses, silences and interjections

are considered an essential rhetorical component of structuring dial@geemer &

Kress2016,pp.3334; Kress, 2010, pp.14415).
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Then, two of theparticipantsare not native English speakers and their accents, f@nd t
fact they often construetd sentencesncorrectly complicated the transcription process
further. Also,l was notfamiliar with transcriptionconventions therefore,| kept my
notation simple so that | would remember whaymbolsto use while transcribing
(Denscombe, 2010, p.277)drew on the Vienna Oxford International Corpus of English
(VOICE, 2007) transcriptiguidelinesand | produced a legenir the transcription
process. | did not show intonation unless it was emphadicdid | notate emphasis or
accent. did, however, indicate pauses and silences. For this reason, it is fair to say in
some ways the datevas reconstructedn the transcribingprocess and so possibly lost

some of its meaning (Denscombe, 2010, p.277).

Finally, | considered the faittat what the respondents said during the focus group and
semistructured interiews mightbe mediatedby my presence and the way | posed
questions and responded to the dialogue as the interaction progressed during tipe grou
and individual interviews (Holliday, 2002, pp-108). Although | framedhese events

as ceconstructivistmeaningmakingactivities and briefedhe participants about my
overall approachhow | behaved on the day probably affected the weyparticipants
responded.Thus, some of what the respondents said may not represent what they were
thinking (Denscombe, 2010; Geertz, 1973; Holliday, 2002, pHORtein & Gubrium,
2004).

Otherchallenges poselly the transcription procesgelatedto my previous comments
about readabilitfKvale, 2007, p.44; Poland, 2001, p.633). | was aware verbal interaction
often appears incoherent to those whead it, and | did not want to present the
participants in a way that compromised their integrity (Pal&001, p.633). To address
thesecontradictoryconcerns| restricted my interventions to removing interjections and
adding punctuation marks in the interview transcriptds | said abovd, did not
restructure the observation dialogue component of thaultimodal observation
transcripts In this instancgthe dialoguecould bereadin context in theéranscriptwhich
includedvideo stills showing nonverbal actions and visual media representatidres
multimodal nature of the observation transcrigiobablymadeit easier to understand

the dialogue even when @ppearedless structured than written prose (Mavers, 2012,

pp.2-3).
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Analytical Aproach

| first considered my analytic moves whatentemplatinghow to administer the four
research tools to @nerate the data necessary to answer my research questions (Kvale,
2007, pp.121122; Mileset al.,2014, pp.910). Thesocial semiotic multimodalitgns
provided me with an overarching framework as | looked for patterns of meaning across
the focus groupnterview, observation, questionnaire and sestmuctured interviewing

data (Hatch, 2002, p.161). In the early stages, | assigned codes and thematic ideas to field
notes, interview transcription, the questionnaire matrix and the preliminary observation
matrices (Mavers, 2012, p. 5; Milesal, 2014, pp.910; Thomas, 2016, pp.2205). As
matters progressed, | sorted and analysed my data to identify semiaéttonships
(Figure38. SeeAppendixL3, Volume Twpp455), themes, and categories, making notes
and analytic memos throughout (Spradley, 1979, ppllll). The process led to
emerging final themes across the data sets and a small set of suppositions regarding
insider knowledge levels; the dynamic nature of ititerplay between modes in the
participant$brchestrations; and literacy concerns associated witlp#récipant€signs

of engagement and learning (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; &iéds2014, pp.1€11).

1. Strict inclusion Xisakind of Y

2. Spatial XNisaplacein Y, Xisapartof Y

3. Cause-effect Xisaresult of Y, X isa cause of ¥

4. Rationale X is a reason for doing Y

5. Location for action X is a place for doing Y

6. Function X 15 used for Y

7. Means-end Xisawaytodo Y

8. Sequence X is a step (stage) in Y

9, Attribution X is an attribute (characteristic) of
Y

Figure38: Univershsemantic elatiorships. (Source: Spradley, 19¥911)

| analysed the multimodal data manually using composite analysis approaches to
condense the data, drawing on and linking back to the theories and strategies | uncovered
in my literature work(Derry et al., 2010, p.10; Lafth & Lofland, 2006, p.195). My
deafnesshoweverhada significanimpact onthe time and effortit took me to produce
the multimodal transcripts across the data sefe upside of this extended multiple
listening and rewing activitywas thatthe sustained engagement provided ongoing
opportunities to analyse what was going on concurrently with the transcription activity
(Hatch, 2002; Lofland & Lofland, 2006, p.196; Miles &1, 2014; Poland, 2001, p.630;
Saldafa, 20d; Thomas, 2016)] carried out whaMiles et al (2014, p.69and others,
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refer to as preliminary or firgtycle coding to begin ascribing meaning to the data within

a multimodal architectural social semiotic framework (Hatch, 2002, p.148; Lofland &
Lofland, 2006, pp.19200;Saldafa, 2016, p.6Thomas, 2016, p.187lurther, the early
analytic activity then shaped my decisimaking about the emerging themes. In turn
laying the foundations for the focused coding for generating the evidence required to
address my research queries (Lofland & Lofland, 2006, ppaQ%aldafia, 2016, p.67;
Thomas, 2016, p.187)Figure39 below is a visual representation of the condensing
process. Th&inds2 ¥ ljdzSadA2ya L | 41 SR Yeéeniiore | 02 d
(Wolcott, 2002 p. 102) associated with the analytic phase incluafiat doesthis
segment represen? What is this piece of data an exampli@QWhat is going or(2
What is the participant sayinQlow do the structure and context surrounding the
meaningmaking serve to support, transform or obstruct, theseeaningmaking

orchestrations@(Lofland & Lofland, 2006, p.201).

148



REAL ABSTRACT
DATA I
MULTIRODALITY
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Figure39: Thedata condensing ocess. (SourcBaldafia, 201,60.14)
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Focus Group Interview witholleagues

Initially,| endeavoured to capture the ideas that surfaced inftioels groupdiscussion,

and then | grouped these thematically reductively until foemtralthemes emerged

(Miles et al, 2014, pp.1611). | moved from establishing twerityee labels to four

codes or what Spradley (1979, pp.M@ M0 O f £ & aO2@SNJ (1 SNyasé
project, multimodality, architectural precedents, and learning. | grouped all the coded
elements that related semantically to what Spradley (1979, pplll®) denotes as
GAYOf dZRSR GSNX&¢ A0 KRA yFor(inktdnaeS | affaghdzNitledsLJS O ;
materialising from the dialogue that related to precedelikg the role ofprecedent
explom@tion in architectural educationand the nature oprecedent studyincluding its
iterative and mimetic characteristics, to tlpeecedent study(cover term) label as
examples of rationale, function, causiect semantiaelationshipgBezemer & Kress,

2016, p.50; Gebauer & Wulf, 1995, p.5; Spradley, 1979, pfL11)Y In the initial matrix,

| had columndor codes, label descriptors, notes, analytic memos and quotatibns.
produced a preliminary and then final summary sheet to group the emerging themes
collectively as the analytic process continubdthe extracts belowHigures 40, 41, and

42) |1 highlight how the concern relating to which research tool should be administered

first, progressed.
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CODES LABEL NOTES ANALYTIC MEMO
CODE 1 SEQUENCING PROPOSED The research project | Administering research tools — questionnaire, cbservation of review event,
RESEARCH TOOLS = 100I$ - process and semi-structured intérviews - this discussion lead to a revision of the
sequencing of the research to0ls so that | minimised influencing the ASPs
SP2: <| read the questionnaire first.>
RM: Okay.
$P2: | And the first thing | wrote down is: “why Is it so personal? Because three of the largest
questions ask about the values of life.
RM: Yes?
$P2: | So, it's what kind of person are you? What do you think about other people | guess?
RM: Exceptionaily personal material.
SP2: Okay.
| S1E COCAS SOV BSCVEEDS y A

i e e e e 0+ e 4 e o

RM:

P2-

SP2:

Now, then when | read the information sheet | realised why it had to be there, because
actually what you are talking about, well two in particular, are the metaphors that we
incorporate into our habitual thinking and doing actions and the social semiotics, which |
had to look up. So, to get any handle on two of your key points, you do need to know
what sort of people they are, what background they have come from, and what
metaphors would be in their daily existence. And now, if that's not ieading | don't know
what is, in terms of preparing them to p to you in a comp y unguarded way.
Okay, if you want them- - obviously, this is down to both ethical technique and research
methodology- - but from the point of view of seeing how they do what they do in the
most unguarded fashion | really think that the least amount of information it is ethical to
give them beforehand and definitely that the questionnaire- - is there any way that can
come after it {the observation event]?

Okay.

| mean if you have to write- - there is potentially four pages they have to write there [in
the guestionnaire] about what sort of people they are. And even the two examples that
you give is how people should behave towards one another and what's the other one?
Again, very personal. So, if | read that | would be thinking, | am being weighed up on what
sort of person | am here, now that's one of the parts I'm being evaluated on,

And what you need s just to get them completely unguarded, whilst you are doing filming
or whatever else, trying to direct. Does that make sense in terms of my remarks?

ehand, that ¢

if they tho t 3 re ¢ read that would be the

way round

During my reflective and
analytical process following the
focus group interview |
identified the crder in which |
administerec the research tools
was a significant consideration,
from an ethical and practical
standpoint, that | must respond
to, a research project concern.

My colleagues’ dialogue raised
pertinent concerns about
administering the questicnnaire
first regarcing the negative
impact doing so weuld have on
the participants meaning-
making efforts during the
observed review process from a
research perspective, ethically
and practically.

| took on beard their comments
and | reordered the research
events so that | carried out the
observation first, then
administered the questionnaire
and finally, ccnducted the semi-
structured interview process.

Figured0: Extractquestionnaire ratrices. (SourcésppendiXLA: focus group atrices Volume Twpp302)
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FOCUS GROUP SUMMARY SHEET A (FINAL): THEMES AND lOfAS
preliminary | 15t construct done previously check notes - used in may presentatich etc IDEAS
codes

CODE 1

nitially the questionraire was ta come first at 2 result of resequencing | observed the review event, then acminetered the guestionnaine
3nd Lastly inte e nts

L
&

SEQUENCING PROPOSED RESEARCH TOOLS ] The research project - tocls - process

Figure41: Extractquestionnaire matricessummary Beet B (SourceAppendiXLA: focus group atrices Volume Twpp.299
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FOCUS GROUP SUMMARY SHEET A (FINAL): THEMES AND IDEAS

COCE 6 REASOMNING - RATIONALE FOR 'SNAPSHOT -~ DBSERVING THE INITIAL The research project - rationale for The research - rationale for snapshot - concrete, targible, srmall scale, a1 participants going thraugh this process at one tirme fazilitates
PRECEDENT STUDY REVIEW MAPPING STUDY TO EXPLORE ROLES snapihot - observing the review observation in less ntrudve way, more marageable - extensdve body of research in multimodadity across number of strancs - not so n
RELATIONSHIPS ~ NATURE OF STUOY architecture social senmotic strand mappang meaning making - first step of much longer research joumey - smal scale starting point - link to

Thomas (20160, Bezermer and Kress |J016), Jewitt (2009)

CO0E7 INFORMING RECEIVING - INFORMED CONSENT/ETHICAL The research project - ethical Ethical considerations - informed consent versus minkmum iafo 1o not influence pariopants
CONSIDERATION/EFFECTS - INFLUSNCING THE RESEARCH SITE angd informed The research - sequencing of rescanch tooks 10 Mminimise Impact; diathronic nature of research and desigring link to Thomas [2016); ethical

considerations - infarmed consent versus minimum nfe to not influence participants

CO0ES RESEARC=ER INFLUENCING THE RESEARCH STE -~ CONDTIONS, The research project - insider rale No matter what | do to minimise It | imagine the students approach ang parfarmance curing the review will be samewhat affectec by the
PARTICIPANTS 3ct that | am oberving Lsng 3 Wideo and audio device

COOE 10 NATURALISTIC APPROACH TO TH=E RESEARCH STUDY - LOOKING AT The research project ~ approach o study the researcher - CONSNUCEAASE POItION naturalistic 3pproach are Ircicer In research context
SOMETHING SPECIFIC AND CONCRETE

CODE 11 NSDER RESEARCHER RESEARC=ING ~ WORKING ON T=£ PROGRAMME The research project ~ Insider influence the researcher - CONSLUCEsE PoUtIon naturalistic 2pproach and iraicer In research context
LONG NUMBER OF YFARS

CODE 12 DACHRONIC BATURE OF THE RESEARC STUDY ITSELF, THE MEANING The Research project - lirks betwoen Oeal wath this in twe respects - research process itself ~ in terms of designing the study, collecting data, analysing and presenting and then
MAKING 1% THIS CONTEXT ETC, UNFOLDS OVER TIME ~ PREPARATION AND | diachronic nature of the study - anc 50 In terms of the ASSs camrying out the Inital prececent stucy task
T=E PROCESS OF THE OBSERVATION, QUESTIONNAIRE AND INTERVIEWS precodent study task, m

COO0E 15 MEANING MAXING WHAT | AM DOING The research project ~ what | am cong Mappirg stucy to explore the roles and relaticeahins of the multimodal moades in architectural setting - nature of the stucy s

cxplanatory/mapping/thick cescription - not meaturing snthing. Treing to get 31 the dynaemic nature of the meaning making

CO0E 17 SHAPING IMPACT OF VALUES AND BELEES ON LEARNING BE~AVIOUR The research peoject ~ impact of Habituated espectations - meaning schames, meanirg perspectives, conceptual metaphors = link to Mesirow {1921); Lakoff and Johvscn
FROM MULTIMODAL PERSPECTIVE - LINKED TO HOW QUESTIONNAIRE habiuated expectations, values on {1920)

COMPOSED resoarch, precodent 5
COOE 18 CONSTRUCTING POSTION ~ CONSTRUCTVIST/CONSTRUCTIONIST The research project ~ my constructivist The recearches - CONAITUCtvISE position naturalistic approach and waider in research contoxt

position

preliminary | 1st construct done previously check notes - used in may presentation etc 1DEAS retfined
coces < reduced codes
THEMES
CODE 1 SEQUENTING PROPOSED RESEARC= TOOLS The research project ~ tools - process outially the questionraire was to come first a5 a result of resequencing | abserved the review event, then adminktered the questionnaire
a0d lastly interviewed the partiapants 1
COOE 2 PROTOCOLS - THE HOW OF DBSERVATION PROCESS The research project - tools - cbsonvation | The multimadal abtenvation tranacript is the core cbject of anabysis for this study - the themes and ideas emerging from the fecus group
protocols, drcussion with my colleagues, the cusstionnare anc Intendew process are ntendod 10 feed Into, underpin anc corrcboarate the lincirgs The Research

CODE3 DELDATING - SCOPING, BOUNDARIES ANO LIMITS PRECEDENTS STUDY The research Loct ane case Scoping the ctucy bf.l.nﬂlﬂt‘£r\4u ik

Figure42: Extractquestionnaire matricessummary Beet A (SourceAppendixLA: focus group atrices Volume Twpp299)
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Observation

| reflected critically on thebservationprocess via multipleideo footageviewings and
repeatedly listening to the audio recordings. As | transcribed and viewed, | made
decisions about which video footage components would best delineate the roles,
relationshipsand orchestration element (Detambe, 2010; Opie, 2004, pp.1223;
Tomlinson, 1989).As the analysiprogressed] included layers of textual and visual
information regarding studying the observation, questionnaire, and interviewing
processes (Mavers, 2012, pf82 The multimodal olservation transcriptsnatrices
included columns for written dialogue, video footage stills, observation notes and
reflective notes to self, visual media, and written description and explanation about the
participant€nonverbal communications (Bezen&mMavers, 2011, p.194; Miles et al.
2014, pp.910). Please refer tdAppendix1D1-1D8 {/olume Twppp358402). In the
examplebelow figure 43, Ihighlight a note | added regarding what ASP1 said during
her interview about the way the time slots varianioagactedon her performance during

the review

Transcribing and constructing tleeservation transcripteultimodallyin the manner |
didwas founded on my decision to explore gaticipant€ieaningmakingthrough the

social semiotic multimodalitgns Bezemer & Jewitt, 2009, pMavers, 2012, p.2). Also,

this decision was based on considering what was required to answeauarngsabout

the roles relationshipdetween, and performative aspect of the nonverbal, talk, text and
visual means in thparticipant€orchestrations during theeview (Bezemer & Jewitt,
2009, p.7Mavers, 2012, p5L 6l & | g NB alAy3 vYeaStT | d
how theparticipantsused communicative resources while they carried oupteeedent
taskwas away of getting at the meaning inherent in their communicative meee
(Spradley, 1979, p.156Further,examining how the different modes related to each
other in the orchestration via multimodal means was essential to uncover the semiotic
function themodes performed within the sigmaking complex in themeaningmaking
process (Kress, 2010; Spradley, 1979, p.156).
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Therefore, the multimodal observation transcriptsmatrices are multimodal
constructions and theyinclude video stills dialogueclips from the audio recordings
relating to the video footage, and writteemmentarydrawing on the questionnaire and
interviews analysigBezemer & Mavers, 2011, p.192)] am aware | might be in
unchartered waters regarding the theoretical dimensions of multimtvedakcription.
However,| adopted the constructivistview arclitectural representation,and social
semiotic multimodalitgheories influenced my decisiemaking about the construction
and representatiorprocess (Bezemer & Mavers, 2011, p.193)sq | consider the
research to be semiotic worls | analysed interpreted and reconstructed the
participant®2meaningmaking through the social semiotic multimodalitjens using
multimodal resourceéKress, 2020;an Leeuwen2005). Moreover, lacceptthe central
role Ihadin the researclstory,regardingquestions abouhow to frame thenultimodal
observation transcriptswhat to includeand showand what to leave out (Bezemer &

Mavers, 2011, pp.19894; Kress, 2010).

Many of the above decisions emerged during tesearch design phase alitérature
work regarding theoverlapping interests between architecture amdcial semiotic
multimodalityin Chapter Tw@gBezemer & Mavers, 2011, p.194). Essentially, | thelorise
the multimodal observation transcriptepresentedcore evidence for building the case
around thepartidpantfdmeaningmakingin this research study (Bezemer & Mavers,
2011, p.194). The video stilgpswere chosen to represent multimodal interaction as it
unfolded temporally and to capture all the different communicative resources being
deployed in thisetting to delineateanalyseand interpret semiosis (Bezemer & Mavers,
2011, p.194) Further,the choices | made regarding the video extraase informedby

my rhetoricalaims to communicate the workings of tparticipant€dmeaningmaking
(Bezemer &8Mavers, 2011, p.194)Lastly,| tookthe position the transcripts weneot
standalone artefactbecausehey are part of my doctoral journey andae framecdby

that process (Bezemer & Mavers, 2011, pp-194).

Questionnaire
Uncovering what theneanirg-makingactivities meanhto the participantsengaged in

producing meaning smiotically was anessentialconsiderationin my deliberations
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(Erickson, 1985, p.19; Hatch, 2002, p.7; Kress, 20tt@jpscribed the completed forms

into an electronic formaterbatim and then as the examination proceeded | constructed

a matrix divided into two parts. In the first halincluded theparticipant€written
responses in columns for the questions concerning facts, and then those regarding values
and beliefs. Irthe second half, | added notes to each of gaeticipant€xesponses
(AppendixL0,Volume Twpp430). In the extracts belowHigures 4 & 45), firstly, Ihave
KAIKE AIKGSR ' {tnQa O2YYSydlFNE |062dzi GKS ¢
difficulties impacted on her aa learner in this setting. Secondlyreflect on the

implications regarding learning and literacy.
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Figured4: Exerpt ASP4 questionnaireatmnix. (SourceAppendiXLB,Volume Two, 321)
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Acowicnal facts

Ouflerent cultural
Baciground - utterly
different
architectural views,
manifestation

Cannct averemphasise how
important it is to take the
fact that Englhshi is not this
student’s first language into
account - enpressing na

ways of making,
materials etc.
larguage barmer
stops expression of
lceas, negateiely
affects stucies

g
two stocls - terminclogy and
differences in culture arcun
architecture and its
manifestations big
it 15 2ll new - Increas
amaunt af time

Percehes her

larguage Bsues as a
bamier to
expressing her
leeas, anc affecting
her stucies

natively

When she was
yeunger believed
architecture about
cdressng human
needs not about
beauty ar at

SP4 loves kearning —
appears to indicate the path
1o freedom (imglicht in what
she says)

Feels she is more
mathematical than
philcsophically anented -
struggles with idealegy -
passibly because much of
this kind knowledge
eapressed tentually, even n
an architectural context -
larguage bamier

Needs toread and reread to
take things in - pessibly also
linked to bnguage barmer

Figured5: ExtractASP4 gestionnairanatrix. (SourceAppendixlB,Volume Twop.322)

Reflecting on the impact of
ASPA's Syrian background,
distinct alphahet, culture,
architectural forms,
terminologies, materials,
values and beliefs, on her
learning experiences.

Increases the amount of
time it takes her to learn as
she navigates these
differences, including trying
to absorb and make sense
of the shared practices and
beliefs in this research
setting —in turn impacts
negatively on completing
design tasks as prescribed

Perception language
difficultizs hindering
concretising her design
thinking

These reflections informed
my emerging findings about
the problems facing this
graup of architectural
students gaining access to
and participating fully in the
shared stocks of knowledge
in the CoP at the research
site.
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Semistructured Interviews

| drew on Kress (2010, pg3#3) to structure and compose the sestiuctured interview

JdzA RAy3 aONR LI dzy RS NROKOFranewofkd [atrandlatedl $hese 2 vy )
criteria to relate to the participanfneaningmakingactions during the precedent study
processnamely, discourse (design thinking), desideconstructing the precedent),
production (designing and preparing your presentation materials) and dissemination (the
review). These criteria formed my analysis frarakhough some data became attached

to more than one category as analysis progressggpéndix11, Volume Twp p440)

(Hatch, 2002, pp.16166). Further, the criteria linked directly to the semiosis process
inherent in constructing orchestratazhsemblesand this made it easier to relate the
emerging themes from the interviews to what emerged from analysingntiiémodal
observation transcript§Bezemer & Kress, 2016; Kress, 2010). Again, | began the
transcription and analytic process by transcribiveaudio recording using Scrivener and

later transferring thisnto Word. @ce the participantsverified their transcrips, |
constructed a series of matrices in Excel first and then later Word to correlate and
summarise questions and responsksthe example belowKigure46) issues concerning
managing the digital environment regarding research, and problems relating to insider
knowledge and literacy about how to use visual resources analytically are surfacing as
ASP2 shows me her presentation sheetenguher responses to question 1B which
O2yOSNYySR GUKS gl ea GKS RSarA3aIySNDRa ARSIFa |
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T
There iz an mue/discrepancy
batvresrn what i consickered
important re the briad and what
sema of the sudems identified
B Impertant - | went anline 10
lock at the informatson sources
the students referred to in their
pressntations during the
‘oEEervaTIon and intervigws and |
urerversd infarmation [linking v
ideclogy/discourse) that | would
have identified as being relevant
and important which the ASPs,
by and large, did nOT UER - #En
though the brisf does provide
choes and signpasts as to what is
important - sustainakbility....
However the design studic brief
Tor the atfordable housing
project doss not provide B

terminclogy - alza all the
FTUCRNEs @xprassed that they
experignced difficulty locring
information about ot lesst one of
the precedents they had been
assigned to - does this point to a
lack of preparation on the part of
T Tuters of the ASPS lack of
researching skill? - also the ASPs
did nat cite each individual image
rather gawe the website address
&k @ bk for resources - many of
tham averlaid their oam ‘marks' -
hatching, shading, calcurng in,
retracing on top of criginals -
wihy ane wa allowing this?

ASPZ had difficulty analysing site plans, elevations and sections to determing what the
layouts were like - role of different types of drawing highlighted here - also | found material
she did mot give me as source material that had more detailed visual information that she
did not use - twi issues here one has to do with the role of the different types of visual
media |drawing types) - architecturzlly speaking in terms of plan, section, elevation, site

plan and 50 on and the other has to do with researching skills - contacted practices got no
information from them - another issee is to do with protecting design work — did not anahgse
deductively based on information she managed to access [make a drawing type conforming
to expectation for type of explanation

But it was more about this sustainability, you know the fact that they had obwiously looked at

ASP? | muiti-generational oooupants. You know they have done, not just graphic images, but they
have made 3D prototypes that they have tested out. They ane very Consoous | think about the
orientation of the building, how they are going 1o haat, Rght it and how to deal with how
peaple are going To live in it. You know, from wihat | could gather, they had addressed all the
problems that wene thene. You know the building heights. They didn’t want anyEhing that was
oo high in tenmes of, likke, construction.

In thess extracts, the ASP quotations are colour coded on the
right-hand side, my commentary from the initial matrix is to
the left of guotations, also colour coded to match related
guotation. Analytic memos are in the long column

Hers my reflections are pointing to the possibility there may
be 3 teaching izsus concerning PS in DS and or a related
insider knowledge/litaracy and mindwaork problem regarding
the way the ASF use the matarial they find during their
desktop research deductively to fill in gaps in the materials
they sourced viz a viz what they reguire to construct the
precadent story. ASP was showing me visual materials from
her presentation artefacts as she spoks that did not support
her dizcussion [from an academic expeciation viewpoint], this
happensad during the RP also.

Figured6: Extractnterview simmary sheets, QIB. (Sour&ppendiXLC,Volume Twpp332)
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Concluding @nment

In sum,| organised thelata sets into what Miles et.a@d H nmMn X LIJOMHUO OF f f
constructs to produce the coded thematic summaries for the focus group interview,
quesionnaire, and semstructured interviews (Saldafia 2016, pg)3 The literature

work continued alongside the analysis work and informedriteeencesthat began to
emergewhich | captured in notes and analytic memos (Hatch, 20081;aMiles et al.

2014, p.13). The conclusioresultingfrom the iterative analysis are mainly diagnostic
and generative, though swmetimes deductive because | had overarching analytic
frame and specific research questions (Denscombe, 2010, pp737Derry et al. 2D,

p.10; Lofland & Lofland, 2006, p.195). | saw myself as the central lynchpin in an
interactive analytical process concerning the participants, the data and the theories |

exploredin the literature work (Lofland & Lofland, 2006, p.196).

Editing and malysing continued in an integrative fashion in the writing process as | drew
on the data sets and decided what emphasisen the main body and what should
remain in the background in the appendices (Bezemdia$ers 2011 p.195). Thus, |
remained invlved in an ongoing transduction and translation process during the
transcription, analysis, and interpretation phase, and while writing this document, as |
explicated what was going on in this research setting to answer my research questions

(Bezemer & Meers, 2011, p.196).

Theresults that emergedrom analysing and interpreting the focus group transcripts
helped me review and refine my overall approach to the project and informed my
intentions regarding administerintpe research tools The results ad subsequent
interpretations that surfaced from transcribing and analysing the questionnaire and semi
structured interview transcripts informed, supported and corroboratedntisdtimodal
observation transcriptanalytic process (Braun & Clarke, 2006)ke findings and
interpretations materialising from constructing and analysing theltimodal
observation transcriptconstituted the core component of answering my research
guestions about thparticipant§ineaningmakingfrom thesocial semiotic multimoday

viewpoint.
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Before | move onto the findings, interpretations amsuingconclusions shouldpoint

outi KS 2dzi02YSa FTNRBY (GKS |yl feéairaLlsiomeiosa ar |
(p.143) | generated in this distinct architectunaaningmakingsite (Dannels, 2005,

p.143; Lawson & Dorst, 2005, p.3)annot say, nor do | intend bmply, these results
represent the whole story or that they could be generalised across all architectural
student€meaningmakingcontexts (Dannels,0D5, p.143; Hammersley, 2011; Thomas,
2016, p.4; Yin, 2009). Although it is likely the emerging conclusions point to similarities
in architectural studenf@nultimodal social semiotimeaningmakingpractices in other
architectural programmes and for thaeason are transferable in a practical way
(Dannels, 2005, p.143; Hammersley, 2011; Thomas, 2016, p.4; Yin, 2009). As | said at the
outset, what | produced is a partial representationaofarger architecturalmeaning

makingreality (Hammersley, 2011 ,20).

Part Two Findings, Interpretations and Emerging
Conclusions

Three thematic areas concerning insider knowledge, literacy, and dynamic interplay,
emerged and evolved while | was condensing, analysing angdraiieg the evidence
(Miles et al.2014, p.12; Thomas, 2016, pp.22d7). Acknowledging, corroborating, and
adopting these thematic considerations framed my decisiaking regarding selecting
specific extracts to address my raseh queries(Miles et al., 2014, p.13aylor, D14,
p.408). For that reason, there are overlapping features in the questionnaire, interview
and multimodal observation transcripéxtracts regarding thepremises | discuss.
Further, as | indicatepreviously) put theobservedeviewcentre-stage, and feliedon

and synthesis® my findings and interpretation regarding the othieldwork to

corroborate my findings, interpretations and emerging conclusions (Taylor, 2014, p.408).

Setting the Scene

The curriculum forour programme is written in the productive form in common with

most HE institutions in Ireland, Britain and Europe (Kennedy et al., 2007). Moreover, the
LINE AN YYSQEd SiGiK23aX OdzNNA Odzf dzyYz FyR O2 dzNA
the HE policy docummeation concerningarchitectural educatiorreferred to earlier

including the Quality and Qualifications Ireland (QQI, 2014)davaandads for
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architectue andRIBA (2014validation procedures. Therefothe general Irish societal
environment, along ith government and professional accreditation bo@eslicies
FFFSOG YR AYyF2N)¥ (GKS LINRPINIYYSQA 2@SNIf
learning approaches. The conventions embodied in course documentation and
pedagogical practices thgarticipants mustassimilate and adopt ithis CoP stem from

FyR NBtFGS G2 0d alSgthe eheralCHE aliCles D Ehape Mk |
aidzRSyiaQ RIAfe ftA0Sa Ay (GKA&A LNARAAK 19 L
Wenger, 1998a).ThustK S LINE I NJ Y Y S Q 3 desigh Stididphafects@aly (i Sy
assessmentprocesses stem from specific LO outlined in curriculum module
documentation that, as | said above, are based on, aligned with, and mapped to a range
of architectural educatiomolicy documentationKigure47. SeeAppendix15, Volume

Twa pp.17%178 for the full map).

Below, | address some of the conventions and shared practices operating in this CoP
NBfIFGAy3a G2 GKS NBaSIFNOK F20dza (<KHolars dzy R S
highlight is a fundamental component of transformation (Faulconbridge, 2010; Morton,
2012; Takayama, 2009, p.6; Wenger, 1998a, pAgrwards,| move on to discuss my

research findings, interpretations andselingconclusions.
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CRITERIA | RIBA CRITERIA STAGE 1 STAGE 2 STAGE 3 STAGE 4
NUMBERS
0= Addresseo
X= Assessed z 3 3 2 g
HEE HHE HELR HEIELP .
5 § = 2 3 C 2 7 slg|8 g In this map
- ‘é ; 5 o 3 % communication
2 E 4l z E E : g g . E 2| § i resources are
elel®lsle]l2]Cl2]z3|% el slelel|2|3|% mentioned in
HEIEIE I iR 1R 1L AR 1 L1 HHEHE
RIBA criteria
12 14 2.1 23 25 T 33
) GCl.1and
-~ addressed in
A DSinYear 1,2,
anc 3, but
3 ) =) — assessed in
Year 4.
1 : - The other
= : < highlighted,
37 RIBA criteria,
GC2 and GC3
- concern the
2 historical and
3 y = theoretical
[ i aspects of
:; = architecture
3 and the related
acs Understanding of the relationship between peopie and bulldings, and between buiidings and their T | arts; )
‘environment, and the need to relate buildings and the spaces between them to human needs and scale { | technologies
| The graduste wil have an understanding of ST 1— and human
7 The needs and aspirations of buikding users. [ 0 |0 =) 0 |0 0|0 = X
2 uwumu‘_ﬂ_‘gmmnmu_ﬂmm (=] -] o [=) e L1 X sciences.
3 The way in which buildings it into their local context. ) (<] (<) ) 5 ]

Figure47: Mapping to RIBAriteria. (SourceProgrammeQurriculum, BAAD, 2014, p.68)
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Curriculum andonventions

The academic focusdesignstudioat the research sitevolveshelping students extend,
consolidate, and integrate the knowledge and skills they address across the subject areas
into their design workfficiently. By the time their final project commences in the second
semesterthe third-year studentis corsidereda weltestablished membeof this CoP.
Nonetheless how thstudentsperceive their learning context is known to directly affect
their interests and dispositidowardsthe learning experience and their decisioaking

for future action which is also understood to impact on thaningmakingendeavours

from the social semiotic multimodalitgngle (Biggs, 1993, p.75; Kress, 2010).

InFigure481 include extracts frorRIBA and QQI criteria about communication and relate
these to thirdyear representation LO. What | find noteworthy is how generic the
descriptors about communication are in both policy examples. Also, if you refer to the
full extracts in Appendice$4, 15and 16 (Volume Twgp pp457-471), you can see
communication is not addressed directly in detail anywhere else in either document.
Instead, it appears both texts encompass a set of validation conditions which probably
delimit how educators address contempor communication theory and practice (Ball,
1993, p.12).

Educators, like ourselvesust demonstrate, via the academic curriculum and education
practices particularly student portfolios, multimodal communicative resources are being
competently deployeth the design context in ways that conform to the conceptions of
quality and standards inherent in validation criteratherwise,our programmesnay

not receiveor retain accreditation. Thus, the multimodal outputs from the programme,
includingthestRSy 4 aQ ¢2N] X Ydzad O2yF2N¥Y (2 02y @S
architectural meaningnaking.Consequentlyit is likelyour curriculun§ design and our
programme delivery via oupedagogical approael are actively reinforcing and
legitimising thestatuslj dz2 O2y OSNYy Ay 3 | NOKAGSOGdzZNBQa
practices (Steer, et al., 2007, p.175; Vowles, 2000; Wilkin, 2000).
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TCT The graduace wl Bave the 3ty 00

A Vapety of contesty,

1 prepace and present buddang deugn peojects of devenve scale, complemity, and type in

of meda. and @ tespoase 10 4 buel

ISp——— ———— pa—

"~

arclhutecture,

e

demonstrating a reflective and cutieal approach

the mfluence of hustory and theory on the spanal, social, and technologieal aspects of

the application of appropaate theoretical concepts to studio design prosects,

Extraces from RIBA (2044, pp 55-82) vaheation precedures

Understanding of the conventions, modes and styles of
G008 30 COMMUNICALION N SPTAtACt e

ll

Knowiedge of mnovative methods of communcation in
wchitectral desgn

This medule’s learning
outcomes are written in the
productive form, and map to
both sets of policy criteria.

They integrate representation
learning cutcomes in the
analogue and digital
environment.

Leaming Outcomes ~

On complietion of this module the learner will/should be able to

1. Debate design ideas within visual, verbal and written presentations, utilising appropriate language, terminology and representational graphics
2. Create complex presentation design drawings
3

Integrate the context, use and cross-referencing of design Information in a set of complex design drawings

4. Construct and utilise scale models, using appropriate materials, as a design development tool from concept to presentation stage aligned with studio design project
5. Create and modify materials and maps to effectively convey design Ideas within a computer graphics programme

6. Create and modify lights and lighting Systems to effectively convey kght and shadow solutions within 8 CAD programeme

7. Generate photorealistic design images from CAD models and enhance them within an image editing programme

8. Produce realistic animations and walkthroughs within a CAD programme

Third-Year learning outcomes for ‘Architectural
Representation’ (Semester 2).

Communcate through Latening. Spe3king writing,
Graming. anG modelling

Communicate offectively within the field of
WTHRACLUS with 3 Invoivid In the o and
CONSENCUION DrOCesS and with entornal audences

Communication cntena- QQI Awards Standards - Architecture

Figure48: From mlicy to programméearning outcomg (SourceAppendixl4, 15 and 16yolume Twopp.457471)
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The course team at the research site meet regularly to discuss and refine the
programme® ethos, aims, objectives,and subject contentjncluding architectural

representation,analogue and digital. During these conversations, we make decisions
about how to integrate the theoretical and practical components to meet professional

accreditation criteria in a way that reflects our distive regional focus=(gure49).

The undergraduate programme is characterised by four core themes:

Place - A connectedness to place through interpreting and responding to the
characteristics embodied in existing buildings, with an awareness of the wider
context and existing community and the occupation of space;

Existing Buildings - Our industry relevant re-use agenda develops the
potential and sustainability of the built environment into the future with a
focus on new and exciting ways to re-imagine our existing built environment

through utilizing a broad spectrum of adaptive re-use typologies;

Interior - A vision of architecture where the interior environment is both
influenced by, and influential upon, the whole built environment;

Environment - Integrated technologically informed solutions which
acknowledge environmental responsibility as an underlying philosophy for
design in the built environment.

Figure49: Programme ision. (Source: 0T website)

Our formal input regarding architectural communication focuses mainly on teaching
procedural knowledge and skills, in the analogue and digital environment, associated with
choosing andusing different communicative resources collectively in various design
related situations that conform to accreditation criteria as theih®gured48indicates.
Constructing multimodal communicative ensembles and orchestrating them proficiently
in disinct scenarios is something educators at the research site agddues®t from the

social semiotic multimodalitperspective. Instead, the focus is the productive,
analytical, and reflexive problesolving aspects of designing and communicating nlesig

output (Allan, 20130Dchsner, 20006ch6n 1984, 1987, 1991).

The m@rticipantshad the opportunity to gaiaccess to, angarticipatein this shared

knowledgebase and communicative repertoire in several wagisiding via:

168



1 Engaging and assimilatitearning across the knowledge bases and skills
incorporated in different subject modules including representafWiabster,
2005, p.267);

1 Formative and summative assignment feedback in each module inctiesigm
studiaWebster, 2005, p.267);

1 Interactng with their tutors and peers socially and educationally across the
programme and idesign studi@nculturation processes like tiheviewthat is
the focus of this researdqwWebster, 2005, p.267).

The Review Scenario for the Observed Review Event

Theobserved review took place in thieird-year design studio. The cateasin this

space are approximatelytwo-metre-high mediumdensity fibreboard (MDF) bays
constructed in kshaped configurations aroud K S Ngeriméte érigure50). How
studentsorganise these spaces and use the crit bay walls as visual aids is considered an
important pedagogical aspect of communicating their design work effectivele
research siteas doing so is known to help focus, illustrate and reinftireie thinking

about the role ofrepresentationn designingDannels, 2005, p.147).

Back wall of studio
Window wall opposite entrance to design studio

Figure50: The design studio.

169



Theparticipantswere required to pin theiprecedent study response¢o present their

findings during the observed reviewVhile the two design tutors manadesign studio

and direct thdearningprocess, ultimately, the students must organeach learning task

All the academics on the course teamork hard to model, and fosteg friendly

collaborative environmerdasHgure51revealsSara & Parnell, 2004).

ther throughout,

n studio doing cur own work

have done

Here ASP3
receives advice
positively from
ASP6 about
hanging his
waork for the crit

Emphasising the
collaborative
rather than
competitive
enviranment

Here ASPZ
reacts positively
to some helpfu
advice ASP3
gave him about
his spatial
planning

Figureb1: Extactinterview summary sheets, Qd4Ad Q4D (SourceAppendiXLC,Volume Twp

p.349& p.356

Thereviewis intended to give thetudents a useful learning opportunitgpllectively

and individually; an opportunity to contriluicommentary on othefdwork; receive

feedback on their workn-progress; practice orchestrating a communicative ensemble as

a way of selling their work and developing their ideas (Kress, 201,004, Sara &

Parnell, 2004, p.1)A critical- & LJS O

2 T WLIS Navi2vNdyi tiecademis © €

position involves the studentsensuring the visual analytical evidernisen place that

relates to the spoken and gestural message being conveyetiem during theeview

(Dannels, 2005, p.147; Holgate, 2008, p.7).
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Figure52Y DSGGAY 3 MBE ®Rel R NA i KEK YOG KN2 S a

While the design studicsetting remained castant throughout the observed review
(Figure53), at the end of eaclerit, the next presenter left their place amongst the
audience and moved into their individual crit space to preflegit response to the

precedent task outlined in the project brief

The space between the
crit space bays and the
centre of the rcom where
most of the drawing
boards were stored
during the observed RP is
relztively small and
quickly became congested
once the presenters’
seven collezguss, the two

Back wall of studio design tutors and myself
Window wall ppOsRe entrance 1o design studio got into positicn to watch
and listen to the
presentation. As always
moving from space to
space for each crit was a
loud, messy affair as the
sudience brought their
seating to the next review
event.

My line of sight varied
and was mainly between
or over the twe tutors’
heads, depending cn
whether they sat on high
stools or classroom chairs.
The audio device was
placed on & low stecl in
front of each presenter.

Figure53: The review.

171



Project Brief

Affordable housing is well-established and critical design consideration worldwide
(Salama & Alshuwaikhat, 2006, p.38pusing is the subject of national policy in Ireland

as it is in many countries dealing with the fact demandhfarsing exceds existing
building stocks (Department of Housing, Planning & Local Government, 2017, p.1; Salama
& Alshuwaikhat, 2006, p.36).In fact, increasing the housing supply to address

homelessness in Ireland is an ongoing governmental isgned¢s4).

National Figures July 2017
Homeless Adults 5,187
Homeless Families-1 429
Dependents '2,973

* adults associated with these families are
included in the 5,187 figure

Commenting on the report Minister Murphy said: “Repairing our broken housing
sector is my top priority as Minister. These homelessness figures are a reminder of
the scale of the challenge we face. We've been concentrating our efforts on
homelessness in particular and tomorrow | will meet with all local authority Chief
Executives with a view to agreeing additional measures following on from my
review of Rebuilding Ireland .

“It's important to recognise that a huge amount is already being done to address
homelessness and to secure sustainable homes for homeless households. In
2016 over 3,000 sustainable exits from homelessness into independent tenancies
were achieved. In the first quarter of 2017 over 900 such exits were achieved and,
while | am awaiting full confirmation from authorities, | expect a similar level for the
subsequent quarter. We have more than doubled our budget for homelessness
since 2014. This reflects a growing need but also a determination on our part to put
in place every support possible. Every working day of the week this year, 80 homes
will be provided for people in need of social housing supports.

Figureb4: Excerpt. Minister Murplgommenting orthe Julhomelessnes®port. Department
of Housing, Planning & Local Governmaoi 7).

TheBocial Housirt@rief openedwith several significant architectural gatibns about
designing dwellings from wédhown architectural practitioners positioned under several
iconic haising desigimmages(Figureb5). In these quotations, which were undoubtedly
chosen by the tutors to express the intended project foamme concept terms
associated with designing affordable housing signalled the way forward for the
participants. These coreheterogeneous conceptual considerations included
sustainability (using natural resources responsilpgkitive design (subjective well

beA Y303 LI 84A0S RSAAIY o6dzaAy3 v I doozilghit St §°
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a building while minimisingnergyconsumption), spatiality, light and materiality, and

financial considerations.

Houses house not only people ond their belongings, they aiso centfoin memory and

meoning. In such domestic theafres. lives are piayad out.

COMMENTS

Tutor/s mention memory and
meaning - life changing effects on
occupants {designing as social
"Houses don’t hove *o be one-off architecturcl mosterpieces fo hove life-changing action)- being sustainable versus lip

effects on their occupan®s” Jay Memick

sarvice — ne2d desper understanding
odemn orchitecture which is called sustainable and of what it me2ns — sustainability
only we would hove #he enginesring umph fo work surfaces ners 23 3 key core

actually just has lof
out what sustoincbility really needs ond then find out ¢ new architecture out of

thot.” Mox Fordham

“... this test bed for sustci ility is approcched through passive design ond finessed
with sensitivity and obsessi nfion fo spoficlity, ight and marencls. It's o
manifesto with a heart.” Hotfie Hortman on 9 3tock Orchord Street.

Itis importont for architects fo get fo gnps with the finoncial side - it s notjust o
question of bunging in o planning cpplicotion and making things icok nice.'

Ghisicine Holpenny,

Figureb5: Project bief excerpt 1. Opeang remarks. (Sourcé&ppendix3, Volume Twpp404)

Further, the ideagonveyedn the quotationsKigure550 NB ¥t SOG GKS RSa
standpoints thereby denoting what architectural discourse or ideology looks like in print

and what it looks like visually véviz the architectural imagery (Kress, 2010, pp.199

200). The diverse issues interwoven into the design conversations about dwelling
represented in these quotations is an established feature of design discourse (Kuhn,
2001, p.350).Further,the abstract conceptthe quoted designersentionpoint to the
contemporary fragmented nature of architectural discourse concerning ethical and
consumerist values, thereby reflecting the wider societal situation in a political, soc

and economic sense (Delanty, 2013, p.68; Kress, 2010;5p).49

As you ca see from my commenE{gure55), | noted severgbarticipantsreusesome of

this terminology orally in their reviews, although few represented these terms directly on
their presentation sheetdMly concerrrelatedto emerging questions about whether the
evidence, embodied in thearticipantfpresentation artefacts, oral expressions or

orchestrationsshowedthe participantshad a critical understanding of

1 What these conceptseantin design terms

1 Howtheyrelatedto the broader discourse
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1 How such issuesereaddressed and manifested in the preceddhtsy
examined (Bezemer & Kress, 2016; pl@3Kress, 2009b, p.22; Kress, 2010,
pp.295296).

The pe 2 S Stdted goal was to inspire groudeaking solutions to housing and
highlight how societal and technical aspirations banrealisedthrough sustainable,
intelligent design Rigure 56). Intelligent designrelates tointegratinga 6 dzA f RA y 3 ¢
structure, assembly, systems, and servicée produce sustainable, flexible,
technologically advanced, cesficient, and environmentally responsive architectural
building solutions that allow the user to regulate their local environmeritsesiify for

humancomfort (So & Wong, 2002, p.2080ong, Li, & Wang, 20D5

designers. we_O
confribuhng
adhere b
and which are able fo accommodate evolving uses for changing pattems of life and
need.

PROJECT SCOPE
Imagine you gre f

design for M at pushes against the tried-cnd-tested approach of
leading volume housebuilders whilst simultaneously recognizing the fight constraints
of its business model.

MNow imagine that you must also do this for four separate types of household and must

factor Z-,- considering the demographic and technological changes thal

will affe F=tin the next 10-20 years.

Con you design anjaffordable housing solution |h [nome of lecafion] that would sel
new standaords for new built developments ocross Ireland#

PRELIMINARY FUNCTIONAL BRIEF
Your solutions should posga

household formation and Consumear |C|S|'9 [

THE SCHEDULE OF ACCOMMODATION
Using a é&-meter module you must create four separate house types:
s Single occupancy unit
e Starter family unit
+ Small family unit
Large family unit
THE SITE
Your site ks on the south side of [location of site]

respond fo rapidly changing pattems of
y hamessing [ creativity and innavation

These key
conceptual terms
relate back to the
guotations that
cpened the brief
which in their
turn connect
directly to
current
contradictary
design ciscourses
zbout affordable

housing [Kress,
2010, pp.45-50)

Reiterating the
terminology here
and adding new
terms is probably
intended to
reinfarca the
tutors directed
design focus for
the project.

Figure56: Project briefxcerpt 2 Objective andeope. (Sourc&ppendix, Volume Twp
p.405)

While the briettontainedclues about what designers consider significant housing issues,
and 0 KS Gdzi2NBRQ aidlyoOoS 2y (KS RSaAday O2ya
discourseis not discussed in detailNor is thereexplicit direction about the way the
precedent taskinksto and could mediate the diversssues highlighteéh the brief
However, | should point out these topics atgposed to beaddressed elsewhere in
subject content as they relate directly to RIBA and QQI crifegarés 57 & 58).
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Analyse and understand the environmental, social and | Explore, develop, define, communicate and implement
cultural context of a project and respond 10 them with a design proposal
a design solution

GC4
A X X
F X X
3 [+] X
GCS Understanding of the relationship between people and buildings, and between buildings and their

environment, and the need to relate buildings and the spaces between them to human needs and scale

The graduate will have an understanding of:
1 the needs and aspirafions of building users; (] 0 |O [1] o |0 Qo [1] EES
F] tha of on the and the o] able (] a [1] [1] Q [1] EES
3 the way In which balldings it into their local context. 3] 5] 1] [] 5] o X
GCH Adequate knowledge of physical problems and technologbes and the function of bulldings 8o as to provide

them with internal conditions of comfort and protection against the climate

The graduate will have knowledge of
1 principles associated with designing optimum visual, thermal and acougsl 1] 1] (] [#] [5] 0 X X
2 Sk [+] [+] [+] [+] [+] Q X | X

=] =] o Q Q Q X | X

Analyse._ prioritise and synthesise the project briet/
programma and context, consider dasign options and
subject them 1o critical judgemant. 50 as to produce a
coharent and welllresclved design solution

Identify and use relevant sources of information Incorporate and/or respond to architectural, artistic,
Oncluding technical and regulatory constraints) in the historical, natural and built heritage precedents in
procass of design developmaont appropriato ways taking tochnical and rogulatory
constraints into account

Provide, through design, appropriate conditions of
comfort in responsa to environmental context and
climate, taking technical and rogulatory constraints
into account

Figureb58: Extract @I Awards Standard8rchitecture. (SourcQuality and Qualifications Ireland, 2014, pppendixl4, Volume Twpp460)
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From thesocial semiotic multimodaligngle,l understood the project brief to be a piece

of multimodal semiotic work that mediates curriculum and accreditation policy
considerations (Ball, 1993; Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Kress, 2010; Wenger, T/988a).
signs the tutors made, via writing and imagewere probably intended to, and
materialised what the tutors were interested in and focusingaod, their intentions for

the direction the brief should take (Bezemer & Kress, 2016, {§i.5Bezemer & Kress,

2008, p.174).The briefwas in fact, a dignct kind ofmultimodal pedagogic&nsemble

that offered theparticipantsopportunities for transposing or reconstructing meaning
inwardly via analysing the text (Bezemer & Kress, 2016,-fp)6However, the students

needed to know how to deconstrugtK A & o NA ST O0Ay Of dzZRAYy 3 dzy LIA
moves) and do theecessargmindworlke (Wolcott, 2002p.102) touncover and address

the significant issues and underlying discourse; understand their tutors focus and intent;
and link what was begnsaid to what was required in tipeecedentand other design

related tasks.Deconstructing briefs is an ongoing pedagogical activity in gygargnd

the subject knowledgtheyincorporate is addressed theoretically and practically across

the programmeand so is a form of embodied shared knowledge and practice within this
CoP (Bager & Luckmann, 1991; Kress, @0Wenger, 1998a)However, am not sure

the participantshad 8 A A YAt F SR (KS WAYaARSND 1(y256
necessary to analysend address this brief effectively regarding firecedent task
(Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pp&9. The evidence suggestattierwise,and Irevisitthis

topic later.

| found the precedent aspect of the brief problem#figure59). The tutors stated the
participants must usthe analytical techniques they outlined but did not specify where
these were in the textHigure59). Nonetheless, investigating the design terminologies
YR FAYRAY3I 2dzi Y2NB | 62dzi K SNthetwddwere G SO «
probably intended departure points for the research process. This issue possibly relates
to academic expectations about thgarticipant®proficiency level irthe third-year
(Bezemer & Kress, 2016, pp&@). Several participants spoke abdbeir difficulties
accessing the necessary multimodal information for at least one of the assigned
precedents, mainly the competition entry, during the intervieligure60). ASP8 said

she sourced and deconstructed a ressigned precedent for that reasdrawing on the
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verbal direction given in design studibigure61). Whereas ASP5 indicateglstayed
with his allocated precedents and did not seek further directagu(e62).

Theparticipant€different response actions raised a question concerning the wisdom of
relying on verbal instructionsf the precedentprotocolshadbeen witten into the brief
anddelivered orally, at least students encountering difficulties would hagéoth an

aurd and a permanent recordand a chance to clarifiie written instructions for the
precedentundertakingat the time the brief was introduced (Beacham & Alty, 2006,
pp.76-77). Howevercurrently,it is nota standardpedagogical practice to provide this
level of detail in design briefs in later yearshe research sitas theproject briefs
typically become more opeended frames for discussion as the student progresses
(Kuhn, 2001, p.349; Kvan, 2001, p.34&Additionally, | followed the sources the
participantssent me to verify the matters they raised in tihéesrviews about sourcing
data Uncovering additional relevantdafaSR Y S 2 |j dzS & (asstinged (0 K S
competency and literacy regarding managing working in the digital enviroskidally
(AlaMutka, 2011, p.21).

The research literaturieexplored irChapter Twalraws attention to the fact using digital
G§SOKy2ft23ASa R2Sa y20 ySOSaal NAfe& NBadA
theoretical and praxis sense (Afutka, 2011p.5; Oxman, 2008)-urther,architectural
educationis in a state of flux regarding the debate about operating in the digital
environment generally and designing digitally. Some academics, like myself, are reluctant
to put aside teaching students to wark the analogue environment entirely to focus
solely on adopting the emerging theoretical vocabulariesdastyn procesassociated

with using digital technologies because of the acknowledged connection between visual
reasoning and drawinlgy hand(Balmer& Swisher, 2012, p.iBarEli, 2013, p.472)o &

Gross, 2001, p.Downing & Hubkal986, p.45; Eris et al., 2014, pp.5&6R; Medway,

1994; Oxman, 2008, p.111)Monetheless, as | intimad elsewhere becoming literabe

either environment requires edaton and sustained engagemenil&Mutka, 2011;
Lawson, 2004; Lawson & Dorst, 2005; Feldhusen, 280&)re issue for the programme

at the research site concerns whether it is feastilpossibleo become proficient in

both environments over the fowyrearprogrammeand, addressll the other necessary
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theoretical and practical components mentioned earlier in ways that conform to

accreditation criteria (Lawson, 2004; Lawson & Dorst, 2005; Feldhusen, 2005).
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resisted viewing the domesfic morket as @ mojor source of business oofivity, insfead
seeking work in @ range of construction sectors perceived as having greater scole,
complexity and thus social significance thon housing.

We have now 1een ot thi ‘Baom’ was urgustainable and many of reland’s

; ; : : - practice — FRAME - choreographing -
ieoding proctices have re-evoluched the importance of domertic design, We can and icity 3nd
see this through o redes of successful projects that are defined through the principles . Prog .
of good architectural proctice; choreogrophing context and progromme. generic issues of cost effidency and
specificity oz wel as the generic, issves of cost efficiency ond innovafion, modem innovation modern methods of

methods a'conmc-on -1 mu o8 croff, sustoinabilty, ecol ogy complex planning construction — araft, sustainability, ecology,

: £nd complex planning policy — legal pitfalls
of light 2nd boundary ownership— none of
these terms are explained anywhere in the
briaf- poezibly addrazzad in azzociated
modules or addressed verbally in studio
when the brief was introduced

adhere fo sustcinable values, fo create buildings which have o long e and loose fit.
and which are gbie fo accommodote evolving uses for changing pdtfems of e
and neesd.
To porophrase Adolf Locs, the good house develops shyle and growsgwith itz
inhabitanis, the sfyle of the house being the style of the fomily. not thg architect.

Figure59: Rroject brief excerpt3. Precedent study (SourceAppendix3, Volume Twpp 406)
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