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We use the process and findings from a case study of design educators’ practices of assessment and feedback
to fuel theorizing about how to make AI useful in service of human experience. We build on Suchman’s theory
of situated actions. We perform a qualitative study of 11 educators in 5 fields, who teach design processes
situated in project-based learning contexts. Our study methodology evolves to incorporate aspects of co-design.
Drawing on Charmaz’s approach to grounded theory qualitative data gathering and analysis, we derive codes:
design process; assessment and feedback challenges; and computational support. We focus our presentation
of findings and derivation of implications for design around the research question: how could AI support
assessment and feedback in design education?

We twice invoke creative cognition’s family resemblance principle. First, family resemblance explains how
design instructors already use assessment rubrics: no particular trait is necessary or sufficient; each only tends
to indicate good design work. Second, family resemblance explains the analogous role for design creativity
analytics: to measure characteristics that tend to indicate good design work, again, without being necessary or
sufficient. Human teachers remain essential. We develop a set of situated design creativity analytics—Fluency,
Flexibility, Visual Consistency, Multiscale Organization, and Legible Contrast—in order to support instructors’
efforts, by providing on-demand, learning objectives-based assessment and feedback to students.

We theorize a methodology, which we call situating analytics, firstly because making AI support living
human activity depends on aligning what analytics measure with situated practices. Further, we realize that
analytics can become most significant to users by situating them through interfaces that integrate them into
the material contexts of their use. Here, this means situating design creativity analytics into actual design
environments, in order to make visible relationships between particular design elements and their assemblages
with specific analytics that describe and measure them. Through the case study, we identify situating analytics
as a methodology for explaining analytics to users, because the iterative process of alignment with practice
has the potential to enable data scientists to derive analytics that make sense as part of and support situated
human experiences.
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1 INTRODUCTION
How could it be possible for AI to support human design instructors in assessing and providing
feedback to students studying design? As students learn to develop creative solutions for design
problems, they need frequent assessment and feedback to make progress [105]. Design problems
are known as wicked, that is, addressing the people and needs at hand; replete with confusing
information and conflicting stakeholders’ values; open to multiple explanations; and formulated
and reformulated not absolutely, but in terms of a designer’s conception [18, 23, 115, 132, 158].
Design students are appropriately challenged by this wickedness. They sometimes struggle to the
extent that they drop out [108].
To help students learn in the face of wicked problems, design instructors structure courses to

provide frequent, helpful feedback [25]. However, as design education demands continue to grow,
instructors face challenges in providing timely assessment and feedback [79]. Further, instructors
may not be available at critical times, e.g., late the night before an assignment is due. These
conditions translate to needs for alternative channels of assessment and feedback. Human assistance
channels include peer [96, 111] and crowdsourced [32, 58, 157] design feedback. The present research
alternatively focuses on the potential of new forms of computation, which complement the human
assistance by providing the ability to process big data at speed [76].

To supplement instructor efforts, under time pressure, our objective is to derive implications for
AI-based design analytics and their presentation via dashboards. Like recent AI-based analytics
research [56, 84], we adopt a broad view of analytics, which includes not only facts but also
inferences. While learning analytics have been found useful in various courses, prior work lacks in
investigating their efficacy in design education contexts. This does not mean that computational
modeling of creative design, which can constitute a basis for AI and analytics, is impossible. Gero
andMaher developed a computational model for supporting creative design based on the application
of analogy and mutation processes to design representations [44]. Reinecke et al. demonstrated
the potential of computation to assess aesthetic quality of website design [113]. Oulasvirta et al.
provide a web service that assesses a graphical user interface design against a variety of metrics,
ranging from symmetry to colorfulness to visual clutter [109]. This article addresses the research
gap of how to build AI support for design courses.

We argue that AI support for design education must provide transparent, on demand assessment
and feedback. How can this work? Suchman seminally articulated that designing a useful AI system
requires understanding users’ situated practice, i.e., how their actions develop purpose and intelligi-
bility within particular circumstances. Suchman emphasizes a system’s transparency—to convey
AI’s intended purpose to the users and establish its accountability—as requisite for effectively
supporting situated practice [134]. Dourish breaks this principle down to focus on how translating
ideas between intellectually different domains of situated practice (social) and technology (computa-
tional) “can be both exceptionally valuable and unexpectedly difficult” [30]. While focused on user
experience and HCI, we find that recent studies by Yang et al. [152] and Dove et al. [31] corroborate
the difficulty of translating ideas between the domains of design practice andAI technology. Dourish
argues that making contextual properties transparent is vital in addressing the difficulty, and as
context acquires “meaning or relevance through their relationship to forms of practice”, study of
work practices becomes fundamentally important [30].
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The present research develops a case study for human-centered AI, using qualitative, co-design
methods to undertake the ‘difficult’ work of understanding practices in design education, in
order to derive a basis of ‘contextual properties’ for AI support. While prior work has studied
assessment contexts in design education, and identified a range of criteria [28], it has not detailed
how instructors apply these criteria in practice. Hence, to derive implications for computational
support, we investigated how design instructors, across fields—e.g., architecture, interactive art &
design, mechanical engineering, and computer science—perform assessment. In our study contexts,
these courses are taught by each field’s faculty, in contrast with dedicated design programs—e.g.,
TU Eindhoven, TU Delft, and Stanford d.school—which teach students from multiple disciplines
[150]. The present investigation began with the goal of addressing this research question:

RQ1: How, if at all, could analytics and AI support instructors in assessing and providing feedback
on design?
Early in our investigation, we realized that co-design methods are imperative, to elicit and

build on tacit and contextualized knowledge and practices of stakeholders [116, 117]. Our focus
evolved, by performing the research, through co-design engagements. Working closely with design
instructors, we discovered another, emergent and underlying research question:

RQ2: What challenges characterize how instructors teach, assess, and provide feedback on design
(across fields)?

We present prior work relevant to various aspects of our investigation. Then, we describe our
study methodology, including aspects of co-design for involving instructors, and a grounded theory
approach for analyzing qualitative data acquired through co-design engagements. We follow this by
presenting findings and discussing challenges, which characterize assessment and feedback across
the diverse design courses of our study. The particulars of these situated understandings and needs
for using AI to support design education lead us to next contribute a generalized methodology
for situating AI-based analytics. We invoke this methodology to derive potential new forms of
AI support for design education. We reflect on the value of and role for co-design methods for
situating AI support. We conclude by reiterating theoretical contributions for human-centered AI,
in general, and design education, as a particular situated domain.

2 PRIORWORK
We begin by presenting creative cognition research, building on which researchers have developed
effective approaches for measuring design creativity. We note how the present research draws
on creative cognition’s family resemblance principle. We follow with prior work investigating
design education assessment and feedback practices and identify gaps in current understandings of
instructors’ approaches. We then note the dearth of learning technologies for design education and
distinguish the present research from prior computational support investigations for assessing and
providing feedback on design.

2.1 Creative Cognition: Family Resemblance Principle
Ideation is the creative process of developing and generating ideas. Design is a general activity
oriented toward creative ideation [41]. Hence, understanding how to measure creativity can prove
beneficial in developing approaches for assessing students’ design work. At the same time, as
creativity researchers discuss, “the exact question of what is creativity is often ignored or answered
in too many different ways” [70]. Frich et al.’s recent survey recommends “looking to the well-
established tradition of psychology-based creativity research” [41].
In cognitive psychology, creative cognition is a field of investigating processes and structures

that contribute to creative thinking. Some creative processes are exploratory—e.g., attribute finding,
conceptual interpretation, and functional inference—while others are generative—e.g., memory
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retrieval, association, and mental synthesis [130]. Creative structures are representations, such as
novel visual patterns, verbal combinations, and mental blends. Building on creative cognition theory,
researchers have derived and applied ideation metrics for measuring design creativity in particular
contexts, including Fluency, Flexibility/Variety, Novelty, Emergence and Visual Presentation [74,
123].

Creative cognition avoids the epistemological trap of defining creativity in any absolute way.
Alternatively, it presents the family resemblance principle, which states: while cognitive processes
and structures are indicators, no particular process or structure is necessary or sufficient for creative
ideation. The present research applies this principle to develop new understanding of how design
instructors use assessment rubrics and theorize the validity of conceptually aligned AI-based
analytics. It then develops novel, AI-based approaches for measuring design creativity.

2.2 Design Education: Assessment and Feedback Practices
Design education, across fields, is based on common pedagogical beliefs and practices [61, 120].
Instructors define learning outcomes, project assignments, and rubrics, but keep them open-ended
and flexible for students to explore and develop their own creative solutions [119]. Instructors
engage students in prototyping [14], divergent thinking [22, 120], extensive critique [24, 105], and
working closely with end-users [22, 143]. Design pedagogy inducts students into a community of
practice [83], where they learn and develop skills, often through socially situated understandings
of work that practitioners perform [125].

Design instructors assess student work against a range of process—e.g., problem solving, analytical
thinking, abstract thinking, synthesis, creative thinking, and decision making—and product—e.g.,
concept, layout, color, shape, texture, and rhythm—characteristics [28]. Students need to develop
both group—e.g., teamwork and communication—and individual—e.g., abilities to act independently
and meta-cognitive skills to assess their own actions—competences [48]. While this prior work
enumerates a range of characteristics, it does not surface instructors’ approaches to assessing these
characteristics. Without this contextual knowledge, as per Suchman and Dourish (above), it is not
possible to derive implications for analytics and AI support. Hence, the present research focuses on
addressing this gap.

We next draw on prior work addressing how instructors provide structure to elicit and facilitate
students’ learning and expertise through feedback. Feedback based on assessment of various
design characteristics plays an important role, for advancing design students’ development of
expertise [105]. As students begin, they may be unfamiliar with the open-endedness of the design
work [21]. Many students have trouble working [82] on wicked design problems [18] that require
ongoing formulation, while dealing with confusing information and stakeholders’ conflicting values.
Instructors scaffold students’ mastery of creative processes and development of key competencies
[97]. They use a “suggest, don’t tell” approach in their feedback, thus simultaneously directing
students’ attention to key aspects and empowering them to act independently [1].

To facilitate feedback, design courses schedule critique sessions, where instructors and peers help
students reflect on their work [25, 78, 105]. Critiques usually take place in studio settings: “active
sites where students are engaged intellectually and socially, shifting between analytic, synthetic,
and evaluative modes of thinking in different sets of activities” [33]. Critiques range from frequent,
informal “desk crits” and “pin ups” to more formal “jury” reviews at the end of a project [25, 105].
They provide useful feedback to students and help them develop communication competencies—e.g.,
demonstration of design evolution, interaction with audience, and credible staging of presentation
performance—through understandings of disciplinary norms, expectations, and behaviors [24]. In
addition to public critique, instructors and peers engage through document collaborations and
backchannel chat [47].
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As instructor and peer availability are limited, additional feedback channels have been inves-
tigated. For example, prior work focused on the potential of crowdsourcing [32, 58, 92, 157]. We
alternatively focus on computational approaches, which have received little attention in this regard.

2.3 Computational Support: Design Assessment and Feedback
As we argue in the introduction, developing computational support that provides transparent
assessment and feedback in design course contexts requires understanding situated practice. Prior
studies investigated practices across design courses, presenting findings on critique [24, 96, 105],
criteria [28], and focused on process, rather than products [51]. Implications for computational
support were not addressed. We observe that, because design creativity is so based in contextualized
human experience, developing computational support for design and its assessment seems almost
inimical. We are inspired by other researchers, who studied design work practices and presented
meaningful implications for computational support, such as using the internet of things (IoT) to
assist with interaction and communication processes [143].
Specifically, in relation to research question RQ1, we note that learning technologies, such as

analytics and dashboards, have proven useful in supporting instructor assessment and feedback
[3, 27, 142]. In lecture-based contexts, learning analytics—e.g., the number of times a student
accessed a resource, time spent, and length of textual annotations—have assisted instructors
in evaluating student understanding [27]. For design course contexts, which involve project-
based learning, there is a dearth of useful insights. The present research identifies the underlying
challenges and develops ideas for building analytics and dashboards suited for project-based design
education.

As we briefly state in the introduction, researchers have developed highly accurate computational
models for design assessment, which constitute a basis for derivingAI-based analytics corresponding
to instructors’ rubrics. For example, Reinecke et al. assessed website aesthetics by developing a
model based on features such as colors, number of words, and number of images [113]. Mackeprang
et al. assess diversity by computing semantic similarity among ideas, using external knowledge
graphs such as Wikidata and DBpedia [93]. Oulasvirta et al. assess a GUI design against a range of
characteristics, such as the number of unique colors, color clustering, edge density, and whitespace
[109]. However, only a limited number of systems make assessment transparent to the user. For
example, Oulasvirta et al. inform the user the rationale behind the assessed characteristics, by
including references to theoretical bases for ideas, and in some cases, visualizing the characteristic.
However, these systems have not been investigated in design course contexts.
To address how AI could support design education, the present research meets the gap at the

intersection of two bodies of research: one that studies situated practice in design course contexts,
and other that develops computational support for assessment of design characteristics.

Computational support for providing feedback on design has been investigated as well. Krause et
al. crowdsourced labeled examples of feedback on student designs, and then used a natural language
processing model to provide suggestions and improve crowdsourcing feedback on new designs
[79]. Ngoon et al. developed a text classifier to categorize feedback as actionable, specific, and/or
justified. They used the categorization to suggest examples to the reviewers, which improved the
quality of feedback [103]. Unlike assessment systems mentioned further above, both these feedback
systems were investigated in design course contexts. The present research makes complementary
contributions by developing ideas for feedback sourced from AI assessment, as an alternative to
the crowd, as well as by identifying and addressing challenges in tracking the incorporation of
feedback.
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6 Jain et al.

3 METHODOLOGY
We engaged aspects of co-design [116, 117] to develop understandings of assessment and feedback
practices and needs in a range of design course contexts, across fields. “We” here refers to the
resulting research team, comprised of the “initial research team” (IRT) members plus 2 design
instructors who later chose to get more involved in the research, through the co-design process. The
IRT is a group of HCI researchers, consisting of the PI, and graduate and undergraduate students.
The PI additionally participated as a design instructor. The remainder of the section differentiates
between this larger we, and the IRT, in describing processes and methods.
The IRT employed a co-design approach, with the goal of building on tacit, shared knowledge

and communication involving users, as participants, so that outcomes support situated use. To
initiate the co-design process, the IRT recruited other design instructors via email, starting with
whose work they were aware of from past interdisciplinary collaborations. Based on instructors’
recommendations, the IRT performed snowball sampling [12]. They motivated new participants
by identifying explicit, immediate research goals of value to them, such as opportunities to reflect
on their own processes and share perspectives with peers. IRT engaged instructors in dialogue
about course learning objectives, assignment specifications, and assessment methods (See appendix
A). Furthermore, they discussed whether and how computational means could support them, in
particular, in design assessment.
The IRT initiated a grounded theory approach—based on the work of Charmaz [20]—to data

collection and analysis. In this approach, grounded theory is a rigorous qualitative method, wherein
researchers perform constant comparisons among pieces of data, to develop analytical codes
and categories. The method begins with sensitizing concepts—i.e., background ideas that provide
researchers framing and guidance—and (cross) disciplinary perspectives, which inform the formula-
tion of opening research questions. These, in turn, inform data collection and, the initial qualitative
coding (labeling) of data elements. Initial coding is followed by focused coding, in which codes
become merged and rearticulated. Conceptual categories get refined. Directions emerge through
this continuous, comparative qualitative analysis. The sensitizing concepts and research questions
continue to feed back, as researchers inductively interpret the codes and categories to derive theory
that explains investigated phenomena [20].
Our discussions resulted in ongoing discourse, spread through multiple sessions, over a period

of a year, as our understanding of teaching and assessment practices evolved by talking to different
instructors. Emergent discussion topics include students’ use of sketching, instructors’ creativity
assessment, and students’ considering instructor feedback beyond a specific deliverable. We refer to
these sessions as discussions, because the IRT shared perspectives gained from prior work and by
talking with other instructors. In total, 11 instructors from 2 universities—from 5 fields—participated
in these serial discussions (Table 1). During these discussions, the IRT asked instructors for example
design assignments, including feedback provided to students, developing context.
Before proceeding further, we note that, in our research, like others [40, 88, 129], co-design

methods and grounded theory are complementary approaches. Co-design supports designers and
stakeholders not necessarily trained in design to work together in defining research products and
designing solutions. This involvement generates data. However, co-design does not prescribe a
particular data analysis approach. For data analysis, we use grounded theory methods, which enable
discoveries, both expected and unexpected, to emerge through data.
The IRT organized a Design Assessment Workshop, bringing together 5 instructors, for an

interdisciplinary discussion of situated practice. These included 2 instructors from landscape
architecture, 1 from interactive art & design, 1 from mechanical engineering, and 1 from computer
science. The number of participants was limited by scheduling constraints.
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ID Gender Field Title UG Course Level

D1 F Architecture Associate Professor Freshman, Sophomore, Senior
D2 F Interactive Art & Design Associate Professor Junior, Senior
D3 M Architecture Professor Sophomore, Senior
D4 F Interactive Art & Design Assistant Professor Junior, Senior

D5 M Landscape Architecture
& Urban Planning Assistant Professor Sophomore, Junior

D6 M Landscape Architecture
& Urban Planning Associate Professor Sophomore, Junior

D7 M Architecture Dean Freshman
D8 M Mechanical Engineering Professor Senior
D9 F Mechanical Engineering Lecturer Sophomore, Senior
D10 F Mechanical Engineering Assistant Professor Senior

D11 M Computer Science
and Engineering Professor Junior

Table 1. Our study participants consist of design instructors from diverse fields. We discussed course learning
objectives, assignment specification, and assessment and feedback methods. With the exception of D7, D9,
and D10, all teach graduate level courses, in addition to the undergraduate levels included above.

For the workshop, the IRT asked each participating instructor to present one of their design
ideation deliverables, along with their methods of assessment. Participants engaged in extensive
discussion, sharing perspectives based on practices in their field and classroom experiences. To-
gether, participants identified common pain points and potential solutions. Participants responded
with periodic sighing and murmurs of enthusiasm. Topics included the sizes of courses, teaching
teams, and student teams; the level of details in assignment and rubric specifications; challenges in
tracking students’ progress and incorporation of feedback; and, difficulty assessing contributions
in team assignments. The workshop thus fostered developing comparative understanding and
co-creation of shared meanings, goals, and outcomes. Finding value in the research, two instructors
chose to participate further, by writing this paper as co-authors. We further discuss how interests,
understandings, stakes, and collaboration evolved in the section Co-Design: Build a Design Education
Stakeholders Community (Section 6).
Two members of the IRT transcribed the individual and workshop discussion recordings and

then performed qualitative codings of the transcribed data. Using Charmaz’ approach [20], first,
they performed initial coding of 3 individual discussions. Then, the whole IRT met to make the
codes consistent and bring them into alignment. Next, we performed focused coding of remaining
data. Based on relationships among codes, we organized them into categories. In a subsequent step,
the larger we, including the two participating instructor co-authors, revised the codes, as needed,
to suitably represent salient themes.

We next present findings, integrated with discussion, and implications for new forms of compu-
tation to address needs and provide support. We derived 3 categories through our grounded theory
analysis of qualitative data, guided by our research questions and sensitizing concepts: 1) Design
Process, 2) Assessment and Feedback Challenges, and 3) Computational Support. As this article
addresses how AI could support design education, which hinges on assessment and feedback across
fields, here we only present themes from the second category and those pertaining to assessment
and feedback in the third. We detail only those findings that complement prior work. We feature
participant quotes illustrating phenomena.
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8 Jain et al.

4 ASSESSMENT AND FEEDBACK CHALLENGES: FINDINGS + DISCUSSION
We present and interpret findings involving how instructors use rubrics of criteria in the assessment
of student design work. Instructors specify grading rubrics, in accordance with learning objectives,
through which students demonstrate performance [26]. Instructors’ rubrics for design assessment
assign weights to manifestations of student work processes, as well as resulting products. We
contribute applying creative cognition’s family resemblance principle to understand how rubrics
work in practices, their functions and limitations. We problematize issues that arise in assessing
contributions to team projects.

Feedback based on the assessment of various design characteristics plays a vital role in helping
students make progress. We discuss various forms of feedback, e.g., verbal and redlining. We discuss
challenges that arise both for instructors, who need to frequently provide feedback, and for students,
who need to incorporate it.

4.1 Rubrics of Criteria and their Limits
Assessment criteria, in the form of grading rubrics, operationalize a variety of design characteristics
that instructors find important for students to learn and demonstrate in an assignment. As D8
puts, criteria are “kinds of rules that you can turn into a rubric.” In comparison with fact-oriented
[35] assessment, such as through examinations that involve memorizing and reproducing, design
students are required to demonstrate ability to reflect, apply, and understand [137].

D2: I look at not just howwell-functioning something is...conceptually, it meets what you planned...and
also technically, it’s been implemented correctly and functioning right. Also, aesthetics.

When assessing, instructors in our study are interested not only in design product outcomes, but
further, in the processes students perform to achieve them. Like de la Harpe et al. [28], we found
that the weights, which product and process are assigned, vary across contexts. In line with Greene
et al.’s work [51], we observe the need for focus on the process.
D8:We tend to grade them on the process and if the process is coherent, but we also try to look at

the outcome...In a professional context, you can look at products...and say this is a good design or not.
But in a pedagogical context, maybe we shouldn’t do this.

We found that instructors in different fields, in this study, focus on different design characteristics,
e.g., landscape architecture emphasizes visual aspects, mechanical engineering is more functionally
oriented, and art & design emphasizes interaction aspects. D11’s computer science and engineering
assignments simultaneously focus on visual, interaction, and functional design characteristics.
These differences in emphasis, on diverse design characteristics, is consistent both with prior work
[154] and with instructors statements: design lacks universal criteria. Assessing it can be subjective,
because in the end, some level of personal preference gets involved.

Consistently assessing design projects is thus, in itself a wicked problem. There are many variables
to consider. The projects differ in objectives, personalities within teams, tastes of instructors,
and situated aspects of sponsor capability and communication. Even when teams work on the
same problem, their approaches may significantly differ. In D8’s words, “There’s no right answer.”
Instructors create rubrics to provide structure. At the same time, recognizing and assessing the
uniqueness of projects is vital. Project deliverables, criteria, and rubrics become amenable to change
[119].

We contribute a new understanding that creative cognition’s family resemblance principle [130]
models the way that rubrics function in design courses. Instructors specify rubrics, but don’t
generally believe that particular elements of their rubrics are exactly necessary or sufficient. Rather,
good solutions to the design problems tend to exhibit characteristics that the rubrics specify.
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D5: This is one of those hard things, because...some students could just do something really simple
and it’s just like, “Uh yes, that’s it”. And somebody else could have something really complex and
you’re like, “Yes, that’s it”.
We use this new understanding, of how rubrics work according to the family resemblance

principle, in conjunction with ideas from instructors, to inform design of computational support,
such as AI-based design analytics and dashboards (Section 5).

4.2 Assessing Contributions to Team Projects
We find that assessing contributions in team projects is challenging and problematic. Sometimes
some students get ‘floated’ in a course: other team members’ efforts carry them. It becomes difficult
for instructors to assess contributions.
The topic became a major discussion point during the workshop. One of the participating

instructors brought this idea up, while envisioning computational means for providing insights
into students’ design processes. Soon, every instructor present in the workshop started identifying
with the pain point and shared similar experiences.

D2: All the roles are defined by the team. I kind of go and check who’s doing what, but still, if the
team is all agreed on certain each individual’s role, they’re happy with it, I can’t really punish the
individual person.

D9: I had 36 teams this semester and saw different kinds of team dynamic issues...I would be interested
in things that help us in maybe more objectively gauge student contributions to the project.
On the one hand, these problems point to social loafing where members make less efforts as

responsibility is diffused and social matching where members conform to ideas [77, 80]. Creative
cognition studies have shown that this reduces diversity of ideas [77]. Moreover, such students
advancing—without learning necessary concepts and skills—can become problematic in future
settings. In this vein, developing means for assessing individuals’ contributions seems beneficial.
However, how to use them may vary situationally. D2’s suggests that a measure of each team
members’ contributions would be useful, but instructors should not make it the single factor in
assigning grades to members.

On the other hand, the design classroom is a community of practice, i.e., “groups of people who
share a concern or a passion for [design] and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly”
[83]. In a community of practice, peripheral participation from some members is expected and
legitimate. As these members gain understandings and skills, they take more central roles and
contribute more. Learning science research has shown that in team settings, students who are less
knowledgeable learn from those who know more [145].

The present research contributes AI-based design analytics (Section 5) and computing them team
member-wise has the potential to address the challenge of assessing contributions to team projects.

4.3 Frequent Feedback
Students need specific and actionable feedback to understand where a design is lacking and make
progress [138]. Instructors recognize that timely feedback is critical to student performance. At
the same time, like prior investigations [1], we found that instructors walk a fine line between
interfering, which could hinder students’ ideation, and providing them with sufficiently frequent
feedback to keep them on track and stimulate development. Like Oh et al. [105], we found that
instructors provide feedback using a variety of modalities. We also found that a common pain point
among instructors is that they invest time into giving feedback, then often find that students fail to
keep track of it and address it as they revise their designs. More broadly, our study reveals students’
lack of utilization of resources and incorporation of feedback provided to them.
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10 Jain et al.

4.3.1 Feedback Modalities. One common technique that design instructors use to provide feedback
is to markup project documents. A salient form of markup is redlining (Figure 1) [17, 68, 146]. Prac-
titioners either use a colored pen, typically red, to annotate printed materials, or do it electronically,
with the help of computer tools. In conjunction with other forms of markup, such as sketches
and annotations on tracing paper, the visual feedback helps designers iteratively formulate design
problems and their solutions [146].

Fig. 1. D6’s feedback on a student’s design through redlining. D6 marks up the problem areas and draws
arrows connecting feedback written in respective boxes. The student receives feedback of using too much
white space on the left and right sides, title taking more than needed space, text not styled per the instructor’s
guidelines, dominating background and small building size in the lower section, and an expected human
figure.

D9: We markup the documents ...and then give them a grade based on the rubrics that we have,
along with the feedback. Feedback includes ‘something is missing’, ‘talk about something different
here’...it may even be feedback that corrects some of their grammar.
Given overall workloads, instructors sometimes face challenges in providing quantitative as-

sessment. In order for students to understand their performance, instructors may provide verbal
feedback.
D4: I give them verbal feedback when they’re doing their presentation, but I don’t necessarily give

them the complete grade scores right after their project, which they really want to know, I know that.
The present research builds on these understandings—in conjunction with the understandings

regarding students’ lack of incorporation of feedback (presented next)—to derive new computational
support that can assist instructors in their feedback processes.

4.3.2 Students’ Lack of Utilization of Resources and Incorporation of Feedback. In design courses,
instructors often give students a variety of feedback opportunities. For example, D2 repeatedly
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says to her students that they can ask her to be a part of their ideation process and join their group
meetings. Alas, she reports that students rarely contact her. D7 described that his course has 4 TAs,
who are available to students 9-5 during the work week. This gives students the opportunity to
consult with the TAs. He reports that they rarely do. Consequently, instructors are left with a sense
that students could do better; if only.
Instructors sometimes ask TAs to regularly check student progress. This helps them become

aware of issues, such as students who did not make enough progress, problems within a team,
and lack of understanding of aspects of assignments. Balancing between interfering and guiding,
instructors intervene when necessary. However, as D2 noted, “It creates another layer. It’s not
just giving me all the information right away, so it takes some time.” A problem for students and
instructors is to maintain awareness of distributed information.

Another problem in student responses during design education is that the feedback does not get
incorporated, even though iterative design is explicitly taught. When discussing feedback processes,
this problem was brought up by one of the participating instructors during the workshop. Similar to
the assessment of team contributions, this problem struck a chord with all participating instructors.
D11: I say [to students that] you have to fix something...In the programming studio [course], we’ll

say, you have to use less saturation. You cannot have all these things be saturated. And sometimes I’ll
end up saying it over and over before they fix it.
D6:We have to kind of remind them, and then [our feedback] doesn’t always all get incorporated.

But that is how you get such polished products...that you continuously address some of [the feedback].
Relatedly, we note that students often do not understand instructor feedback. Bridging this gap in

understandings itself becomes an iterative process. Instructors point to the principles they taught,
which students should demonstrate in their work as an evidence of meeting learning objectives.

D11: If there are some students that are struggling, then we can give them extra feedback...[Some]
violate the principles that I teach them, and then I say hey, the principles, we talked about that. And
they’re like oh, you mean [that]...they get it.

In the next section, we develop ideas for assisting instructors in providing feedback plus address-
ing needs for how to track feedback.

5 SITUATING ANALYTICS FOR AI
How could analytics help solve these design education problems involving assessment and feedback?
Supporting design education with AI is challenging due to fundamental differences between the
social and computational domains [30]. This interface border zone [72], where the fields intersect,
is fundamentally sociotechnical. Building on the fundamental work of Suchman [134] and Dourish
[30], we find that traversing the social / AI border requires understanding situated practice. The
situated practices that we focus on take place in this border zone, involving instructors’ design
assessment and feedback. We build on these situated practices as a basis for discovering new
approaches for deriving and presenting AI-based design creativity analytics.

In the user experience, analytics and how users interact with them, in the context of the task at
hand, become inseparable. Thus, we define situating analytics as a methodology for conveying the
meaning of measures that align with design rubrics, by contextually integrating the presentation
of measures with associated design work. Here, space of tasks at hand involves assessing and
giving feedback on design in educational processes of project-based learning. Situating analytics
is based on identifying and building with contextual properties, derived through understanding
practices. Interfaces traverse the border zone between the analytics and humans—here, students and
instructors—making the analytics material [45] in the human experience, i.e., ascribing meanings,
mediating emotions, and supporting interpretation.
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We use the situating analytics paradigm to develop ideas for integration of AI as algorithm-
in-the-loop [49, 50] support for design assessment and feedback, toward validating outcomes of
instructor and student interactions with AI as accurate, reliable, and fair. As part of this, we develop
ideas for a comprehensible and controllable AI integration, which can “thereby [increase] the users’
self-efficacy, leading to reliable... & trustworthy systems” [124].

We invoke creative cognition’s family resemblance principle as a basis for understanding the roles
and limitations of AI-based analytics. We then propose: (1) approaches for deriving AI-based design
creativity analytics that align with and support instructors’ criteria; and (2) situating instructor
and student interaction with the analytics—to foster transparency as well as validate assessment
and feedback—through presentation, via dashboards integrated with design environments.

5.1 Situating Analytics as a Paradigm for Conveying the Meaning of Measures
We offer our approach to situating analytics, for assessing creativity in project-based design learning,
as a paradigm for making the meaning of measures transparent to users. To derive analytics, one
AI approach is to extract features such as colors, number of words, and number of images, and
then use a machine learning model to predict scores with high accuracy [113]. However, such an
approach fails to provide actionable insight to users. Instructors in our study highlight the need for
approaches that can help students understand shortcomings in their work and give them insights
about how to improve. Such assessments need to be learning objectives-based, in order to bridge
the gap between instructors’ and students’ understandings. Further, instructors expressed that they
should be able to indicate whether AI is performing as expected. These needs directly correspond
to Shneiderman’s principles: AI integration should be comprehensible and controllable [124].

D5: There’s a kind of disconnect between [students] turning in a [design] and they getting a number
[back]...Why is it a ‘B’?...[We] need to have a better tool communicating [the assessment] to the students.

D6: Yeah that would be cool I think if we could develop some metrics to build into a consistent rubric.
It will spit out the rubric scores and then the professor can say, well that’s right or wrong.

We diagram a situating analytics approach to transparent design assessment and feedback (see
Figure 2). A co-design approach continuously involves instructor and student stakeholders in
developing transparent, learning objectives-based analytics. Project-based learning analytics are
derived using AI models that can constitute a basis for explaining the meaning of measures to the
users. Analytics are presented via dashboards integrated with learning environments. Dashboard in-
teraction can simultaneously support instructors and students in processes of teaching and learning,
while at the same time gathering their feedback on the validity and utility of analytics. Dashboards
need to present the approaches used to derive analytics, for intelligibility and accountability [9], in
order to make how assessment works transparent. Through dashboard affordances, instructors and
students will indicate whether and how an analytic and its derivation align with situated practices.
They will articulate expected values and rationales when a computed analytic deviates. This data
can be used to label analytics datasets that can be used to train supervised [144] and fine-tune
unsupervised models [66], as well as to in/validate analytics.
In Section 5.2, situating analytics in practice, we prescribe AI approaches that can constitute

a basis for conveying the meaning of design creativity analytics. In Section 5.3, we advocate
dashboards integrated with design learning environments for situating instructor and student
interaction with the analytics.

5.2 Design Creativity Analytics
Design courses involve project-based learning. Creativity is vital. As Blikstein puts it, in project-
based environments, there is a need for analytics that can assess “much more complex [charac-
teristics], such as creativity [and] the ability to find solutions to ill-structured problems” [13]. To
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Fig. 2. Diagram of a situating analytics approach to transparent design assessment and feedback. Transparent,
learning objectives-based design creativity analytics—based on building with contextual properties derived
through understanding practices—are presented via interactive dashboards to support teaching and learning,
and simultaneously, to gather feedback for validating and refining analytics. (Use of icons under Creative
Commons license. See attribution [39].)

measure creativity, its definition becomes essential. However, as discussed, established research
avoids the epistemological trap of defining creativity in an absolute way (Section 2.1). Measuring
creativity thus seems incompatible with most uses of learning analytics, which are to assess “specific
and limited tasks” [13].
This is where the family resemblance principle [130] enables operationalizing design creativity

analytics. Although creativity lacks an exact definition, according to family resemblance, specific
characteristics of a design are likely to indicate creativity, even while no particular characteristic
is necessary or sufficient (Section 2.1). In this way, we find that the family resemblance principle
explains the rubrics that instructors specify for assignments. Solutions are expected to exhibit
characteristics, but not compulsorily. Extending the scope of this principle, design analytics have
the potential to play the same incomplete, yet useful, role as design rubrics.
Thus, we prescribe situating design creativity analytics that indicate the likelihood of quality

design, without being absolutely definitive. We argue against any one computed analytic being seen
as necessary or sufficient. Rather, we advocate suites of design analytics, each with the potential to
measure characteristics that often occur in good design solutions. Design analytics suites need not
be complete, in order to add value.

We note that situating analytics corresponding to instructors’ every rubric element may not be
possible. For example, it can be challenging to computationally assess “a spatial sequence [in an
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architecture] that leads [a person] to an intense highlight moment (D1)”. Our goal here is to augment,
not replace instructors’ roles.

The instructors in our study believe that some feedback about design, which they now provide
“by hand”, can be computed—and provided on demand—in order to help students to more quickly
understand problems and correct them. We argue that AI techniques are suitable for various design
characteristics, providing means to compute on demand, transparent, learning objectives-based
analytics. Further, consistent with ongoing forays into process-oriented creative work [54, 69, 86,
122], we found that design process is important in how instructors assess student work. Thus, a
derivation of analytics would beneficially incorporate process characteristics.
We develop a set of situated design creativity analytics, to computationally derive actionable

measures for giving students feedback on project-based learning work. Each analytic is mapped,
by family resemblance, to a criterion, which we discovered in design education rubrics, across
situated contexts of our study (Table 1). Some design creativity analytics correspond to previous
creative cognition ideation metrics [65, 74, 123]: Fluency, or the number of ideas (D2, D8, D9); and
Flexibility, or the diversity of ideas (D8, D9, D11). Other design creativity analytics are, as far as
we are aware, new to creative cognition: Visual Consistency (D1, D6, D11), or the presentation of
similar information using similar attributes; Multiscale Organization (D6, D11), or the presentation
of ideas as a hierarchy; and Legible Contrast (D5, D6, D11), or the juxtaposition of hues for legible
presentation. To further distinguish, a prior creative cognition ideation metric, Visual Presentation
[74], assesses aspects of Visual Consistency, but it does not assess Multiscale Organization and Leg-
ible Contrast. Appendix B enumerates additional potential learning analytics, which we identified,
and find relevant to design education.

D6:...[the computer] could look and say you only got 2 drawings at the [larger] scale where you got
35 at the [smaller] scale, [hence] you need to do more analysis of the larger scale.

D11: ...[the computer could tell] where high contrast is vs. where there is less contrast. [This matters]
because contrast takes human visual attention.

5.2.1 Fluency. Instructors in our study use the number of ideas—known as the Fluency ideation
metric in prior creativity research [74, 123]—as a key analytic for assessing creative design. For
example, D8 requires students to brainstorm and come up with as many ideas as possible in the
beginning phases of design, stating that the activity’s “goal is quantity”. According to Darwinian
theories of creativity, more the number of ideas, higher is the likelihood that one of them will
survive and grow to be creative [52, 128]. In the brainstorming process, students develop ideas
in textual as well as visual forms. Language and imagery represent complementary processes of
human cognition [5] and their combination is known to aid the formation of mental models [46, 95].
Prior creativity research developed computational means of assessing Fluency, such as the

number of text [74], image [74], and sketch [73] elements that comprise a free-form visual semantic
composition of ideas. A recent investigation found that Fluency assessments provide instructors
with first-order insights into student effort levels on design projects [15]. The paper reported that
instructors desire an advanced analysis of design work, such as extraction of ideas contained within
text and image elements.
To compute design creativity Fluency analytics, researchers can use state-of-the-art AI-based

content recognition—e.g., natural language processing (NLP) [155] and computer vision models
[106]—to extract ideas containedwithin text, image, and sketch elements. An example isMackeprang
et al.’s investigation for supporting collaborative design, where they use NLP models to extract
ideas contained within participants’ text entries [93]. As computer vision models have been found
to generate highly accurate image [106] and sketch [156] descriptions, researchers can utilize them
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to extend Mackeprang’s approach to designs that compose diverse types of elements, such as text,
image, sketch, video, and embedded docs and maps.

5.2.2 Flexibility. We invoke the ideation metric Flexibility/Variety from creative cognition [74, 123]
to represent instructors’ use of the number of categories of ideas as an analytic for assessing design
work. For example, D9 requires students to “organize [generated] ideas into concepts”, and then
include “at least four ‘different’ concepts” and “a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of
each concept”. In design creativity research, Flexibility/Variety represents the span of the explored
solution space [74, 130]. Flexibility measures opportunities for remote associations, which are vital
in developing creative solutions [98].
Prior creativity research developed computational means for assessing Flexibility, such as the

number of different webpages, websites, and website types that the users collected ideas from [74].
Recent work on collaborative design ideation examined the use of external knowledge graphs
such as Wikidata and DBpedia to compute semantic distances among ideas, toward assessing
Flexibility/Variety [93]. Researchers have used computational methods to organize ideas into a
tree structure. Examples include Linsey et al.’s use of WordNet [85], Fu et al.’s latent semantic
analysis in conjunction with a posterior probability based method [42], and Vattam et al.’s use of
functional hierarchies [141]. The tree structure supports analogical thinking and has been used
to assess semantic distances among ideas. A promising approach is to investigate vector word
representations to compute semantic distances [112].

To compute design creativity Flexibility analytics, first, contextualized vector representations of
words [112] can be created using text sources, such as books, scholarly articles, and patents in a
design field. As noted above, AI-based computational models can be used to extract ideas from text,
image, and sketch elements of a design. Then, using the vector word representations, semantic
distances among these ideas can be calculated [112]. Categorizing ideas, based on these semantic
distances, has the potential to provide measures that correspond to instructors’ understandings and
assessments. Graph visualization of ideas, based on semantic distance, has the potential to support
reflection. Walking across these graphs has been shown to support analogy formation [43, 85].

5.2.3 Visual Consistency. Visual Consistency refers to using graphical attributes—such as size,
color, and font—in similar ways for presenting similar types of information. For example, all section
headings could be in boldface, 14-pt and all subsections headings in italic, 12-pt Helvetica font.
Instructors teach students to follow principles of visual design, through which even complex
information can be presented with clarity [11, 139]. D11 provides guiding instructions to students
for developing a visual program—which includes “a grid structure, consistent type sizes and styles,
and a color plan”—based on Meggs’ definition: “a system of parameters used consistently to unify a
series or sequence of designs” [99].

Prior creativity research lacks computational methods for assessing consistency. Human raters
assigned scores for the use of visual design principles such as whitespace, arrangement, and
coherence, as part of assessing Visual Presentation creative cognition ideation metric [74].

To compute design creativity Visual Consistency analytics, in cases where a design schema stores
information about the type of each element (e.g., heading, subheading, caption), the attribute values
for elements of the same type can be compared. Inconsistencies can be highlighted. Alas, such
schematized feedback is absent from typical design environments, e.g., Photoshop, Illustrator, and
InDesign. In such cases, elements could first be clustered using attributes such as position and size
[63], as well as ideas [62] contained in them. Then, if two clusters have similar relative positioning
of elements within them, then the attributes of the corresponding elements can be compared, to
highlight inconsistencies. Further, the number of clusters can indicate the use of whitespace for
organizing information.
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Recently, clustering algorithms based on users’ implicit actions of organizing content in a 2D
design space have shown promising results [126]. Design environments can utilize such algorithms,
when process data is saved. For example, they can incorporate user actions of selecting, moving,
and manipulating elements together within the design space toward determining spatial proximity.

5.2.4 Multiscale Organization. Multiscale Organization refers to the visual and conceptual repre-
sentation of ideas using hierarchy. It is a foundational element in design [6]. D6 requires students
to visualize their landscape architecture project data “from national to regional to site scale”. D11
engages students in multiscale organization, through a collaborative, zoomable design space and
guides students to “use scale to nest sets of elements, where appropriate, to create readability, since
[they] are sure to have more elements than can fit on screen, and in human working memory, at
one time”.

Multiscale organization supports designers in exploring, juxtaposing, and synthesizing ideas and
their relationships across multiple scales [89]. It allows them to connect with and develop a design,
by shifting their cognitive point of view to different scales or levels [6]. Design environments
supporting multiscale organization—e.g., Photoshop, Illustrator, and IdeaMâché [90, 91]—allow
going beyond 2D and assembling content at multiple zoom levels or scales. Lupfer et al. found
that, for students using IdeaMâché to perform free-form web curation, multiscale organization
supported students’ iterative and reflective ideation processes when working on design projects
[90].
To compute Multiscale Organization analytics, as a starting point, the number of scales or

zoom levels at which students have organized their ideas can be computed [60, 63]. Then, the
assessment can focus on consistency aspects discussed in the last section, i.e., compare clusters
scale-wise to find whether similar information is presented using similar attributes. For multiscale
clustering of student design, researchers can investigate AMOEBA and its extensions, which use
Delaunay triangulation to compare distances among different elements and recursively determine
spatially nested groups [36, 63]. They can likewise investigate identifying nested groups using
Self-Organizing Map (SOM) techniques, which preserve topology and have proven effective for
spatial clustering [4].
Further, techniques based on process data [126] can be extended to multiscale clustering algo-

rithms. For example, user actions of zooming in or out, followed by the selection and manipulation
of a set of elements, can be used as a factor in determining different scales of content organization.

5.2.5 Legible Contrast. Contrast refers to color properties that can be juxtaposed to produce a
range of visual effects [59]. D11 specifies in assignment: “...appropriate use (not too much!) of
contrast”. This characteristic is based on visual design principles articulated by Tufte [139], which
have been used by prior creativity research for assessing visual presentation [74]. In regard to
contrast, Tufte invokes Imhof’s first rule of color composition: large adjacent areas of pure, bright
colors are loud and unbearable, but when used sparingly, can help achieve extraordinary effects
[139, 147]. In Figure 1, such adjacent areas reduces the focus on the building in the foreground. As
D6 redlined, “Tone down photoshopped sky background. It dominates”.

To compute design creativity Legible Contrast analytics, image processing and computer vision
algorithms that are capable of identifying regions of high contrast [107] can be utilized. Such
algorithms operate on extremely small blocks, so one potential way is to find the percentage of
such blocks in an overall design. Another possibility is to detect thick lines or boxes by finding
long sequences of these high contrast blocks. For smaller occurrences, an interactive machine
learning approach [66] would be beneficial for obtaining instructor feedback, to iteratively improve
identification of whether the use of high contrast is excessive in the context of a design.
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As a large collection of examples with such feedback becomes ready, deep learning and domain
adaptation techniques [144] can be explored. As we discuss below, a learning analytics dashboard
can play a new role in this collection of labeled examples.

5.3 Situating Interaction with Design Analytics
Enhancing sociocultural contexts with AI is challenging due to the multitude of cognitive, affective,
and latent factors in play [114]. The statistical intelligence of AI/ML algorithms may provide an
interpretation that drastically differs from common sense human interpretation of data [31]. While
algorithm-in-the-loop AI approaches have been shown to improve accuracy in multiple contexts,
they are prone to bias and errors [50]. A successful human-AI system requires “careful design of
the fine structure of interaction” that makes AI integration controllable and comprehensible, which
thereby increases users’ reliability and trust in the system [124].

We propose integrating analytics dashboards with design learning environments, as a means for
jointly (1) situating human-AI interactions within the contexts of design courses; and (2) directly
meeting instructors’ and students’ practices and needs. As part of situating instructor and student
interactions with dashboards, we develop ideas for affordances through which users can in/validate
analytics and provide feedback that can be used to improve AI algorithms. Through analytics
dashboards integrated with design, instructor processes of providing feedback and students needs
for receiving such feedback have the potential to be functionally rendered as isomorphic with AI
algorithms’ iterative needs for feedback on examples, in order to constitute labeled datasets for
training recognizers. That is, we call for analytics dashboards integrated with design, in order to
pair instructors giving feedback and students receiving it, with feedback on AI-computed design
creativity analytics.

Turnbull explains indexicality as involving maps over space and time, which convey information
that “can only be [completely] understood within the ... specifics of the circumstances and cannot
be generalized beyond that context” [140]. We use this idea to motivate the need for connecting
design analytics dashboards with learning environments. Design analytics dashboards are indexical,
i.e., they derive and present analytics based on characteristics that exist and can best be understood
within the context of actual design work [64]. Indexically connecting AI-based design creativity
analytics with design elements in learning environments improves comprehensibility. Such indexical
connections support users in understanding the basis of analytics and in/validating them, and
through this process, providing feedback that AI designers can utilize to improve recognition.

5.3.1 Design Analytics Dashboards. In our study, instructors brainstormed ways in which analyt-
ics [127] and visualizations [19] could help them gain insight into students’ performance. They
expressed needs for tracking design processes across multiple levels. For example, D2 would like to
be able to compare points a student got last week, or on previous projects, to find out if the student
has improved. D4 imagined visualizations that would reduce time and effort to make reports at
the end of a semester, or at the end of the project, so that there isn’t a need to “write every single
thing from scratch”. D6 wants to see measures of how an individual student or team worked with
an artifact (process scores / analytics), coupled with characteristics of that artifact product.

D6: Is there a way...we can keep track of whether or not they got better presentation scores, based on
how many times they practice?...We can see where they fixed [their design] before they actually come
in and present.

Dashboard, defined as “a visual display of the most important information needed to achieve one
or more objectives” [37] can be useful in these regards. The tabular format—each row presenting
an observation, with columns corresponding to attributes—supports “flexible querying and many
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perspectives for data exploration” [151]. Prior learning analytics dashboards [34] have facilitated
quick understanding of the progress of student teams and individuals.
However, their efficacy has mostly been investigated in lecture-based learning contexts. Using

dashboards for project-based learning requires personalization [100]. As design assessment lacks
absolute criteria, design analytics dashboards specifically need to enable each instructor to select
and combine characteristics, based on their pedagogic orientation and the project at hand.
In design education contexts, AI-based design creativity analytics will measure complex char-

acteristics. As Bellamy et al. discuss, bias can result from systematic error in AI training data or
models; bias can produce unfair outcomes for individuals or groups within a population [8]. Greene
et al.’s algorithm-in-the-loop research advocates for users’ rights to challenge assessments that
affect them, as AI algorithms often fail to adapt to novel circumstances [50]. According to Woodruff,
users’ ability to challenge and change AI decisions—thus allowing contestability and recourse—are
approaches for addressing algorithmic bias [148]. Further, to design AI technology that users can
trust, Woodruff et al. discuss the need for strong participation of stakeholders and consideration of
multiple perspectives [149].
Design analytics dashboards have the potential to situate instructor and student interaction in

forms that mitigate complex problems posed by the use of AI. Dashboards can actively engage
instructor and student stakeholders in continuous validation and refinement of AI models and
derived design analytics. Dashboards can concurrently make analytics available in design learning
contexts and gather data about how the analytics, as well as their presentation, affect design learning
experiences [64]. In situating stakeholders’ interaction, comprehensibility and controllability will
be vital.
Comprehensibility: In Section 4.3.2, we described how explaining the basis of assessment to

students is important in helping them improve their work. As D11 expressed, “[Some] violate the
principles that I teach them, and then I say hey, the principles, we talked about that. And they’re like
oh, you mean [that]”. Analogously, instructors expressed the need for AI-based analytics to be
comprehensible. Recalling D5, (Section 5.1): “There’s a kind of disconnect between [students] turning
in a [design] and they getting a number [back from AI]...why is it a ‘B’?”.
To aid comprehensibility, dashboards need to explain (make visible) the underlying basis for

computing analytics. For Fluency analytics, dashboards can present ideas extracted from text,
image, multimedia, and sketch elements. For Flexibility analytics, dashboards can relate extracted
ideas by visualizing semantic distances among them. For Visual Consistency analytics, dashboards
can identify elements that use dissimilar attributes despite being of the same type (Figure 3). For
Multiscale Organization analytics, similarly, dashboards can identify inconsistent elements scale-
wise. For Legible Contrast analytics, dashboards can present regions of high contrast. Connecting
the presentation with learning environment can further aid in comprehensibility (Section 5.3.2).
We note that our approach of explaining analytics involves making the lower-level inferences

that AI makes transparent. These include various conceptual and visual aspects present in the
design (as detailed in Section 5.2). Examples of conceptual lower-level inferences include ideas
extracted from text, image, and sketch elements. Examples of visual lower-level inferences in-
clude clusters [63] and areas of high contrast present in the design. High-level inferences are
the analytics—Fluency, Flexibility, Visual Consistency, Multiscale Organization, and Legible Con-
trast—derived using these lower-level inferences. To maintain focus, the present research only
develops approaches for explaining how analytics are derived using lower-level inferences, not the
lower-level inferences themselves, and so on. For example, for comprehensibility and controllability
of Fluency analytics, we present to the user the ideas considered toward computing the Fluency,
but not how AI determined whether a given image is of a cat or a dog.
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Fig. 3. A mockup of dashboard integration with design learning environments. Design analytics dashboards
are indexical: they present analytics that refer to and can be understood more effectively within the context
of actual design work. For a quick overview, activating an analytic can present its underlying basis, right
there on the dashboard. To aid comprehensibility, on activating the presented information, dashboards can
support highlighting/redlining the elements—that form the basis for analytic computation—within the actual
design work. To aid controllability, the information presented within dashboards and learning environments
can include affordances for users to challenge the assessment and rationale behind it. This mock-up shows
clusters (in orange) used as the basis for Visual Consistency analytics and inconsistencies identified (in red).
Users can challenge assessment (activating cross symbols) and input rationale (in the presented text box).
See attribution for ‘NASA Technology’ design example [2].

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2024.



20 Jain et al.

Controllability: In case the AI assessment does not make sense, instructors want outcomes to be
controllable. As D6 expressed (Section 5.1), “the professor can say, well [the assessment is] right or
wrong”. The presentation of the underlying basis allows instructors and students to challenge not
only an analytics score, but also the approach used to compute it. To aid controllability, dashboards
can include affordances for instructors and students to express if and how a given design analytic
makes sense.
Human-AI interaction through dashboards can also be structured as a form of labeling data, to

enable instructors to simultaneously give feedback to students and developers, and about datasets.
For example, if instructors disagree with any computed score and/or approach, they can be presented
with affordances to enter an alternative score and the rationale behind it. With an increasing number
of examples, machine learning algorithms—including deep learning with attention mechanisms
[57]—can be investigated to more closely model instructors’ rationale and assign scores for a new
design in the given context. Further, using transfer learning [110], the data can potentially be
utilized in other course contexts.
In the context of situating instructor and student interaction via dashboards, we note that the

purpose is to make AI integration controllable and comprehensible, as an approach for addressing
algorithmic efficacy and bias. We are not advocating poorly performing AI algorithms, which
can increase the load on students and instructors, by requiring extensive input from them when
algorithms produce incorrect results.

5.3.2 Integrating Dashboards with Design Environments. As described above, dashboards are index-
ical: they present design creativity analytics—based on characteristics valuable to the instructor
and student users—which refer to and can be understood, more completely, within the context of
the actual design work [64]. The indexicality of the dashboard functions as a mediating mechanism
between AI-based analytics and design work. This integration improves the comprehensibility of
analytics by connecting them to corresponding design elements in learning environments.

For Fluency and Flexibility design creativity analytics, if the user wants to understand the spatial
and conceptual contexts in which an extracted idea occurs, a dashboard can support activating
the idea and highlighting its occurrences within a design. The user could then indicate whether
the AI-algorithm correctly extracted an idea from respective spatial and conceptual contexts, and
input if a different idea would be more suitable. For Visual Consistency and Multiscale Organization,
likewise, if the user wants to see the basis of comparison of attributes of two elements, a dashboard
can support redlining inconsistencies and presenting—within the design—the scales and clusters
based on which different sets of elements are being compared to each other (Figure 3). The user can
then indicate whether the AI-algorithm correctly identified scales and clusters. For Legible Contrast,
a dashboard can likewise support redlining the regions determined as high contrast and viewing
them within the design, in the context of surrounding elements, to allow the user in validating
whether the use of contrast is indeed excessive.

Tracking Feedback: Integrating dashboards with design can help students and instructors track
feedback. Further above, we discussed students’ lack of incorporation of feedback, despite reminders,
is a common pain point for the instructors in our study. Instructors find it frustrating, as they
put significant efforts into providing frequent feedback. Verbal critique and physical redlining of
physical copies are often lost and feedback provided via learning management systems [7] also does
not get incorporated. The problems that instructors point out continue to exhibit across iterations.
Firstly, to enable connecting verbal and physical feedback with design elements, in learning

environments, computational support needs to facilitate digitization. Secondly, the needs for
connecting and tracking immediately suggest a combination of node-link [10, 101], compound
[102], and spatial hypertext [94] approaches. Using these approaches as the basis, dashboards can
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visualize where the feedback originated and how the design changed over iterations, including
feedback incorporation, or failure to incorporate, to varying extents. Design versioning features
such as visual “diffs” [136] will facilitate making design feedback and iteration visible.

Direct support for redlining [67, 68] students’ assignments, within digital environments of design
tools—and creating connected dashboard representations—also needs to be investigated. Redlining
can be added, as a special CSCW layer, in tools such as Photoshop and InDesign. In conjunction
with community feedback on creative design [75], this design process integration has the potential
to transform the processes of teaching and learning. As students iterate on design work, they can
respond using this layer, which will trigger notifications to instructors that students have addressed
particular feedback. In addition, the layer can support instructors’ needs to flag the presence of
feedback and if it has been addressed.

D6: ...if students could just show their work and we could just draw straight on it. That would help
us a lot. It’s instant feedback, you know.
D2: Yeah, and also sometimes if I can kind of put a flag, and give me a reminder if this person

[incorporated the particular feedback].
By identifying commonalities, involving feedback across deliverables, recurrent problems from

this layer can be highlighted to instructors and students on dashboards. This information can stim-
ulate instructors’ pedagogical intervention and students’ seeking helpful resources. The problems
can be categorized at student, team, and course levels for effective understanding.

6 CO-DESIGN: BUILD STAKEHOLDER COMMUNITY TO SUPPORTWITH AI
We advocate using co-design methods for investigating AI support for human and social computing
contexts. These methods actively involve users across stages of design processes [81, 116, 117].
The methods situate users as the ‘experts of their experience’ [117]. Their expertise involves forms
of tacit and shared knowledge and communication [121]. Making the tacit visible plays a crucial
role in designing support for participants’ work practices [133]. Co-design provides designers with
methods that support users in expressing and sharing their expertise [117].

We actively involved our “users” through co-design approaches. Their stakes in the process and
levels of engagement increased. They valued the work more. They become more forthcoming and
more available. Participating instructors shared ideas on addressing common pain points. Findings
and implications are derived with them, not for them. Design with stakeholders, rather than for
stakeholders, deepens involvement [29].
As described in the methodology (Section 3), two instructors chose to participate further, e.g.,

in writing this paper. Participating instructors expressed interest, and began adopting a design
ideation environment [53] that the initial research team is developing. They have begun using
assessment and feedback support capabilities designed in conjunction with ideas presented in the
paper. The PI and one of the participating instructors, who became a co-author, together published
a work-in-progress based on user experiences with an initial version of design creativity analytics
and dashboards in course contexts. Further, the PI and two participating instructors who became
co-authors have started writing grant proposals together, addressing design education challenges,
identified across course contexts, through the co-design process.

Learning analytics and dashboard environments that represent them to users, function as bound-
ary objects [131]: “physical or conceptual entities that each [stakeholder] interprets in its own
way, but that provide common referents or points of articulation to ground conversations” [135].
These boundary objects, in conjunction with co-design methods, can facilitate addressing “the
‘middle space’ where learning and analytics meet” [135], and answering questions such as whether
analytic computations provide actionable insights to stakeholders. In the course contexts of our
study, design creativity analytics, presented via dashboards integrated with learning environments,
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have started providing common referents for instructors, students, and developers of AI-based
computational support. In our initial observations, a triumvirate of situated artifacts—design rubrics,
AI-based analytics, and dashboards that enable controlling and comprehending outcomes—support
grounding conversations among stakeholders. Further research is needed.

Stakes and engagement evolve through co-design, to manifest growing interest, usefulness, and
involvement. We envision the community growing further, while providing new opportunities for
multidisciplinary design discourse and collaboration.

7 CONCLUSION
We developed a case study for human-centered AI, engaging aspects of co-design with instructors
across diverse fields and developing understandings of situated practices, in order to investigate
whether and, if so, how new forms of computation, e.g., AI, could support teaching and assessing
design. Our findings are affirmative. Using a grounded theory approach to analyze data from
workshops and discussions, as well as design artifacts from courses, we formulated categories and
presented relevant themes, focusing on: 1) assessment and feedback challenges and 2) implications
for AI-based analytics.
Our case study contributes new theory: (1) understanding of uses and limitations of rubrics

through creative cognition’s family resemblance principle; (2) situating analytics, as a paradigm for
for conveying the meaning of measures that align with design rubrics, by contextually integrating
the presentation of measures with associated design work; (3) operationalizing design creativity
analytics, based on family resemblances in design rubrics, which has the potential to provide
students with actionable, on demand feedback, and thus support them in learning to do design
through iterating on their design work; and (4) dashboards, integrated with design environments,
for situating instructor and student algorithm-in-the-loop interaction with AI-based analytics.
We invoke the family resemblance principle to contribute new understanding of how rubrics

work, and likewise for how AI-based design creativity analytics, derived from process and product
data, can productively be incorporated into education. Family resemblance tells us that no particular
characteristic is essential, but together—in a rubric or analytics dashboard—they tend to indicate
good design work. As D5 expressed, one student could do something really simple, while another
something really complex; both may produce good designs. Hence, while rubrics and analytics
provide vantage points, they do not provide a God’s eye view [118]. Analytics’ purpose is to
augment, not replace, instructors’ ongoing interpretation and engagement.

We lay out situating analytics as a paradigm for conveying the meaning of measures to the users.
In the present research, this means for assessing design in educational processes of project-based
learning. Goals are to bridge comprehensibility, controllability, and actionability gaps between
users and AI. Gaps between users and AI have been recognized in the healthcare domain, where
despite success in lab settings, AI-based clinical decision support tools sometimes fail in practice,
due to, “a lack of consideration for clinicians’ workflow” [153]. Through a situated, co-design
approach, we discovered characteristics that instructors seek when assessing design. Next, based on
these contextual properties, we identified analytics corresponding to salient conceptual and visual
characteristics, such as Fluency, Flexibility, Visual Consistency, Legible Contrast, and Multiscale
Organization of ideas. Then, for deriving these analytics, we focused on AI-based approaches that
can constitute a basis for conveying the meaning of measures to the users.
We argue that explaining AI outcomes is vital to human-centered AI; it will make AI more

valuable to people and society. A ‘father’ of modern AI tweeted, “Suppose you have cancer and you
have to choose between a black box AI surgeon that cannot explain how it works but has a 90% cure
rate and a human surgeon with an 80% cure rate. Do you want the AI surgeon to be illegal?” [55].
In response, there was a huge debate. Many opposed the black box AI, arguing that the 90% rate

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: April 2024.



How Could AI Support Design Education?
A Study Across Fields Fuels Situating Analytics 23

system might not have been trained on a representative sample and the system cannot explain or
make that transparent to the patient. In the present research, without explaining analytics, students
would fail to understand why they are assigned certain scores, and especially, how they can improve
their designs. Instructors would face challenges in relating analytics to design processes.
One common pain point for instructors in our study is assessing contribution in team projects.

Further research can investigate computing design creativity analytics, team member-wise, to
understand efficacies of providing instructors and students with insights that are complementary
to teamwork assessment—e.g., peer ratings on contribution to work, interaction with others, and
skills—using tools such as CATME [87].
Kerne identified the interface as an integrated conceptual and sensory border zone, which

supports interplay among humans and technologies [71]. To address challenges of traversing
social / AI border zones for supporting design course contexts, we developed ideas for how to give
design analytics dashboards participatory, multi-function roles in algorithm-in-the-loop assessment.
Dashboards that situate presentation of and interactionwith analytics have the potential to stimulate
instructors’ intervention and students’ continuous improvement of work. The dashboards are
expected to help students, by giving them new forms of on demand, transparent feedback on their
design work. The dashboards will help instructors, by giving them new views, both individual and
aggregate, which provide insights about what is going on in their classes, in terms of how students
are accomplishing and failing. In turn, instructors can use these dashboard views to formulate new
plans for what students need.

In addition to meeting instructor and student practices and needs, dashboards can simultaneously
situate their algorithm-in-the-loop interactions to iteratively refine and validate derived analytics.
By providing these stakeholders with affordances for indicating whether or not an analytic and
its derivation make sense, and input of expected value and rationale when AI does not match,
dashboards have the potential to help generate and refine labeled analytics datasets, and so make
models work better.

To increase the intelligibility of analytics, we propose integrating dashboard presentations with
design learning environments. Connecting the instructor, as well as AI assessment and feedback,
with design elements of concern can help address problems of how students lose track of feedback,
another common pain point for instructors in our study. We further developed ideas involving
digital redlining over student work, as a special feedback layer, in various design tools, to assist
with tracking.

Situating instructor and student interaction with analytics—by integrating dashboards with
actual design work, in design environments—has the potential to transform design education. To
keep pace, tools such as Photoshop, Illustrator, and Sketch need to incorporate support for learning.
We expect such integrated environments to become vitally important in project-based education.
The situating analytics approach can be expected to, further, add value to writing tools, such as
Word and Docs.

A bonus is that the feedback features have the potential to be repurposed in professional design
and writing work. Inasmuch as students learn and create in integrated environments, they are
likely to want to keep using them, as they graduate and become professionals. Project-oriented
work, involving creative tasks, is the least susceptible to being eliminated by automation [104].
Ironically, the incorporation of AI—as scaffolding in design education—into project-based work,
thus has the potential to become a mainstay of human involvement and performance in the future
of work.

Understanding beneficial practices and challenges is critical to developing AI support for educat-
ing skilled designers, who can solve complex, sociocultural problems [16]. Building a community
of stakeholders, through a co-design approach, creates a supportive environment and provides a
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foundation for sharing complementary expertise. This is vital for conceptualizing transformational
tools, techniques, and environments [38]. Future research can beneficially involve more stakehold-
ers—such as students, teaching assistants, graders, administrators, industry representatives—and
span a range of institutions. It can employ additional qualitative methods—such as participant
observation and contextual inquiry during various forms of assessments within a course—to further
understand situated practices and identify contextual properties. Further, future research can fur-
ther develop and validate situating analytics for design education. It can investigate how situating
analytics can contribute both to other design contexts and to other educational contexts.

This research has the potential to enable transforming the role of AI in project-based education
and work. New forms of computation can take support roles, based in situating analytics that
provide on demand assessment and feedback. Situating analytics will integrate interaction with
them into user experiences, supporting learning and work. That is, derivation of and interaction
with analytics need to be interwoven, in order for the analytics to be rendered meaningful and
actionable components of education and work experiences. The role of algorithms-in-the-loop is to
give assistance. We do not advocate replacing or reducing instructors. Rather, we theorize situating
analytics as an alternative, complementary channel or modality of assessment and feedback, which
can add value to design education. In this vision, instructors and students sustain as inceptors,
facilitators, and arbiters of creativity.
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A DISCUSSION TOPICS AND QUESTIONS
We engaged design instructors in an ongoing discourse—spanning a period of more than one year—discussing
their course learning objective, assignment specifications, assessment and feedback practices. We discussed
whether and how computational means could support them in their assessment and feedback. We term these
as discussions because we shared perspectives that we gained from prior work and by engaging with other
instructors. In addition to below, emergent topics included students’ use of sketching, instructors’ creativity
assessment, and students’ considering instructor feedback beyond a specific deliverable.

A.1 Individual Discussion
• What design courses do you teach?
• How do you define learning objectives for each course? What are the guiding principles?
• As a design instructor, why do you think these specific objectives are important?
• How do you prioritize?
• What assignments do you define for meeting the objectives?
• Do the assignments vary at times? How? Why?
• How do you formulate the grading rubric for an assignment?
• Are there weights for the design product and process?
• What is given more weight in assignments: understanding course material, application of learned
principles, visual design, creative ideas, other factors?

• Do weights vary across assignments? How?
• How are grading rubrics applied? Are there macro and micro level guidelines based on the learning
objectives of that assignment?

• What instructions are TAs / graders given toward applying the rubric? How is consistency ensured?
• Do you use peer review for grading? Do the guidelines differ? How?
• How do you understand the picture of a class? for e.g., How is a class doing overall? What are common
and specific problems?

• How do you address the common and specific problems?
• Do you think that the design process / addressing of problems could be better supported by seeing
students’ progress more regularly?

• What do you think about our intention to design computer algorithms that measure aspects of design
work that are representative of the criteria in your grading rubrics?
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• Would some kind of analytics based on the grading rubric be helpful?
• Would some representations of their work be useful, e.g. conceptual themes, assignment sections?
• Would a dashboard interface help in this regard (show a mockup)?
• What else could be useful?
• What features would you like to see? Examples, sorting, mean, median, outliers?
• What other features do you think would be useful?

A.2 Workshop Discussion
For workshop, while we had put together a list of topics, the discussion emerged on its own after instructors
finished presenting their design ideation assignments, along with assessment approach. Topics that emerged
included:

• the sizes of courses, teaching teams, and student teams;
• the level of details in assignment and rubric specifications;
• challenges in tracking students’ progress and incorporation of feedback; and
• difficulty assessing contributions in team assignments.

B DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS ACROSS FIELDS
In Section 5.2, we developed a set of situated design creativity analytics—Fluency, Flexibility, Visual Consistency,
Multiscale Organization, and Legible Contrast—that can provide AI-based, on demand, actionable assessment
to design students. Here, we enumerate additional characteristics identified through co-design engagements
with design instructors across fields.

Analytic
Landscape

Architecture &
Urban Planning

Computer
Science and
Engineering

Mechanical
Engineering

Interactive
Art & Design Architecture

Fluency • •
Flexibility • • •

Visual Consistency • • •
Multiscale Organization • •

Legible Contrast • •
Team Members’ Contribution • • • •

Novelty • •
Relative Object Sizes • •
Number of Iterations • •

Use of Small Multiples [139] •
Range of Colors •

Coverage of Assigned Sources •
Edits during Practice •

Table 2. Learning analytics relevant to design education. In the top part, we list analytics for which we
developed AI-based approaches in the paper. In the bottom part, we list additional characteristics that
instructors in our study emphasize. We prioritized developing analytics based on: a) the number of contexts
which emphasize a design characteristic and b) the extent of conceptual and empirical evidence we identified
in regard to developing an effective AI approach for the corresponding analytic.
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