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and Design Process : A Case Study
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(Abstract)
A case study bas been conducted to explore design activities

of four expert designers through protocol analysis. We
examined relations among design information, process
patterns and solution qualities with two complementary
coding schemes based on design contents and design
process. Relation between personal creativity modes and
design activities has been examined as well.  Regarding
design process, an adequate distribution of activities in
process may be necessary to bring out a good solution. It
seemed that the more design contents about context, external
knowledge, and general feature are used, the more unique
design concepts are made. Regarding personal creativity
modes, not much of differences in that design activity were
observed while only a few relations between designer’s
personality and design activity were observed.  The fact that
the designers participated are all experienced designers
could explain this. Investigation on the differences between
novice designers and expert designer reflected in protocol
data based on design information and design process coding
scheme is to be done. Also, how personal process patterns
observed through this protocol analysis can be utilized in
composing design team.

(Keyword)
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1) Cross, N., Chrisiaans, H. and Dorst, K., 1996, Analysing
design activity, John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, UK.

2) Cross, N, 2001, Design cognition: Result from protocol
and other empirical studies of design activity, in Eastman C.
M., et al (eds), Design knowing and learning: cognition in design
education, Elsevier
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design decisions", Design Studies, Vol 16, pp. 211-236.
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£& 7HAE AHE TFE 23t A7H(Human) & AFEE S &
22, WA el T 7leEo] 2, ol AHEAlY] &
Ao, %, 7443, 1S 52 A3 4 3HContext) =
T2 YRZRE AL E AHNEEM A A FA, 48, T
ARV A 9 AE ko] F53a)d AL RE A B,

rr

{Z 31] A2 FE 7iHDel2Ret of
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Form -Main object, Size, Color -
visual factor Componem Shape (CS) A3, LOD, 52, =%
-Unit
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General Feature (GF) == =ofoy gy
. ! oI AZH| whX|Cf,
Function - Common function, Usage
orEzis Fot
Technical Feature (TF) THE FOIFLOL WS
-Explicit function, Operation | EtC}
Context External Knowledge (EK) | FXI94, L10|7}7A),
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Intent (IN)
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-Process management
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11) Goldschmidt, G. and Maya, W., 1998, Contents and
structure in deign reasoning, Design issues, vol 14, pp. 85-100.
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714, #4938 54 713 A2 YRS 47 93 Aejth 12 5
oA g9 FA7F NP A A G, AR Eo] Z2EEN]
off 7M1 Zokd AL Z A S B3 dojA Fule} 715
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79)
45
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12) Kruger, C and Nigel, C, 2001, Modelling cognitive strategy in
creative design, Computational and cognitive models of creative
design V, University of Sydney, pp. 205-226.
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ol P2 HEPHRQ O57L Aoz Boka, WAL
% 0-PE,9) 34 A4 8- EKe] & 27 Ugheh.

(3) Participant 3
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Participants | OS |CS |GF | TF | IN | PE | ME | EK {Sum
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P2 ; 17 15633 |84 | 3| 2 |41 |287
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P3 12| 9 | 54] 32 1 175|305
121 | 1
P4 21 " 15 |1 58 |20 | 8 * 359
27 {113 ) 97
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(1) Team Creativity 2} Q1F2A 8.2, 2] 84| 2]

"Conciliator"f 3¢l P47} EA Ao A ALES FH &
gL e §39 Hgztsd vE A7HALAPE ME) 957
A2l /4e FEEK) Gol7t Btk & thAl TaHH, 24
AHER £2)4 33, AelE e tigh 22 E Bol 3o
o, ALl 37, QA o tiE) ohE tizlelr & vla) A
oz g2 u7E At Ao|th o) #wl 22 (Levesque)
7F AFE o] AT RHEY. e o] &AL AAE
0|3, AFFEY 75 FEAY e WHoE #H & 723
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o] slckx AFsta k1)
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'Scheduler' 321 P3& tiziouie} o (o] #aE 8ol
o Mz} uido 2 e Eton oo we) AL
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ol P

13) Levesque, L. C., 2001, Breakthrough creativity: Achieving
top performance using the eight creative talents, Palo Alto, CA:
Davies-Black.
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Q) =¥ ¥
05—“‘ Aesthetics® 53} o] 81& olet A= e, AA2
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44 C)xjol =2 MA AT}
UARIZZ A AE Zh A 2 dold AlEstd 77HA) &
Ao AR E g o} vl F 42 Tzl g2} Q€ vlojHE
AL BAEET ARAY ZRAAE VA2 UH e,
Understand, DefineS I sl  FA o]si e (Problem
Understanding Phase) 9} Generate, JudgeZ £ &3} ofo]r]of 8t
A (Idea Generation Phase), Z2]3. Elaborate, Evaluate,
Refineg 7} T4 w3} @A (Elaboration Design Phase).2.
2 o) B8

44.1. C{xjofL{ Q] 7HH =ZAAQA

(1) Participant 1

14) Craig, D. L., 2001, Stalking home faber: a comparison
of research strategies for studying design behavior, Design
knowing and learning: cognition in dfesign education,
Eastman C. M., et al(eds), Elsevier.

t)A}<1 84T Journal of Korean Society of Design Science §# #A|63% Vol. 19 No. 1
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AR Ao XL ofn] & EFEo] Yoy Yl b
S8 A48 Zo| 28 FAE BolaL T} EAlosjgAl e 2t
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£ W@ 2ol A ARste] 87551 oltar glor, M3
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B 239717 #2387 Qolukz ek

o s s

Pa

01: Understand .
D2: Define _

BS: Elatiarato
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s Z2A| A5 Ho|1 g, o] A}l ZTE Aj2o) T
2o YAl st A<ty stelA GGt oz &t
€ F3ALg RQths AR2(Cross)?] A9 A7} FA}8)
t}16)

15) C|AIQI2X|= ill-defined problemse| Yo ZA 0{HX|=
ol, Exlaks 2101 S2lo|ME0] Qs “&EH Mol Be
Hernt Z24S0| Hols|x| YL CIxtelo| Eojste ARME
2 COAlnyset S2E& A5zl m&o|ch Cross, N,
2001, Design cognition: Result from protocol and other
empirical studies of design activity, in Eastman C. M., et al
(eds), Design knowing and learning: cognition in design
education, Elsevier. pp. 79-103.

16) Cross, N., 1997, Creativity in design: Analyzing and
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A7 YA L BE TAAAGo 59 o) ARE A

modeling the creative leap, Leonardo, 30(4), 311-317.
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