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ABSTRACT

Design Communication is essential to the professional architect. “Schools, then, must 

place far greater priority in preparing graduates to be effective and empathetic 

communicators, able to advocate with clarity for the beauty, utility, and ecological 

soundness of the built environment.”

Research conducted by the author in the spring of 1997 indicates that college graduates 

entering the profession of architecture will spend 76% of their time communicating 

graphically, 15% communicating orally, and 9% communicating through writing. These 

statistics do not reflect the needs of a profession that students are supposedly being 

prepared for, but rather the erroneous priorities of architectural education.

It is quite ironic that the focus of communication in architecture school (graphic 

communication) declines sharply throughout the career of an architect, while oral and 

written communication, which are not critically emphasized in architecture school rise 

steadily over the thirty year span of alumni considered in this research. Profession wide, 

graphic communication accounts for 48% of all communication generated by these 

alumni, oral communication accounts for 30%, and written communication accounts for 

22%. Thus, the profession of architecture is not dominated by any one form of 

communication; but a synthesis of three: graphic, oral, and written.
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IV. PREFACE

HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).

I
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In the fall of 1993, a study sponsored by five National Architecture Organizations 

began “to examine the problems and possibilities of architectural education as it has 

evolved in this country.”1 The organizations were: 1) The American Institute of 

Architects, 2) The Association of Collegiate Schools of Architecture, 3) The American 

Institute of Architecture Students, 4) The National Council of Architecture Registration 

Boards and 5) The National Architectural Accrediting Board. The research project was 

conducted by Dr. Ernest L. Boyer, President of The Carnegie Foundation and Lee D. 

Mitgang, Senior Fellow, The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. As 

a result of the research findings a special report titled. Building Community: A New 

Future fo r  Architecture Education and Practice, was published in 1996 by The Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. In this report, Boyer and Mitgang 

recommend “a new framework for renewing architecture education and practice based on 

seven separate but interlocking priorities.”2

Dr. Boyer’s report has confirmed the well known fact that architectural education 

and practice are in vital need of renewal. His report challenges architecture students, 

faculty and professionals to take an active role in renewing architectural education and 

practice. One of Boyer’s seven recommended goals states that the architecture 

curriculum at all programs should be better connected. “A connected curriculum would 

encourage the integration, application and discovery of knowledge within and outside the 

architecture discipline, while effectively making the connections between architectural 

knowledge and the changing needs of the profession, clients, communities and society as 

a whole.”3
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V. INTRODUCTION

HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).

r
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“The profession of architecture, like the world we live in, is becoming 

increasingly complex.”4 In the age of information and technology, the communication 

needs of architects are changing rapidly as we near the twenty-first century. However, 

communication is still the essence of architecture, regardless of what form it takes. 

Through graphic, oral, and written communication architects are able to communicate to 

a diverse group of people in many ways. The culmination of this communication is 

generally an addition to the built environment, which consequently communicates back to 

all members of society.

Design communication (graphic, oral, and written) is essential to the architectural 

profession. However, most architecture students and faculty are not able to follow and 

adjust to the changes in the profession because of the academic demands placed upon 

them. This research project strives to understand the design communication needs of 

architectural practice and determine if the academy is addressing these needs accordingly.

Statement of Purpose

It is the intent of this research to contrast the design communication patterns and 

methodologies used in the architectural profession with the corresponding emphasis in 

architectural education in general, and during specific chronological stages in one’s 

career/education. The research will also examine the impact of communications related 

technology within the profession of architecture as well as architectural education. Based 

on the results of the previous statements, the research will determine if the Conditions &
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Procedures established by the National Architectural Accrediting Board (NAAB) meet 

the needs of the profession while at the same time determine if the curriculum at the 

University of Arizona, College of Architecture, provides the student with sufficient 

opportunities to successfully satisfy these requirements. The following has been 

extracted from the 1995 Conditions & Procedures established by the National 

Architectural Accrediting Board. (The criteria below are numbered 39-43 as they are in 

the Conditions & Procedures).

For purposes of NAAB accreditation, graduating students must:

39. Be able to communicate architectural ideas in written and oral form.

40. Be able to apply theories and principles of representation, communication, and 

information technology and apply them to design.

41. Be able to use a variety of media techniques appropriate to the various stages 

of a design process and to convey the essential elements of a building program 

and architectural design.

42. Be able to use computer technology in the display and use of information, 

images, and architectural design.

43. Be able to communicate with those who must review and/or construct the 

project through technically appropriate precise descriptions and 

documentation of the proposed design.
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Conclusions will be drawn (based on the results of the previous statements) as to 

whether these methodologies are getting enough emphasis in architecture school or even 

whether they should be. This report should be used as a guide by architecture students as 

they develop their design communication skills in preparation for professional practice. 

Architectural educators should use this report to help define a curriculum of 

communication skills more reflective of the needs of professional practice while 

simultaneously meeting the criteria established by NAAB regarding design

communication.
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HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB)..
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Literature Review

The literature review turned up no well defined “edge of knowledge” regarding this 

topic. However, several sources regarding architectural education expressed some of the 

same concerns: the lack of emphasis on oral and written communication among 

architecture schools within the United States. This lack of secondary information sources 

prompted the development of a survey process to acquire the information necessary to 

answer my thesis.

Target Groups

I believe that the integration of design communication and related technologies 

emphasized in the curriculum at The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are 

not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the architectural profession; thus, unable to 

prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as required by the conditions & 

procedures set forth by The National Architectural Accrediting Board (NAAB).

To reach the goals of this project, three intersecting target groups of people were 

examined, all with a direct association to The University of Arizona, College of 

Architecture. These groups were: College of Architecture Faculty, College of 

Architecture Alumni (classes 1967 to 1995), and current College of Architecture 

Students, first year through sixth year. Two professional firms were also engaged in a 

Pilot-test. Because of the geographical and educational diversity inherent to these target
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groups, a number of survey instruments were used to acquire the information necessary to 

answer my thesis question.

A questionnaire was designed for the faculty (Appendix A) that guaranteed 

anonymity. This was necessary to extract (from the faculty) a critical, individual opinion 

about the effectiveness of the curriculum of communication skills they sustain. A 

survey/questionnaire was used to collect information from the 2 professional firms and 

the alumni because of their geographical diversity. The data collected from these alumni 

would be combined to essentially represent a “virtual office.” This cross section of the 

profession will represent all aspects of design communication while providing a balance 

that might otherwise not be possible. To ensure an equal contrast, it was necessary to 

acquire the same information from the students as the professionals. Therefore, the same 

survey instruments were used in all student testing.

Survey Methods 

Questionnaire (Faculty)

The questionnaire was presented to the College of Architecture faculty on 10 January 

1997 at their annual faculty retreat. Of the 27 questionnaires distributed to the faculty, a 

total of 23 responses or 85% were returned. The faculty at the College of Architecture are 

quite a diverse group of individuals as they arguably should be. Of the 23 faculty 

members responding to the questionnaire, 9 currently have architectural practices, 5 have 

previously practiced, and 9 have never practiced. Thus, 61% of the faculty surveyed are
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not in contact with the profession on a regular basis. This statistic further validates the 

need for research analyzing the connection between architectural education and practice.

The faculty questionnaire (Appendix A) would determine how the faculty would rate 

the present state of emphasis on design communication (graphic, oral, and written) within 

the architecture curriculum. It would also be used to determine how they thought the 

communication skills (emphasized in the curriculum at the College of Architecture) 

addressed the Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB, as well as the needs of the 

profession. The questionnaire was broken into four communication categories: general, 

graphic communication, oral communication, and written communication.

Pilot-test (Professional)

The Pilot-test was simultaneously administered to two architecture firms. Charles A. 

Albanese (my thesis committee chair) volunteered the assistance of his firm, Albanese 

Brooks Associates, located in Tucson, Arizona to participate in this research. Raymond 

J. Lucchesi (a good friend and employer) also volunteered the assistance of his firm, 

Lucchesi, Galati Architects, located in Las Vegas, Nevada. Eleven employees from 

Albanese Brooks Associates and 11 employees from Lucchesi, Galati Architects 

participated in the Pilot-test. These participants essentially represent the various positions 

within an architectural office.

The Pilot-test was used to measure the patterns and methodologies of design 

communication and their related technologies within the profession. It would also be
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used to determine if the Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB meet the 

communication needs of the profession. These findings could then be contrasted to the 

design communication patterns and methodologies found in architectural education. 

Results from the pilot-test would determine if there would be any interesting information 

discovered that might warrant further testing. The results were also used to determine 

how data collected in any future testing might be analyzed and interpreted. These Pilot- 

tests included all firm employees, unlike the Alumni Final-test (refer to Appendix E), that 

only targets professional degree holding alumni from The University of Arizona, College 

of Architecture.

These professionals were asked to track their communication patterns as accurately as 

possible for 5 consecutive days, Monday through Friday. This data was to be recorded on 

a “Time Tracking Chart”, (refer to Appendix B & C) which was provided to each 

participant. The “Time Tracking Chart” was broken into 3 primary categories of 

communication: graphic, oral, and written. Each of these primary categories were then 

broken down into sub-categories or communication methodologies. These 

communication methodologies were:

1. Sketches: Quick and loose types of drawings.
2. Hard line Drawings: Any precise and accurate type of drawing.
3. Rendered Drawings: Drawings that have been embellished with color or tones etc.
4. 3D Drawings: Three dimensional representations, i.e. perspectives, axonometrics, etc.
5. Study Models: Quick mock-ups used in the design process.
6. Finish Models: More fully refined than study models generally used in client 

presentations or for marketing.
7. Animation's: Walk-throughs or fly-by’s
8. Video Presentation: Any type of video presentation not computer generated.



23

9. Virtual Reality: Any interactive, non-linear methodology, i.e. QuickTime VR and 
VRML.

10. HTML: The use of HTML to create Web sites and pages.
11. Digital Multi-media: Digitally authoring a CD-ROM, video or computer presentation, 

etc.
12. Still Photography: Any type of single image photography.
13. Video Documentation: Using a video camera to capture footage that will be used to 

communicate architectural design.
14. Graphic Design: Graphic design and layout of publications, brochures, presentations, 

etc.
15. Other: Any methodology that has not been previously mentioned.

Participants were asked to record the time in hours (rounded to the nearest Vi hour) 

that they spent working on, or using the more specific communication methodologies in 

each category. Within each of the specific methodologies mentioned above, participants 

were given the option of recording their time in one of two columns. The first column 

was for non-computer generated communication and the second for computer generated 

communication. Participants were not asked to record any certain number of hours 

because these results would eventually be compared to the Student Pilot-test results (refer 

to page 21); and the work schedules of students are known to be quite sporadic. Instead, 

the hours were converted to percentages in all cases.

The Pilot-test was meant to resemble as many aspects of the Alumni Final-test as 

possible. Due to the autonomous nature of the Alumni Final-test, Charles Albanese and 

Raymond Lucchesi distributed the material and administered the Pilot-test to the 

participants within their respective firms. Therefore, the material had to stand on its own 

and be self-explanatory.
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Pilot-test (Students)

Ten University of Arizona, College of Architecture students from each of the six 

years, were surveyed from 27 January 1997 through 31 January 1997 to measure the 

patterns and methodologies of design communication and their related technologies 

within the architectural curriculum. Results from this survey/questionnaire were also 

used to determine if the current emphasis placed on design communication (in the 

curriculum at the College of Architecture) addressed the Conditions & Procedures 

established by NAAB as well as the needs of the profession.

Student information was collected four times over a four month period (1 Pilot-test & 

3 Final-tests) using the same survey/questionnaire or “Time Tracking Chart” used by the 

professionals (Appendix D). Because of the frequency of testing and my proximity to the 

students, I was able to collect additional information about relevant design 

communication and curriculum issues. The Student Pilot-test was identical to the 

Professional Pilot-test previously described. Thus, the students were presented with the 

same information and instructions received by those participating in the Professional 

Pilot-test. Students participated on a voluntary basis. Participation turned out quite low 

as only 34 out of a possible 60 students or 56% turned in a Pilot-test.
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Final-test (Alumni)

Survey/questionnaires were mailed to 212 University of Arizona architecture alumni. 

With the assistance of Mary Kay Dinsmore, the 212 names were randomly selected for 

participation from the alumni database. It was important to recede into the alumni 

database as far as possible for participant selection. However, due to the limits of the 

database, participants were selected from alumni classes 1967-1995, which 

chronologically dates back 30 years. This testing was necessary to measure the patterns 

and methodologies of design communication and their related technologies within the 

profession. It would also be used to determine if the Conditions & Procedures 

established by NAAB meet the communication needs of the profession.

Based on the data drawn from the Professional Pilot-test, alumni were categorized by 

graduation year verses job title. In the Professional Pilot-test, it was discovered that 

although employees had the same job title, they were not necessarily responsible for the 

same tasks. The opposite also held true where employees had different job titles but were 

responsible for the same tasks. Therefore, the twenty-eight year span of alumni is broken 

into the following seven categories:
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Year # Per Year Total
1994-95 (15) x 2yrs. = 30
1993-91 (10) x 3yrs. = 30
1990-86 (6) x 5yrs. = 30
1985-81 (6) x 5yrs. = 30
1980-76 (6) x 5yrs. = 30
1975-71 (6) x 5yrs. = 30
1970-67 (8) x 4yrs. = 32

TOTAL 212

Table 1.1

For this research to be immediately useful to students preparing themselves for 

professional practice, the first five years after graduation were broken into two separate 

categories in an attempt to put them under closer observation. Fifty-four responses or 

25% of the 212 surveys mailed to the alumni were returned. The respondents 

demographics are indicated in Figure 1.1:
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Final-test (Students)

The methodology for the Student Final-test was the same used for the Student Pilot- 

test (Refer to page 13). The same ten University of Arizona, College of Architecture 

students from each year, first through sixth (6 years total), were surveyed to measure the 

patterns and methodologies of design communication and their related technologies 

within the architectural curriculum. Results from this survey/questionnaire were also 

used to determine if the current emphasis placed on the design communication (in the 

curriculum at the College of Architecture) addressed the Conditions & Procedures 

established by NAAB as well as the needs of the profession.



28

Due to the sporadic communication patterns inherent to students, a final test was 

conducted one week each month, during February, March and April. The frequency of 

this testing would also show the shift in trends as the students progress through the design 

process. Unlike the Student Pilot-test, participation increased in the Student Final

testing. The responses were as follows (out of 60 possible):

Student Final-test 1,52 responses or 87%

Student Final-test n, 47 responses or 78%

Student Final-test m , 44 responses or 73%
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VII. SURVEY RESULTS, COLLEGE O F ARCHITECTURE FACULTY

HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).

10 January 97
Questionnaire 

U of A 
Architecture 

Faculty
T

1  
I 
I 
I

L m  ■■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■  mm mm ■■

Analysis 
&

Interpretation j 
31 Jan. to 17 

Feb. 97

6-10 January 97 13-17 January 97 27-31 January 97 1 17-21 February 97
Pilot-test I Same 1 Pilot-test 1 Same 1 Pilot-test 1 Final-test I
Albanese 1 Lucchesi, 1 U of A U o f A
Brooks I Test 1 Galati f Test Architecture r— Architecture

Associates 1 Architects 1 J Students i Students

1 Feb. to 10 Mar. 97
Final-test 

U of A 
Architecture 

Alumni

_____ I

Analysis, 
Interpretation 

&
Conclusion 

11 April-12 May y 
97

10-14 March 97

J .-
Final-test II 

U of A 
Architecture 

Students

7-11 April 97
Final-test III 

U of A 
Architecture 

Students



30

General Communication

One objective of the faculty questionnaire was to determine how the they (the 

faculty) thought the communication skills (emphasized at the College of Architecture) 

addressed the conditions & procedures set forth by the National Architectural Accrediting 

Board. The surveyed faculty unanimously agreed that “good” communication skills 

(graphic, oral, and written) are necessary to become successful in the profession of 

architecture. Success however, has a different meaning to everyone who strives to obtain 

it. Three common attributes that could define success in this context are, 1) opportunities 

for increased responsibilities, 2) advancement within the firm and 3) an increase in 

compensation.

Of the faculty surveyed, 77% responded yes to question 4 (Appendix A) that they 

(the faculty), are responsible for continually critiquing and assisting in the development 

of all communication skills needed by architecture students. When asked in question 2 if 

there was a balance among architecture schools in general in the variety of 

communication skills emphasized, 70% said no. When asked the same question but more 

specifically about the College of Architecture at The University of Arizona, 73% said that 

there was no balance in the variety of communication skills emphasized within the 

curriculum. Fifty-nine percent of those surveyed in question 3 also believe that the 

communication skills emphasized at The University of Arizona, College of Architecture 

are not parallel with those used in the architectural profession.
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It is ironic that these educators accept full responsibility for the development and 

emphasis of the curriculum, while at the same time recognize its many internal problems 

pertaining to design communication. These educators must evaluate and revise the 

current curriculum of design communication skills to provide a balance that is more 

reflective of the needs of professional practice.

Graphic Communication

Graphic communication is used in all phases of the design process. It is used to 

convey design intentions to clients, consultants, contractors and the public. Graphic 

communication has the longest communicative life of all three categories (graphic, oral, 

and written) being examined in this research. It remains with the owner of a building in 

the form of presentation drawings, models and blueprints long after the architect has 

completed the project. It could arguably be said that graphic communication is the most 

valuable form of communication generated by architects.

The architects seductive drawings are often responsible for getting the jobs in the 

first place. After the job is secured construction drawings will be used by contractors and 

builders to build the project from the ground up inclusive of every little detail. 

Inconsistencies within the drawings could cost the architect much more than the financial 

accountability the firm will be held responsible for. Bad graphic communication in this 

case could essentially put an architecture firm out of business.
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The questionnaire addressed several issues in each category, which were: 

professional preparation, educational/professional parity, national consistency, intra- 

university parity, studio integration, technology, and tradition. Based on the results of the 

faculty questionnaire, it is quite evident that the faculty are comfortable with the quality 

and emphasis of graphic design communication within the curriculum at The University 

of Arizona, College of Architecture.

1 2 3 4 5

VERY CONFIDENT » » » » » » » » » »  NOT VERY CONFIDENT

Table 2.1

Table 2.1 indicates that the majority of the faculty responded favorably that the 

graphic design communication skills emphasized at the College of Architecture will help 

prepare students for professional practice. However, 32% indicate that there is room for 

improvement. Half of this 32% are involved with graphic design communication at the 

College of Architecture. This statistic raises some additional questions about this issue.
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VERY CONFIDENT » » » » » » » » » »  NOT VERY CONFIDENT

Table 2.2

Table 2.2 indicates that the faculty are not sure if the graphic design 

communication skills emphasized at the College of Architecture are parallel with those 

used in the profession. The inconsistencies demonstrated in this response remind me that 

61% of the faculty surveyed are not in contact with the profession. Thus, they are not 

quite sure what graphic communication skills are being used and emphasized in the 

profession. What is interesting in the results from this question is the fact that 4 out of 

the 9 faculty members in practice, answered the question with a 3 or a 4. This again 

indicates that some of the faculty are aware of the inconsistencies in the curriculum 

between academia and the profession regarding professional preparation.
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TaWe2J

The third question in this category deals with the consistency between Colleges of 

Architecture in the United States. Table 2.3 indicates that 95% of the faculty feel that the 

graphic communication skills possessed by students at The University of Arizona, 

College of Architecture are as good or better than those possessed by students at other 

Colleges of Architecture. I must be somewhat cautious as I approach this question 

because I have no record of the faculty who have taught or made guest appearances at 

architecture programs from other Universities. The previous 2 questions indicate some 

minor problems exist; while our faculty say that our students possess as good or better 

graphic skills than architecture students from other Universities. This indicates that this 

issue is not isolated to The University of Arizona, College of Architecture.
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VERY IMPORTANT » » » » » » » » » »  NOT VERY IMPORTANT

Table 2.4

Table 2.4 indicates that 82% of the faculty feel strongly that new graphic 

technologies should be incorporated into the curriculum, while only 17% of those 

surveyed feel it is not very important. Upon further study of the questionnaire, I have 

found that the faculty who answered with a 3 or 4 have never practiced architecture nor 

are they involved with design communication in any capacity. Therefore, one can say 

that most faculty agree that these new technologies must be tried and tested; but the 

question is where? The issue of where to integrate this technology into the architecture 

curriculum is a critical one. Should we use it to teach students how to create Web pages 

and make creative portfolios; or is their a higher calling?
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VERY IMPORTANT » » » » » » » » » >  NOT VERY IMPORTANT

Table 2.5

Table 2.5 indicates that 87% of the faculty feel strongly about the importance of 

“tradition” and that these “traditional skills” should continue to be taught. I am curious if 

this is because of how they were taught, therefore everyone else should learn this way, or 

if they sincerely know that these traditional methodologies are still essential to the 

practice of architecture? This raises another question; which do you emphasize more, 

traditional or “cutting edge” technologies?
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Oral Communication

Oral communication has always been a very important part of the architects 

repertoire. Today, as the profession becomes more and more complex architects are 

relying on this medium of communication more than ever. “Clients are also more 

complex, rarely with a single decision-maker in any given organization. Today, 

corporate, government and institutional entities depend on in-house personnel being 

advised by real-estate consultants and building committees. In addition, external forces 

such as public advocacy agencies and community groups often complicate the process 

with their own agendas.”5 Architects must be able to express themselves clearly and 

persuasively when dealing with these different types of individuals and agencies.

Oral communication is extremely important throughout the life of a project 

however, its most critical time is in the early phases of the design process. During this 

time oral communication is generally used by the more experienced professionals to 

discuss important project information with the clients and consultants. However, all 

project members use oral communication to convey design issues to consultants, clients, 

contractors, and the public. Architecture schools should provide the opportunities for 

students to develop their oral communication skills in preparation for professional 

practice.
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VERY CONFIDENT » » » » » » » » » »  NOT VERY CONFIDENT

Table 3.1

The faculty strongly believe that the current emphasis placed on oral 

communication within the curriculum will be of little help in preparing students for 

professional practice. Based on the results shown in Table 3.1, only 18% of the faculty 

feel confident that graduating students are prepared to be effective communicators in a 

professional setting. If this is the case, there are inconsistencies within the curriculum 

related to the Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB (Appendix I).
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18%

■ _
1 2 3 4 5

VERY CONFIDENT » » » » » » » » » » >  NOT VERY CONFIDENT

Table 3.2

Most faculty believe that educational/professional parity does not exist regarding 

oral communication. Table 3.2 indicates that only 14% of the faculty feel that parallels 

do exist between these two entities. Upon further review it was determined that these (2) 

faculty are not in contact with the profession thus, unable to sincerely answer the 

question. I am again reminded that 61% of the faculty who responded to the survey are 

not in contact with the profession, therefore not certain of any parity.
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1 2 3 4 5
HIGH » » » » » » » » » » » » » » » » >  LOW

Table 3 J

The third question in this category deals with the national consistency between 

Colleges of Architecture. Of the faculty surveyed, 58% believe that we (U of A, College 

of Architecture) are consistent or at par with other schools of architecture within the 

United States. Table 3.3 indicates that only 21% of the faculty feel that the oral 

communication skills possessed by our (U of A) architecture students are better than 

those possessed by architecture students from other Universities.

I must again be somewhat cautious as I approach this question because I have no 

record of the faculty who have taught or made guest appearances at architecture programs 

at other Universities. The faculty seem to agree that the lack of emphasis on oral 

communication within the architectural curriculum, is a national problem not isolated to 

The University of Arizona, College of Architecture.
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Table 3.4

Of the faculty surveyed regarding intra-University parity, 50% feel that 

architecture students are at par with students from other degree programs at The 

University of Arizona. Table 3.4 demonstrates that only 25% of the faculty feel that 

architecture students possess stronger oral communication skills than students from other 

degree programs. It is undetermined how many faculty interact with non-architecture 

majors at the U of A on a regular basis. The responses from these last two questions are 

more than likely based on intuition, rather than factual evidence.

It is difficult to go further with this question not knowing the importance of oral 

communication in other degree programs. The combination of these results indicate that 

the level of oral communication skills required by architecture students are above that of

a non-architecture student.
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1 2 3 4 5
HIGH » » » » » » » » » » » » » » » >  LOW

Table 3.5

When asked about design studio integration, 63% of the faculty felt that the 

current emphasis on oral communication in the design studio is absent. Of the 22 faculty 

responding to this question, 12 are design studio instructors. Sixty-seven percent of these 

design studio instructors answered this question with a 4 or a 5. The findings 

demonstrated in Table 3.5 raise several questions when considering the importance of 

oral communication to an architect: 1). Is the design studio not the forum used to 

integrate all components of architectural education into a cohesive design? 2). If so, are 

the studio instructors aware of the importance of oral communication within the 

profession? 3). If so, why are the studio instructors not integrating this essential form of 

communication to the studio setting? These issues will be discussed further in the 

conclusion and discussion parts of the thesis.
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Written Communication

Written communication is essential to the architectural practice. Through writing, 

architects are able to respond to a variety of situations during a specific time without the 

consideration of space or distance. Writing however, has never been one of the more 

glamorous responsibilities within an architectural office but, it is certainly one of the most 

critical. There are three primary writing focuses within an office: business writing, 

technical writing and promotional writing.

Business writing covers all of the requests for proposal (RFP), etc. Technical writing 

consists of project related writing, specifications, etc. Some of this writing appears on the 

drawings in the form of notes and sheet specifications however, more times than not the 

specifications are a separate document. This type of writing is very descriptive, unlike 

business writings that tend to be more personal. Promotional writing is generally a 

marketing effort that can take the form of project displays, marketing brochures, press 

releases, etc. This promotional writing can essentially have a positive or negative effect

on a firm.
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50% -i 
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1 2 3 4 5

VERY CONFIDENT » » » » » » » » » »  NOT VERY CONFIDENT

Table 4.1

The faculty believe that the current emphasis placed on written communication 

within the curriculum will be of little help in preparing students for professional practice. 

As demonstrated in Table 4.1, only 14% of the faculty feel confident that the current 

emphasis placed on written communication within the curriculum will be helpful in 

preparing students for professional practice. There are several courses with writing 

requirements at the College. However, these writing opportunities tend to be more 

focused on academic content than writing style or structure.
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50% -I 41%

2 3 4 5
VERY CONFIDENT » » » » » » » » » » >  NOT VERY CONFIDENT

Table 4.2

This question considers not only what is being written but also how it is being written 

in terms of quality and technology. Of the faculty surveyed, 73% agree that there is no 

educational/architectural parity regarding written communication. I reemphasize the fact 

that 61% of the faculty surveyed are not in contact with the profession, therefore not 

certain of any parity. Table 4.2 demonstrates that only 10% of those surveyed feel 

confident that this parity exists. It should be noted that this 10% (who answered with a 1 

or a 2) are not in regular contact with most of the students and have no specific writing 

requirements to my knowledge when they are. In this case I ask myself, “What is it that 

separates the written skill levels between students and professionals?”
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HIGH » » » » » » » » » » » » » » » »

15%

5
LOW

Table 4 J

The third question in this category deals with the national consistency between 

Colleges of Architecture within the United States. Of the faculty surveyed, 55% believe 

that we are consistent or at par with other schools of architecture within The United 

States. Table 4.3 indicates that only 10% of the faculty feel that the oral communication 

skills possessed by our students are better than those possessed by architecture students 

from other Universities, while 35% feel they are worse. I must again be somewhat 

cautious as I approach this question because I have no record of the faculty who have 

taught or made guest appearances at architecture programs at other Universities.
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50%

HIGH » » » » » » » » » » » » » » » »  LOW

Table 4.4

Of the faculty surveyed regarding intra-University parity, 64% feel that the writing 

skills possessed by architecture students are below par when compared to those of 

students from other degree programs at The University of Arizona. Table 4.4 

demonstrates that only 23% of the faculty feel that architecture students possess stronger 

written communication skills than students from other degree programs. I can not extract 

any similarities between the faculty who answered with a 2 other than the fact that they 

all interact daily with large numbers of architecture students. It is difficult to go further 

with this question not knowing the importance of written communication in other degree 

programs. The combination of these results indicate however, that the level of written 

communication skills required by architecture students is above that of a non-architecture

student.
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HIGH » » » » » » » » » » » » » » » »  LOW

Table 4.5

When asked about design studio integration, 82% of the faculty felt that the current 

emphasis on written communication in the design studio is absent. Of the 22 faculty 

responding to this question, 12 are design studio instructors. Sixty-seven percent of these 

design studio instructors answered this question with a 4 or a 5. These findings 

demonstrated in Table 4.5 raise several questions when considering the importance of 

written communication to an architect: 1). Is the design studio not the forum used to 

integrate all components of architectural education into a cohesive product? 2). If so, are 

the studio instructors aware of the importance of written communication within the 

profession? 3). If that is the case, why are the studio instructors not integrating this 

essential form of communication into the studio setting? These issues will be discussed 

further in the conclusion and discussion parts of the thesis.
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SURVEY RESULTS, PROFESSIONAL

HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).
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Albanese Brooks Associates

Albanese Brooks Associates is located in Tucson, Arizona and has 20 employees. 

The firm is recognized as the 4th largest firm in Tucson. Albanese Brooks Associates is a 

reputable firm that has been responsible for the design of various public and private 

facilities. Job titles of the 11 individuals who participated in this research included: 

Principal, Partner, Architect, Project Architect (3), Director of Public Architecture, 

Marketing Director, Intern (2), and one did not declare a job title. Seventy-three percent 

of these individuals own a personal computer and 18% use email at least one or two days 

per week. Eighteen percent of those responding also access the Internet regularly at least 

one to two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 45% said hard line drawings from the graphic 

communication category, 27% said non-social conversation from the oral communication 

category, 9% said sketches from the graphic communication category, 9% said graphic 

design from the graphic communication category and 9% said technical writing from the 

written communication category.

As demonstrated in Table 5.1, graphic communication accounts for 50% of all 

communication generated and used by Albanese Brooks Associates. Of all graphic 

communication, 38% is computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 27% of 

all communication generated and used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 

2% is computer generated. Written communication accounts for 23% of all
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communication generated and used by those in this group. Of all written communication,

15% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
Albanese Brooks Associates

■W ritten (Computer) ■  Graphic (No Computer)
15% 12%

25%

Table 5.1

Table 5.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from Albanese Brooks Associates. It is not surprising that hard line drawings account for 

71% of the firms total graphic communication, considering that 45% of those surveyed 

previously said that hard line drawings were the most important communication 

methodology to them and their jobs at the present time. Of the total hard line drawings, 

93% were computer generated.

Based on the results demonstrated in Table 5.2, one can see that the dominant graphic 

communication methodologies being used could be considered “traditional”. However, 

these methodologies are now being realized through computer generation. It is also 

evident that the “cutting edge” methodologies are just beginning to penetrate this
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architecture firm. Methodologies such as animation’s, video presentation, virtual reality, 

HTML and digital multi-media account for only 3% of the total graphic communication 

generated by Albanese Brooks Associates. However, of that total 100% is computer 

generated. Other graphic communication methodologies dominated by computer 

generation are: 3D drawings and graphic design.

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
A lban### Brook# A aaodat##

Graphic Desigri 

Video Documentation 

Still Photography

Digital MuMHWedJ

Virtual

Video Presentatk

Animation*

Finish

100%

100%

100%

Percentage of all Graphic CommuNcation/Computer Generated

□  % Percent of Computer Generated ■  % PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 5.2
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Lucchesi, Galati Architects

Lucchesi, Galati Architects is located in Las Vegas, Nevada and has 25 employees. It 

is recognized as the 10th largest firm in Las Vegas, (6th in the number of licensed 

architects). Lucchesi, Galati Architects is a reputable firm that has been responsible for 

the design of various public and private commercial facilities. Job titles of the 11 

individuals who participated in this research included: Principal, Project Manager (4), Job 

Captain, Draftsperson (4) and Marketing Director. Ninety-one percent of these 

individuals own a personal computer and use email at least one or two days per week. 

Sixty-four percent of those responding also access the Internet regularly at least one to 

two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 36% said hard line drawings from the graphic 

communication category, 27% said non-social conversation from the oral communication 

category, 9% said sketches from the graphic communication category, 9% said finish 

models from the graphic communication category and 9% said business writing from the 

written communication category.

As demonstrated in Table 6.1, graphic communication accounts for 59% of all 

communication generated and used by Lucchesi, Galati Architects. Of all graphic 

communication, 52% is computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 30% of 

all communication generated and used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 

4% is computer generated. Written communication accounts for 11% of all
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communication generated and used by those in this group. Of all written communication,

100% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
Lucchesl, Galati Architects

■W ritten (No Computer) ■W ritten (Computer) ■G raphic (No Computer) 
0% 11% 7%

Table 6.1

Table 6.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from Lucchesi, Galati Architects. It is not surprising that hard line drawings make up 

67% of the firms total graphic communication, considering that 36% of those surveyed 

previously said that hard line drawings were the most important communication 

methodology to them and their jobs at the present time. Of that total of hard line 

drawings, 98% were computer generated.

Based on the results of Table 6.2, one can see that the dominant graphic 

communication methodologies being used could be considered “traditional”. However, 

these methodologies are now being realized through computer generation. It is also 

evident that the “cutting edge” methodologies have not yet made it into this architecture 

firm. Methodologies such as animation’s, video presentation, virtual reality, HTML and
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digital multi-media were not used at all by Lucchesi, Galati Architects during this week 

of research. Other graphic communication methodologies dominated by computer 

generation are: rendered drawings and graphic design.

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
Lucchesi, Galati Architects

Othei

Graphic Desl 

Video Documental 

Still Photogi 

Digital Mtiti-I

HIM 

Virtual Real 

Video Presentatii 

Animation 

Finish Model 

Study Model! 

3D Drawini 

Rendered Drawing: 

Hard Line Drawing! 

Sketche:

100%

100%

91%

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Percentage of all Graphic Communication/Computer Generated

D % Percent of Computer Generated ■  % PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 6.2
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Professional Firm Generalizations

Although the numbers or percentages differ somewhat between Albanese Brooks 

Associates and Lucchesi, Galati Architects, the data remains proportionate in comparison 

to each other. The combined data demonstrates a more balanced and accurate display of 

the communication patterns and methodologies in mid-sized architectural firms in smaller 

cities with populations around 1 million people.

As demonstrated in Table 7.1, graphic communication accounts for 55% of all 

communication generated by these two professional firms. Of all graphic

communication, 45% is computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 28% of 

all communication generated by these two professional firms. Of all oral communication, 

3% is computer generated. Written communication accounts for 17% of all

communication generated by these two professional firms. Of all written communication, 

13% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
Professional Firms Combined

■  Written ■  Graphic 
(No Computer)■  Written (Computer) 

(No Computer) 13%
Written

10%4%
E  Oral 

(Computer)

O  Oral 
(No Computer)

3%

■  Graphic 
(Computer)

45%
25%

Table 7.1
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Based on the results in Table 7.2, one can see the hard line drawings are the most 

dominant graphic communication methodology used in the profession of architecture. 

Graphic design accounts for 9% of all graphic communication used in these professional 

firms. Of all graphic design, 98% is computer generated. Hard line drawings account for 

69% of all graphic communication used in these architectural firms. Of all hard line 

drawings, 96% are computer generated. Sketches account for 8% of all graphic 

communication used by these professional firms. Of all sketches, 12% are computer 

generated. Rendered drawings account for 8% of all graphic communication used by 

these professional firms. Of all rendered drawings, 51% are computer generated. Other 

graphic communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic 

communication generated by these professional firms are: “other” (3%), 3D drawings 

(1%), study models (1%), animation’s (1%), and video presentation (1%).
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
A lban### B rook# and Lucch##l GmlaU Architect# C om bined

Graphic 

Video Documental 

Still Phot, 

Digital Multi

!
i

70%

Percentage of el# Graphic Communication/Computer Generated

□  % Percent ol Computer Generated ■  % PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 7.2

It is obvious that these once “traditional” graphic design communication 

methodologies are now being realized through computer generation. However, Table 7.2 

also indicates that the “cutting edge” methodologies have not yet entered these 

architecture firms. As technology progresses and students continue to integrate these 

technologies into the design process, we will see more of these methods in the future.
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HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).
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To understand how the profession communicates, it is critical to first look at the 

results from the entire profession and then break it down into smaller categories for a 

closer look. This reveals the trends of the profession upfront before analyzing its smaller 

parts. Table 8.1 reveals some interesting chronological data over the life of the 

profession. Graphic communication tends to decrease over the span of ones career while 

oral communication fluctuates between 15% and 40% of these alumni’s total 

communication throughout their professional career. Written communication tends to 

rise, fluctuating between 9% and 46% of these alumni’s total communication throughout 

their professional careers.

A lum ni C om bined, Classes 1967-1995
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Alumni Chronological Communication Chart
■^■■GRAPHIC TOTAL ■ Percentage of Graphic Communication Computer Generated

*  "  ORAL TOTAL ............. Percentage of Oral Communication Computer Generated

""""" 'WRITTEN TOTAL --------- Percentage of Written Communication Computer Generated

0%
1967-70 1971-75 1976-80 1981-85 1986-90

University of Arizona, College of Architecture Alumni Classes of:
1991-93 1994-95

Table 8.1

As demonstrated in Table 8.2, graphic communication accounts for 48% of all 

communication used in the profession of architecture by these alumni. Of all graphic 

communication, 26% is computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 30% of 

all communication used in the profession by these alumni. Of all oral communication, 

3% is computer generated. Written communication accounts for 22% of all 

communication used in the profession by these alumni. Of all written communication, 

15% is computer generated. Thus, the profession of architecture is not dominated by any 

one form of communication; but a synthesis of three: graphic, oral, and written.
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COMMUNICATION CHART 
All Alumni Combined

■  Written 
(No Comniitari

■  Written 
(Computer) ■  Graphic 

(No Computer)15%

□  Oral 
(Computer)

3%

□  u ra i 
(No Computer)

■  Graphic 
(Computer)

27%
26%

Table 8.2

Table 8.3 indicates the graphic communication methodologies combined from all 

alumni respondents, thus representative of the entire profession. Hard line drawings 

account for 61% of all graphic communication generated within the profession. Of all 

hard line drawings, 72% are computer generated. Sketches account for 19% of all 

graphic communication generated within the profession. Of all sketches, 8% are 

computer generated. 3D drawings account for 6% of all graphic communication 

generated within the profession. Of all 3D drawings, 52% are computer generated. 

Graphic design also accounts for 6% of all graphic communication generated within the 

profession. Of all graphic design, 68% is computer generated. Other graphic 

communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication 

generated within the profession are: rendered drawings (3%), study models (2%), “other” 

(1%) and still photography (1%).
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
All Alumni Combined 1967-1995

Graphic Design 

Video DocumentatN 

Still Photograph; 

Digital Multi

HIM! 

Virtual Ream 

Video Presentai 

Animatk 

Finish Models 

Study Models 

3D Drawn 

Rendered Drawings 

Hard Line Drai

Sketches

100%

100%

10% 20% 50% 70% 80% 100%

Percentage of all Graphic Communication/Computer Generated

□ %  Percent Computer Generated ■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 8 3
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 27 to 30 years. 

There were 10 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 2 to 400. Job 

titles included: President/Principal Architect, Project Principal, Principal, Project 

Manager, Vice President of Design Services, Project Director, Owner, Architect, 

Consulting Architect and one did not record a job title. Of the 10 people responding to 

the questions, 80% own a personal computer and 70% use email at least one or two days 

per week. Sixty-seven percent also access the Internet regularly at least one or two days 

per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time, 56% said non-social conversation from the oral 

communication category and 44% said sketches from the graphic communication 

category. When asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral, and written) in the order that 

they feel best matches their abilities, 8 respondents replied. Of those responding, 62.5% 

said graphic communication, 25% said oral communication, and 12.5% said written 

communication.

As demonstrated in Table 9.1, graphic communication accounts for 31% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 12% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 40% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 4% is computer generated.

A lum ni C lasses o f 1967-1970
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Written communication accounts for 29% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 26% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
Alumni Classes 1967-1970

■  Written 
(No Computer) 

3%

□  Oral 
(Computer) 

4%

■  Written ■  Graphic
(Computer) (No Computer)

26% 19%

■  Graphic 
(Computer) 

12%

D  Oral 
(No Computer)

36%

Table 9.1

Table 9.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1967-1970. Of these methodologies, hard line drawings account for 37% 

of all graphic communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all hard line 

drawings, 77% are computer generated. Sketches account for 36% of all graphic 

communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 2% are computer 

generated. 3D drawings account for 14% of all graphic communication generated by this 

group of alumni. Of all 3D drawings, 29% are computer generated. Study models 

account for 6% of all graphic communication generated by this group. Of all study 

models, 0% are computer generated. Other graphic communication methodologies 

representing 5% or less of all graphic communication generated within this group of 

alumni are: graphic design (3%), animation’s (2%) and still photography (1%).
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C lasses  1967-1970

Othei

Graphic Desi 

Video Document at i 

Still Photograi 

Digital MultH

Virtual Real 

Video Presentati< 

Animation! 

Finish Model 

Study M<

3D Drawing! 

Rendered Drawing! 

Hard Line Drawing 

Sketchei

100%

100%

30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Percentage of Graphic Communication

□  % Percent Computer Generated ■  % PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 9.2

Graphic communication is the second most dominant form of communication used by 

this group; oral communication being the most dominant. It is not surprising that hard 

line drawings and sketches combine for a total of 74% of all graphic communication. 

What is surprising is that 77% of all hard line drawings are computer generated. 

Computers were absent from architecture school when this group was in attendance. This 

suggests that somewhere along the line these individuals picked up CAD skills on their 

own. This might have been necessary to understand and speak the language of their 

younger employees and consultants who are now so reliant on computers.
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 22 to 26 years. 

There were 5 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 25 to 700. Job 

titles included: Principal, Project Manager (2), Architect and President. Of the 5 people 

responding to the questions, 100% own a personal computer and use email at least one or 

two days per week. Eighty percent also access the Internet regularly at least one or two 

days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 60% said non-social conversation from the oral 

communication category, 20% said business writing from the written communication 

category and 20% said technical writing from the written communication category. When 

asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral and written) in the order that they feel best 

matches their abilities, 20% said graphic communication, 60% said oral communication 

and 20% said written communication.

As demonstrated in Table 10.1, graphic communication accounts for 19% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 8% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 35% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 3% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 46% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 30% is computer generated.

A lum ni C lasses o f 1971-1975
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COMMUNICATION CHART
Alumni C la sses  1971-1975

■  Written 
(Computer) 

30%

■  Graphic 
(No Computer) 

11%

■  Written (No Computer)
(No Computer) B  0 ra l 32%

16% (Computer)
3%

Table 10.1

Table 10.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1971-1975. Sketches account for 55% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 44% are computer generated. Hard 

line drawings account for 36% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

alumni. Of all hard line drawings, 41% are computer generated. “Other” makes up 8% 

of all graphic communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all “other”, 33% is 

computer generated.
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C lasses  1971-1975

Othei

Graphic Desl 

Video Documentati 

Still Phot*

Digital MuttH

I
Virtual Ftealil 

Video Presentati 

Anknatior 

Finish 

Study Model! 

3D Drawing! 

Rendered Drawing! 

Hard Line Drawings 

Sketches
10% 20% 40% 50% 60%

S  S  s  . s
70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of *11 Graphic Communlcstion/Computer Generated

■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 10.2

Graphic communication is the third most dominant form of communication used by 

this group; written being the first and oral communication being the second most 

dominant. It is not surprising that hard line drawings and sketches combine for a total of 

85% of all graphic communication. Once again I am somewhat surprised that 44% of all 

sketches and 41% of all hard line drawings are computer generated. I am surprised 

because this group had been working for at least 10 years before computers started 

entering the architecture office. Once again this tells me that somewhere along the way 

these individuals picked up CAD skills on their own. More than likely members of this 

group were project managers when computers entered the office. Because of their
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positions, they were managing and working with recent graduates who were responsible 

for a lot of the drafting that went on within the office. Therefore, it would have been 

necessary to understand and speak the language of the younger employees and consultants 

who were becoming so reliant on computers. Over a period of time the members of this 

group learned CAD because of their exposure to it and some self teaching.
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 17 to 21 years. 

There were 9 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 1 to 150. Job 

titles included: Principal/Owner, Architect/Owner, Owner (2), Project Manager, 

Principal/President, Architect and Project Architect (2). Of those responding to the 

question, 89% own a personal computer and 67% use email at least one or two days per 

week. Seventy-eight percent of those responding also access the Internet regularly at least 

one or two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 44% sketches from the graphic communication category, 

33% said hard line drawings from the graphic communication category and 22% said 

non-social conversation from the oral communication category. When asked to rank the 

categories (graphic, oral and written) in the order that they feel best matches their 

abilities, 44% said graphic communication, 33% said oral communication, 11% said 

written communication and one respondent or 11% said that “they were all equal; you 

need them all.”5

As demonstrated in Table 11.1, graphic communication accounts for 56% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 15% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 24% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 1% is computer generated.

A lum ni Classes o f 1976-1980
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Written communication accounts for 20% of all the communication used by those in this

group. Of all written communication, 16% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
Alumni Classes 1976-1980

■  Written

■  Written (ComP"*")
(No Computer) 16%

(No Computer) ■  Graphic
23% (Computer)

15%

Graphic 
(No Computer) 

41%

Table 11.1

Table 11.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1976-1980. Sketches account for 21% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 0% are computer generated. Hard 

line drawings account for 71% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

alumni. All hard line drawings, 34% are computer generated. Other graphic 

communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication 

generated within this group of alumni are: Graphic design (5%), Three dimensional 

drawings (3%) and Still photography (1%).



M
et

ho
do

lo
gy

73

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C lasses  1976-1980

Other; 

Graphic Design] 

Video Documentation 

Still Photography 

Digital MuMWedb 

HTML 

Virtual Reality 

Video Presentation 

Animations 

Finish Models 

Study Models 

3D Drawings 

Rendered Drawings 

Hard Line Drawings 

Sketches

20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Percentage of at! Graphic CommunlcatiorVComputer Generated

100%

□ %  Percent Computer Generated B%  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 11.2
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 12 to 16 years. 

There were 7 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 1 to 500. Job 

titles included: Principal (2), Project Manager (3), Architect and Project Architect. Of 

those responding to the question, 100% own a personal computer and 86% use email at 

least one or two days per week. Seventy-one percent of those responding also access the 

Internet regularly at least three to four days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 29% said sketches from the graphic communication 

category, 29% said non-social conversation from the oral communication category, 14% 

said social conversation from the oral communication category, 14% said business 

writing from the written communication category and 14% said hard line drawings from 

the graphic communication category. When asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral 

and written) in the order that they feel best matches their abilities, 57% said oral 

communication, 29% said graphic communication and 14% said written communication.

As demonstrated in Table 12.1, graphic communication accounts for 29% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 8% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 39% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 8% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 32% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 17% is computer generated.

A lum ni C lasses o f 1981-1985
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COMMUNICATION CHART
Alumni C lasses  1981-1985

B  Oral 
(Computer) 

8%

D  Oral 
(No Computer) 

31%

Table 111

Table 12.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1981-1985. Sketches account for 36% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 3% are computer generated. Hard 

line drawings account for 58% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

alumni. All hard line drawings, 41% are computer generated. Other graphic 

communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication 

generated within this group of alumni are: Graphic design (3%) and Still photography

( 3 % ) .
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C la sse s  1981-1985

Video

Virtual

Video Presentath

Finish

Rendered Drawings 

Hard Line Drawings 

Sketches

Percentage of aM(kaphkCommun*c#l*on/CompulwGenefm##d

□ %  Percent Computer Generated ■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 12.2
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 7 to 11 years. 

There were 4 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 4 to 50. Job titles 

included: Principal, Project Manager, Project Architect, and Architect. Of those 

responding to the question, 100% own a personal computer and 75% use email at least 

one or two days per week. Fifty percent of those responding also access the Internet 

regularly at least two to three days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 50% said hard line drawings from the graphic 

communication category, 25% said rendered drawings from the graphic communication 

category and 25% said non-social conversation from the oral communication category. 

When asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral and written) in the order that they feel 

best matches their abilities, 75% said graphic communication and 25% said oral 

communication.

As demonstrated in Table 13.1, graphic communication accounts for 53% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 37% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 33% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 2% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 14% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all oral communication, 10% is computer generated.

A lum ni C lasses o f 1986-1990
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COMMUNICATION CHART
Alumni C lasses  1986-1990

Written 
(No Computer) 

4%

Written 
(Computer) 

10%

Graphic 
(No Computer) 

16%

(Computer)
37%

Table 13.1

Table 13.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1986-1990. Sketches account for 15% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 4% computer generated. Hard line 

drawings account for 75% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

alumni. Of all hard line drawings, 93% are computer generated. Rendered drawings 

account for 6% of all graphic communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all 

rendered drawings, 0% are computer generated. Other graphic communication 

methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication generated within 

this group of alumni are: 3D drawings (3%) and Still photography (2%).



M
et

ho
do

lo
gy

79

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C la sses  1986-1990

Othei

Graphic Deal 

Video Documentatk 

Still Rhotogn 

Digital MultH

HTM 

Virtual Realil 

Video Presentatk 

Animation! 

Finish Model! 

Study Model! 

3D Drawini 

Rendered Drawing! 

Hard Line Dra'

Sketche;
70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of all Graphic Communication/Computer Generated

□ %  Percent Computer Generated ■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 13.2
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 4 to 6 years. 

There were 11 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 1 to 22. Job 

titles included: Vice President, Designer (2), Project Architect (2),

President/CEO/Principal, Project Manager(2), General Counsel, President and one did not 

record a job title. Of those responding to the question, 82% own a personal computer and 

56% use email at least one or two days per week. Seventy-three percent of those 

responding also access the Internet regularly at least two to three days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 36% said hard line drawings from the graphic 

communication category, 27% said sketches from the graphic communication category, 

18% said non-social conversation from the oral communication category, 9% said 

business writing from the written communication category and 9% said HTML (Internet) 

from the graphic communication category. This person indicated the use of the Internet 

was for drawing file transfers. When asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral and 

written) in the order that they feel best matches their abilities, 45% said graphic 

communication, 36 said written communication and 18% said oral communication.

As demonstrated in Table 14.1, graphic communication accounts for 55% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 29% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 29% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 3% is computer generated.

A lum ni Classes o f  1991-1993
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Written communication accounts for 16% of all the communication used by those in this

group. Of all written communication, 9% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
Alumni Classes 1991-1993

■  Written e 
(No Computer) 

I Oral 7%
(Computer)

3%

I Written 
(Computer) 

9%

a  Oral 
(No Computer) 

26%

Graphic 
(No Computer) 

26%

I Graphic 
(Computer) 

29%

Table 14.1

Table 14.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1991-1993. Sketches account for 18% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 0% are computer generated. Hard 

line drawings account for 61% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

alumni. Of all hard line drawings, 80% are computer generated. Study models account 

for 7% of all graphic communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all study 

models, 28% are computer generated. Other methodologies representing 5% or less of all 

graphic communication generated within this group of alumni are: “other” (5%), 3D 

drawings (4%), Still photography (2%), Graphic design (1%) and Digital Multi-media

( 1 % ) .
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C la sses  1991-1993
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100%

Table 14.2
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This group of professionals have been out of architecture school for 2 to 3 years. 

There were 7 respondents in this group with firms ranging in size from 5 to 45. Job titles 

included: Job Captain, Project Manager (2), Intern Architect, Architect in Training, 

Intem/CAD Specialist and one did not record a job title. Of those responding to the 

question, 45% own a personal computer and 100% use email at least one or two days per 

week. One hundred percent of those responding also access the Internet regularly at least 

one to two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their jobs at the present time 43% said hard line drawings from the graphic 

communication category, 29% said rendered drawings from the graphic communication 

category, 14% said 3D drawings from the graphic communication category and 14% said 

non-social conversation from the oral communication category. When asked to rank the 

categories (graphic, oral and written) in the order that they feel best matches their 

abilities, 86% said graphic communication and 14% said oral communication.

As demonstrated in Table 15.1, graphic communication accounts for 77% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 66% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 15% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 2% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 8% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 2% is computer generated.

A lum ni C lasses o f 1994-1995
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COMMUNICATION CHART
Alumni C lasses  1994-1995

O  Or< 
(No Con

13"

■  Graphic 
(Computer)

.66%

Table 15.1

Table 15.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by respondents 

from the years 1994-1995. Sketches account for 6% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all sketches, 40% are computer generated. Hard 

line drawings account for 59% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

alumni. Of all hard line drawings, 94% are computer generated. Rendered drawings 

account for 8% of all graphic communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all 

rendered drawings, 55% are computer generated. 3D drawings account for 11% of all 

graphic communication generated by this group of alumni. Of all 3D drawings, 87% are 

computer generated. Graphic design accounts for 16% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group of alumni. Of all graphic design, 72% is computer generated.
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
Alumni C la sses  1994-1995
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D% Percent Computer Generated ■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

100%

Table 15.2
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X. SURVEY RESULTS, COLLEGE OF ARCHITECTURE STUDENTS

HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).
— — — - — — T — — — — — — — — — —
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Students Combined, First Year through Sixth Year

The best way to look at the results of the Architecture Students is to look at the 

combined results from all of architectural education and then break it down by year for a 

closer look. This approach allows us to see the communication patterns and 

methodologies of architectural education upfront before analyzing its smaller parts. Table 

16.1 reveals some interesting chronological data during one’s education in architecture. 

Graphic communication is fairly constant during the first 3 years of architecture school 

before peaking out in the fourth year. In the fifth and sixth years graphic communication 

declines steadily. Oral communication fluctuates between 30% and 50% of the students 

total communication throughout their academic careers, while written communication

fluctuates between 7% and 27% of their total communication.
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STUDENT CHRONOLOGICAL COMMUNICATION CHART
■■"■■■G RAPH IC TOTAL ------------ Percent of Graphic Communication C om puter G enerated

■  ■  ORAL TOTAL ................Percent of Oral Communication C om puter G enerated

— " •WRITTEN TOTAL -----------Percent of Written Communication Com puter G enerated

E 50%

0% lc£—  
First Year Third Year Sixth Y earFourth Y ear

University of Arizona, College of Architecture Student C lasses:

Table 16.1

As demonstrated in Table 16.2, graphic communication accounts for 49% of all 

communication combined by all students. Of all graphic communication, 16% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 39% of all communication 

combined by all students. Of all oral communication, 2% is computer generated. Written 

communication accounts for 12% of all communication combined by all students. Of all 

written communication, 6% is computer generated.
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COMMUNICATION CHART 
All S tuden t T es ts  Com bined

O rd  ( " ° y )  
(Computer) °

■  Written
■  Written 

(Computer)
■  Graphic 

(No Computer)
6%

33%

□  Oral (No 
Computer) ■  Graphic 

(Computer)37%
16%

Table 16.2

Table 16.3 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by all students 

combined. Sketches account for 30% of all graphic communication generated the 

students, of all sketches, 3% are computer generated. Hard line drawings account for 

19% of all graphic communication generated by the students. Of all hard line drawings, 

47% are computer generated. Rendered drawings account for 9% of all graphic 

communication generated by the students. Of all rendered drawings, 28% are computer 

generated. 3D drawings account for 8% of all graphic communication generated the 

students. Of all 3D drawings, 53% are computer generated. Study models account for 

7% of all graphic communication generated by the students. Of all study models, 10% 

are computer generated. Finish models account for 7% of all graphic communication 

generated by the students. Of all finish models, 17% are computer generated. Other 

graphic communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic 

communication generated by the students are: graphic design (5%), digital multi-media
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(4%), still photography (3%), “other” (3%), HTML (2%), animation’s (1%), and video 

presentation (1%).

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
All S tuden t T es ts  Com bined
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Table 163
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Students, First Year

Of those responding to the question, 89% own a personal computer and use email at 

least one or two days per week. Seventy-five percent of those responding also access the 

Internet regularly at least one or two days per week. When asked which communication 

methodologies are the most important to them and their education at the present time, 

50% said sketches from the graphic communication category and 50% said non-social 

conversation from the oral communication category. When asked to rank the categories 

(graphic, oral, and written) in the order that they feel best matches their abilities, 62.5% 

said graphic communication, 25% said oral communication and 12.5% said written 

communication.

Three of the same questions asked to the faculty regarding professional preparation 

were also asked to the students. This provides the opportunity to hear both sides of the 

argument regarding design communication (graphic, oral, and written). Based on the 

results of a questionnaire (Appendix F) given to the students during Final-test I, 66% of 

the first year students surveyed feel confident that the graphic communication skills 

emphasized at the College of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. 

When asked the same question but regarding oral communication, only 44% of those 

same students feel confident that the oral communication skills emphasized the College 

will prepare them for professional practice. Only 22% of the first year students surveyed 

feel confident that the written communication skills emphasized at the College of
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Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. These results seem to be in 

agreement with those indicated by the faculty.

In a questionnaire administered simultaneously with the Final-test II (Appendix G), 

100% of the first year, students surveyed responded yes, that there should be more 

emphasis on the preparation and presentation of oral communication in the design studio. 

When asked if they felt there should be more emphasis placed on the development of 

writing skills into the curriculum, 43% of those surveyed responded yes while 57% 

responded no.

Based on all of the communication that goes on within the profession of architecture 

(graphic, oral, and written), the first year students were asked to rank these categories (in 

the same questionnaire), according to their frequency of use. Seventy-one percent of the 

students ranked graphic communication as the most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it as the second most frequently used. Forty-three percent of 

the students ranked oral communication as the second most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it first and 29% ranked it as the third most frequently used. 

Seventy-one percent of the students ranked written communication as the third most 

frequently used type of communication; 29% ranked it as the second most frequently 

used.

As a part of Final-test m , students were asked 5 questions (Appendix H) regarding the 

Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB to determine if the students felt the 

curricular opportunities existed to meet these criteria. I expected a variety of responses 

from this group for two reasons. First, because they are in their first year of architecture
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school and second, because they are not yet in the professional phase. Therefore, I find it 

difficult if not impossible to evaluate this groups responses to these questions. I will 

however, look at the other student groups to determine if there are any inconsistencies 

inherent to a particular year of architecture education.

As demonstrated in Table 17.1, graphic communication accounts for 49% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 0% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 38% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 0% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 13% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 4% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
All First Year Tests Combined

■  Written 
(No Computer)

■  Written 
(Computer)

H Oral 9%
(Computei

4%

D  Oral
(No Computer) 

38%

0% ■  Graphic 
(No Computer)

49%

■  Graphic 
(Computer) 

0%

Table 17.1

Table 17.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by first year 

students. Sketches account for 36% of all graphic communication generated by this 

group of students, of all sketches, 0% is computer generated. Hard line drawings account
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for 34% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all hard 

line drawings, 0% are computer generated. 3D drawings account for 13% of all graphic 

communication generated by this group of students. Of all 3D drawings, 0% are 

computer generated. Still Photography accounts for 7% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group. Of all still photography, 0% is computer generated. Other 

graphic communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic 

communication generated within this group of students are: renderings (5%), study 

models (2%), “other” (2%), and animation’s (1%).

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
All First Year Student Tests Combined
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100%
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□ %  Percent Computer Generated ■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

Table 17.2
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Students, Second Year

Students in the second year begin the professional phase of the 5 year B Arch program. 

They are admitted into the second year upon review of a portfolio, grade point average, 

and other bureaucratic entrance requirements. The portfolio gives the students the 

opportunity to demonstrate their graphic and writing skills developed through high school 

and inclusive of any previous College or University work. Of the 9 students responding 

to the questions, 100% own a personal computer and 78% use email at least one or two 

days per week. Eighty-nine percent of those responding also access the Internet regularly 

at least one or two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their education at the present time 56% said sketches from the graphic communication 

category, 22% said rendered drawings from the graphic communication category, 11% 

said 3D drawings from the graphic communication category and 11% study models from 

the graphic communication category. When asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral, 

and written) in the order that they feel best matches their abilities, 22% said graphic 

communication, 33% said oral communication and 44% said written communication.

Three of the same questions asked to the faculty regarding professional preparation 

were also asked to the students. This provides the opportunity to hear both sides of the 

argument regarding design communication (graphic, oral, and written). Based on the 

results of a questionnaire (Appendix F) given to the students during Final-test I, 89% of
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the second year students surveyed feel confident that the graphic communication skills 

emphasized at the College of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. 

When asked the same question but regarding oral communication, only 44% of those 

same students feel confident that the oral communication skills emphasized the College 

will prepare them for professional practice. None of the second year students surveyed 

feel confident that the written communication skills emphasized at the College of 

Architecture will prepare them for professional practice.

In a questionnaire administered simultaneously with the Final-test II (Appendix G), 

100% of the second year students surveyed responded yes, that there should be more 

emphasis on the preparation and presentation of oral communication in the design studio. 

When asked if they felt there should be more emphasis placed on the development of 

writing skills into the curriculum, 71% of those surveyed responded yes while 29% 

responded no.

Based on all of the communication that goes on within the profession of architecture 

(graphic, oral, and written), the second year students were asked to rank these categories 

(in the same questionnaire), according to their frequency of use. Eighty-six percent of the 

students ranked graphic communication as the most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it as the second most frequently used. Seventy-one percent 

of the students ranked oral communication as the second most frequently used type of 

communication; 14% ranked it first and 14% ranked it as the third most frequently used. 

Eighty-six percent of the students ranked written communication as the third most
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frequently used type of communication; 14% ranked it as the second most frequently 

used.

As a part of Final-test HI, students were asked 5 questions (Appendix G) regarding the 

Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB to determine if the students felt the 

curricular opportunities existed to meet these criteria. Sixty-seven percent of the students 

surveyed felt confident that the curriculum provided students with the opportunities to be 

able to communicate architectural ideas in written and oral form. Fifty-five percent felt 

confident (through the curriculum) in their ability to apply theories and principals of 

representation, communication, and information technology and apply them to design. 

Sixty-seven percent of the second year students surveyed felt confident (through the 

curriculum) in the ability to use a variety of media techniques appropriate to the various 

stages of a design process and to convey the essential elements of a building program and 

architectural design. Of those surveyed, 55% felt confident (through the curriculum) in 

the ability to use computer technology in the display and use of information, images, and 

architectural design. Only 33% of those surveyed felt confident (through the curriculum) 

in the ability to communicate with those who must review and/or construct the project 

through technically appropriate precise descriptions and documentation of the proposed 

design.

As demonstrated in Table 18.1, graphic communication accounts for 49% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 5% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 41% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 1% is computer generated.
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Written communication accounts for 10% of all the communication used by those in this

group. Of all written communication, 1% is computer generated.

COMMUNICATION CHART 
All Second Year Tests Combined

■  ^ en "(C om puter) 
D  Oral (No Computer) 1%

(Computer)
1%

□  Oral
(No Computer) 

40% ■  Graphic 
(Computer) 

5%

Graphic 
(No Computer) 

44%

Table 18.1

Table 18.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by second year 

students. Sketches account for 44% of all graphic communication generated by this 

group of students, of all sketches, 0% is computer generated. Hard line drawings account 

for 9% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all hard line 

drawings, 14% are computer generated. Rendered drawings account for 27% of all 

graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all rendered drawings, 

18% are computer generated. Finish models account for 7% of all graphic 

communication generated by this group. Of all finish models, 0% are computer 

generated. Other graphic communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all
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graphic communication generated within this group of students are: “other” (5%), study

models (3%), still photography (2%), and graphic design (1%).

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
All Second Year Tests Combined
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Students, Third Year

Students in the third year are in their second year of the professional phase of the 5 

year BArch program. Of the 6 students responding to the question, 83% own a personal 

computer and 100% use email at least one or two days per week. Eighty-three percent of 

those responding also access the Internet regularly at least one or two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their education at the present time 50% said sketches from the graphic communication 

category, 5% said 3D drawings from the graphic communication category, 5% study 

models from the graphic communication category, and 5% said non-social conversation 

from the oral communication category. When asked to rank the categories (graphic, oral 

and written) in the order that they feel best matches their abilities, 33% said graphic 

communication, 33% said oral communication, and 33% said written communication.

Three of the same questions asked to the faculty regarding professional preparation 

were also asked to the students. This would provide the opportunity to hear both sides of 

the argument regarding design communication (graphic, oral, and written). Based on the 

results of a questionnaire (Appendix F) given to the students during Final-test I, 57% of 

the third year students surveyed feel confident that the graphic communication skills 

emphasized at the College of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. 

When asked the same question but regarding oral communication, only 43% of those 

same students felt confident that the oral communication skills emphasized the College 

will prepare them for professional practice. None of the third year students surveyed feel
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confident that the written communication skills emphasized at the College of Architecture 

will prepare them for professional practice.

In a questionnaire administered simultaneously with the Final-test II (Appendix G), 

67% of the third year students surveyed responded yes, that there should be more 

emphasis on the preparation and presentation of oral communication in the design studio. 

When asked if they felt there should be more emphasis placed on the development of 

writing skills into the curriculum, 67% of those surveyed responded yes while 33% 

responded no.

Based on all communication that goes on within the profession of architecture 

(graphic, oral, and written), the second year students were asked to rank these categories 

(in the same questionnaire), according to their frequency of use. Sixty-seven percent of 

the students ranked oral communication as the most frequently used type of 

communication; 33% ranked it as the second most frequently used. Sixty-seven percent 

of the students ranked graphic communication as the second most frequently used type of 

communication; 33% ranked it first. One Hundred percent of the students ranked written 

communication as the third most frequently used type of communication.

As a part of Final-test m, students were asked 5 questions (Appendix H) regarding the 

Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB to determine if the students felt the 

curricular opportunities existed to meet these criteria. Sixty percent of the students 

surveyed felt confident that the curriculum provided students with the opportunities to be 

able to communicate architectural ideas in written and oral form. Forty percent felt 

confident (through the curriculum) in their ability to apply theories and principals of
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representation, communication, and information technology and apply them to design. 

Eighty percent of the third year students surveyed felt confident (through the curriculum) 

in the ability to use a variety of media techniques appropriate to the various stages of a 

design process and to convey the essential elements of a building program and 

architectural design. Of those surveyed, 100% felt confident (through the curriculum) in 

the ability to use computer technology in the display and use of information, images, and 

architectural design. Eighty percent of those surveyed felt confident (through the 

curriculum) in the ability to communicate with those who must review and/or construct 

the project through technically appropriate precise descriptions and documentation of the 

proposed design.

As demonstrated in Table 19.1, graphic communication accounts for 46% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 18% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 47% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 1% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 7% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 3% is computer generated.
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COMMUNICATION CHART
All Third Year T es ts  Com bined

■  Written ■  Written
□  Oral (No Computer) (Computer) 
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■  Graphic 
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Table 19.1

Table 19.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by third year 

students. Sketches account for 36% of all graphic communication generated by this 

group of students, of all sketches, 12% are computer generated. Hard line drawings 

account for 28% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all 

hard line drawings, 60% are computer generated. 3D drawings account for 12% of all 

graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all 3D drawings, 84% are 

computer generated. Study models account for 7% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group. Of all study models, 12% are computer generated. Graphic 

design account for 8% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. 

Of all graphic design, 32% is computer generated. Other graphic communication 

methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication generated within
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this group of students are: digital multi-media (4%), finish models (3%), still photography 

(1%), and “other” (1%).

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
All Third Year Student Tests Combined
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Students, Forth Year

Students in the fourth year are in their third year of the professional phase of the 5 

year BArch program. Of the 4 students responding to the question, 100% own a personal 

computer and 75% use email at least one or two days per week. One Hundred percent of 

those responding also access the Internet regularly at least one or two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their education at the present time 50% said sketches from the graphic communication 

category, 25% said virtual reality from the graphic communication category, and 25% 

said scholarly writing from the written communication category. When asked to rank the 

categories (graphic, oral and written) in the order that they feel best matches their 

abilities, 75% said graphic communication and 25% said oral communication.

Three of the same questions asked to the faculty regarding professional preparation 

were also asked to the students. This provides the opportunity to hear both sides of the 

argument regarding design communication (graphic, oral, and written). Based on the 

results of a questionnaire (Appendix F) given to the students during Final-test I, 60% of 

the fourth year students surveyed feel confident that the graphic communication skills 

emphasized at the College of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. 

When asked the same question but regarding oral communication, 60% of those same 

students feel confident that the oral communication skills emphasized the College will 

prepare them for professional practice. None of the fourth year students surveyed feel
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confident that the written communication skills emphasized at the College of Architecture 

will prepare them for professional practice.

In a questionnaire administered simultaneously with the Final-test II (Appendix G), 

86% of the third year students surveyed responded yes, that there should be more 

emphasis on the preparation and presentation of oral communication in the design studio. 

When asked if they felt there should be more emphasis placed on the development of 

writing skills into the curriculum, 86% of those surveyed responded yes while 14% 

responded no.

Based on all of the communication that goes on within the profession of architecture 

(graphic, oral, and written), the fourth year students were asked to rank these categories 

(in the same questionnaire), according to their frequency of use. Fifty-seven percent of 

the students ranked graphic communication as the most frequently used type of 

communication; 43% ranked it as the second most frequently used. Fifty-seven percent 

of the students ranked oral communication as the second most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it first and 14% ranked it third. Eighty-six percent of the 

students ranked written communication as the third most frequently used type of 

communication; 14% ranked it first.

As a part of Final-test m , students were asked 5 questions (Appendix H) regarding the 

Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB to determine if the students felt the 

curricular opportunities existed to meet these criteria. Fifty percent of the students 

surveyed felt confident that the curriculum provided students with the opportunities to be 

able to communicate architectural ideas in written and oral form. Fifty percent felt
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confident (through the curriculum) to be able to apply theories and principals of 

representation, communication, and information technology and apply them to design. 

Fifty percent of the fourth year students surveyed felt confident (through the curriculum) 

in the ability to use a variety of media techniques appropriate to the various stages of a 

design process and to convey the essential elements of a building program and 

architectural design. Of those surveyed, 50% felt confident (through the curriculum) in 

the ability to use computer technology in the display and use of information, images, and 

architectural design. Fifty percent of those surveyed felt confident (through the 

curriculum) in the ability to communicate with those who must review and/or construct 

the project through technically appropriate precise descriptions and documentation of the 

proposed design.

As demonstrated in Table 20.1, graphic communication accounts for 71% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 37% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 30% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 2% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 9% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 4% is computer generated.
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COMMUNICATION CHART
All Fourth Year T es ts  Com bined

■  Written a  Written
0  Oral (No Computer) (Computer) 

(Computer) 5% 4%

■  Graphic 
(No Computer)

24%

0  Oral 
(No Computer)

28%

■  Graphic 
(Computer)

37%

Table 20.1

Table 20.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by fourth year 

students. Hard line drawings account for 22% of all graphic communication generated by 

this group of students. Of all hard line drawings, 96% are computer generated. Sketches 

account for 15% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all 

sketches, 6% are computer generated. 3D drawings account for 13% of all graphic 

communication generated by this group of students. Of all 3D drawings, 68% are 

computer generated. Finish models account for 10% of all graphic communication used 

by this group of students. Of all finish models, 17% are computer generated. Graphic 

design accounts for 9% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. 

Of all graphic design, 98% is computer generated. Rendered drawings account for 7% of 

all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all rendered drawings, 

39% are computer generated. Study models account for 7% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group. Of all study models, 12% are computer generated. Other graphic
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communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication

generated within this group of students are: animation’s (5%), digital multi-media (5%),

video documentation (2%), virtual reality (2%), HTML (2%), and still photography (1%).

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES 
All Fourth Year Student Tests Combined
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Students, Fifth Year

Students in the fifth year are in the final year of the 5 year BArch program. They 

terminate their final semester with a thesis design project. Of the 8 students responding 

to the questions, 63% own a personal computer and 88% use email at least one or two 

days per week. Eighty-eight percent of those responding also access the Internet regularly 

at least one or two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their education at the present time 50% said sketches from the graphic communication 

category, 25% said non-social conversation from the oral communication category, 13% 

said 3D drawings from the graphic communication category and 13% digital multi-media 

from the graphic communication category. When asked to rank the categories (graphic, 

oral and written) in the order that they feel best matches their abilities, 63% said graphic 

communication, 25% said oral communication and 13% said written communication.

Three of the same questions asked to the faculty regarding professional preparation 

were also asked to the students. This provides the opportunity to hear both sides of the 

argument regarding design communication (graphic, oral, and written). Based on the 

results of a questionnaire (Appendix F) given to the students during Final-test I, 55% of 

the fifth year students surveyed feel confident that the graphic communication skills 

emphasized at the College of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. 

When asked the same question but regarding oral communication, only 44% of those 

same students feel confident that the oral communication skills emphasized the College
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will prepare them for professional practice. Twenty-two percent of the fifth year students 

surveyed feel confident that the written communication skills emphasized at the College 

of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice.

In a questionnaire administered simultaneously with the Final-test II (Appendix G), 

71% of the second year students surveyed responded yes, that there should be more 

emphasis on the preparation and presentation of oral communication in the design studio. 

When asked if they felt there should be more emphasis placed on the development of 

writing skills into the curriculum, 57% of those surveyed responded yes while 43% 

responded no.

Based on all of the communication that goes on within the profession of architecture 

(graphic, oral, and written), the fifth year students were asked to rank these categories (in 

the same questionnaire), according to their frequency of use. Fifty-seven percent of the 

students ranked graphic communication as the most frequently used type of 

communication; 43% ranked it as the second most frequently used. Fifty-seven percent 

of the students ranked oral communication as the second most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it first and 14% ranked it as the third most frequently used. 

Eighty-six percent of the students ranked written communication as the third most 

frequently used type of communication; 14% ranked it as the second most frequently 

used.

As a part of Final-test in, students were asked 5 questions (Appendix H) regarding the 

Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB to determine if the students felt the 

curricular opportunities existed to meet these criteria. Sixty percent of the students
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surveyed felt confident that the curriculum provided students with the opportunities to be 

able to communicate architectural ideas in written and oral form. Fifty percent felt 

confident (through the curriculum) to be able to apply theories and principals of 

representation, communication, and information technology and apply them to design. 

Eighty percent of the fifth year students surveyed felt confident (through the curriculum) 

in the ability to use a variety of media techniques appropriate to the various stages of a 

design process and to convey the essential elements of a building program and 

architectural design. Of those surveyed, 60% felt confident (through the curriculum) in 

the ability to use computer technology in the display and use of information, images, and 

architectural design. Only 20% of those surveyed felt confident (through the curriculum) 

in the ability to communicate with those who must review and/or construct the project 

through technically appropriate precise descriptions and documentation of the proposed 

design.

As demonstrated in Table 21.1, graphic communication accounts for 53% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 15% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 37% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 4% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 10% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 7% is computer generated.
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COMMUNICATION CHART
All Fifth Year T e s ts  Com bined
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Table 21.1

Table 21.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by fourth year 

students. Sketches account for 44% of all graphic communication generated by this 

group of students. Of all sketches, 0% are computer generated. Study models account for 

19% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all study 

models, 0% are computer generated. Hard line drawings account for 12% of all graphic 

communication generated by this group of students. Of all hard line drawings, 30% are 

computer generated. Rendered drawings account for 8% of all graphic communication 

generated by this group. Of all rendered drawings, 0% are computer generated. Still 

photography accounts for 6% of all graphic communication generated by this group of 

students. Of all still photography, 11% is computer generated. Other graphic 

communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic communication 

generated within this group of students are: digital multi-media (4%), finish models (3%), 

still photography (1%), and “other” (1%).



114

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
All Fifth Year S tuden t T e s ts  C om bined

Otheti 

Graphic Design 

Video Documentation 

Still Photography 

Digital Multl-MedtJ 

HTML 

Virtual RealitJ 

Video Presentation

Animation sj 

Finish Models 

Study Models! 

3D Drawings 

Rendered Drawings 

Hard Line Drawings! 

Sketches]

r

o% 50% 60% 70%
_ ^  x  X
80% 90% 100%

Percentage of all Graphic CommuniceborVCompuief Oenemwd

□  % Percent Computer Generated ■ %  PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

100%

100%

100%

Table 21.2



115

Students, Sixth Year (Graduate)

Students in the sixth year are graduate students who are post-professional students. 

These students generally are involved with more advanced research projects of their own 

choosing. Of the 7 students responding to the questions, 71% own a personal computer 

and 100% use email at least one or two days per week. One hundred percent of those 

responding also access the Internet regularly at least one or two days per week.

When asked which communication methodologies are the most important to them and 

their education at the present time 43% said scholarly writing from the written 

communication category, 29% said non-social conversation from the oral communication 

category, 14% said sketches from the graphic communication category and 14% digital 

multi-media from the graphic communication category. When asked to rank the 

categories (graphic, oral and written) in the order that they feel best matches their 

abilities, 43% said graphic communication, 29% said oral communication and 29% said 

written communication.

Three of the same questions asked to the faculty regarding professional preparation 

were also asked to the students. This provides the opportunity to hear both sides of the 

argument regarding design communication (graphic, oral, and written). Based on the 

results of a questionnaire (Appendix F) given to the students during Final-test I, 51% of 

the sixth year students surveyed feel confident that the graphic communication skills 

emphasized at the College of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice. 

When asked the same question but regarding oral communication, 51% of those same
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students feel confident that the oral communication skills emphasized the College will 

prepare them for professional practice. Sixty-three percent of the sixth year students 

surveyed feel confident that the written communication skills emphasized at the College 

of Architecture will prepare them for professional practice.

In a questionnaire administered simultaneously with the Final-test II (Appendix G), 

86% of the sixth year students surveyed responded yes, that there should be more 

emphasis on the preparation and presentation of oral communication in the design studio. 

When asked if they felt there should be more emphasis placed on the development of 

writing skills into the curriculum, 100% of those surveyed responded yes.

Based on all of the communication that goes on within the profession of architecture 

(graphic, oral, and written), the sixth year students were asked to rank these categories (in 

the same questionnaire), according to their frequency of use. Seventy-one percent of the 

students ranked graphic communication as the most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it as the second most frequently used. Forty-three percent of 

the students ranked oral communication as the second most frequently used type of 

communication; 29% ranked it first and 29% ranked it as the third most frequently used. 

Seventy-one percent of the students ranked written communication as the third most 

frequently used type of communication; 29% ranked it as the second most frequently 

used.

As a part of Final-test H , students were asked 5 questions (Appendix H) regarding the 

Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB to determine if the students felt the 

curricular opportunities existed to meet these criteria. Fifty percent of the students
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surveyed felt confident that the curriculum provided students with the opportunities to be 

able to communicate architectural ideas in written and oral form. Seventy-six percent felt 

confident (through the curriculum) to be able to apply theories and principals of 

representation, communication, and information technology and apply them to design. 

Seventy-six percent of the sixth year students surveyed felt confident (through the 

curriculum) in the ability to use a variety of media techniques appropriate to the various 

stages of a design process and to convey the essential elements of a building program and 

architectural design. Of those surveyed, 76% felt confident (through the curriculum) in 

the ability to use computer technology in the display and use of information, images, and 

architectural design. Fifty percent of those surveyed felt confident (through the 

curriculum) in the ability to communicate with those who must review and/or construct 

the project through technically appropriate precise descriptions and documentation of the 

proposed design.

As demonstrated in Table 22.2, graphic communication accounts for 53% of all 

communication used by those in this group. Of all graphic communication, 15% is 

computer generated. Oral communication accounts for 37% of all the communication 

used by those in this group. Of all oral communication, 4% is computer generated. 

Written communication accounts for 10% of all the communication used by those in this 

group. Of all written communication, 7% is computer generated.
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Table 22.1

Table 22.2 indicates the graphic communication methodologies used by sixth year 

students. Graphic design accounts for 29% of all graphic communication generated by 

this group of students. Of all graphic design, 91% is computer generated. Sketches 

account for 27% of all graphic communication generated by this group of students. Of all 

sketches, 0% is computer generated. “Other” accounts for 19% of all graphic 

communication generated by this group. Of all “other”, 100% is computer generated. 

Digital multi-media accounts for 14% of all graphic communication generated by this 

group of students. Of all digital multi-media, 100% is computer generated. Other 

graphic communication methodologies representing 5% or less of all graphic 

communication generated within this group of students are: rendered drawings (1%), 3D 

drawings (2%), video presentation (2%), HTML (4%) and still photography (2).
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GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION METHODOLOGIES
All Sixth Year S tuden t T ests  C om bined

Other 

Graphic Design 

Video Documental* 

Still Phot,

Digital MultH

Virtual Ream 

Video Present

Animation! 

Finish Model! 

Study 

3D Drawing! 

Rendered Drawing! 

Hard Line Dra,

Sketche:
100%

Percentage of all Graphic Communication/Computer Generated

□  % Percent Computer Generated ■  % PERCENT OF ALL GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION

100%

100%

100%

100%

Table 22.2
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XL CONCLUSIONS

HYPOTHESIS:
The integration of design communication and its related technologies emphasized in the curriculum at 
The University of Arizona, College of Architecture are not parallel with the contrasting emphasis in the 
architectural profession; thus, unable to prepare graduates for entrance into professional practice as 
required by the conditions and procedures established by The National Architectural Accrediting Board 
(NAAB).

10 January 97
/'A n a ly s isX
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V 31 Jan. to 17 J  
\  Feb.97 > /1
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U o f A 

Architecture 
Faculty

1---111
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1__ 1---------1

1
1
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1
1
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1
27-31 January 97

1
| 17-21 February 97

Pilot-test 
Alban ese

Same Pilot-test
Lucchesi,

Same Pilot-test 
U of A

1
1 _

Final-test I 
U o f A
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Test Galati
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Students

■■■■ ■■■■ 
1

Architecture
Students

■■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■  ■■ mm mm
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U o f A
Architecture ™ 
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10-14 March 97
Final-test II 
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Studentsn r
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Architecture Profession

This research investigated the design communication patterns and methodologies 

emphasized in the profession of architecture during specific chronological stages in one’s 

career, while also considering the impact of communications related technology. The 

survey results indicates that the profession of architecture is not dominated by any one 

form of communication; but a synthesis of three: graphic, oral, and written.

Design communication is essential to the professional architect. This research 

indicates that new college graduates entering the profession will spend 65% of their time 

communicating graphically while at work. While in steady decline, graphic 

communication remains strongly present throughout the thirty year span of alumni 

surveyed. Sixty-two percent of the graphic communication generated by those surveyed 

is in the form of hard line drawings. Of that total, 88% of all hard line drawings are 

computer generated. Hard line drawings dominate all graphic communication generated 

by the alumni surveyed throughout the thirty year span. Of the fifteen graphic 

communication methodologies considered in this research, sketches are the only other 

category significantly represented during the thirty year span of alumni surveyed.

Based on the results of the two professional firms and the 54 alumni responding to 

the survey, it is evident that the computer has quickly found its way into most 

architectural offices. As discussed previously, architects in the 1990’s have replaced the 

drafting board and pencil with the CAD station and plotter in the realization and 

representation of construction documents. At this time however, most architects have not
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researched or realized the potentials of computer generated communications. Therefore, 

the computer has not yet reached its calling which must certainly be higher than that of a 

drafting tool.

Architecture graduates can expect oral communication to account for 15% of their 

total communication used and generated within the office. Written communication will 

only account for 9% of their total communication. Although these numbers appear to be 

low upon entrance into the profession, oral and written communication accompanied with 

graphic communication are essential for success in the profession of architecture. 

Throughout the thirty year span of careers this research considered, oral communication 

fluctuated between 15% and 40% of the architects total communication time. Written 

communication fluctuated between 9% and 46% of their total communication time.

Therefore, due to the increased use and reliance on oral and written 

communication over the span of the architects career, the mastery of these 

communication skills should not be taken lightly. Of the three types of communication 

discussed in this research (graphic, oral, and written); graphic communication is the only 

type seriously addressed in architecture school. Based on the results of this research, this 

focus on graphic communication through the architecture curriculum could prepare 

students for entrance into the profession if the more progressive, computer generated, 

graphic communication methodologies are being challenged. However, these newcomers 

to the profession must be aware that they will come to rely more on oral and written 

communication as they advance in position as well as their career. They must ready

themselves.
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Architectural Education

This research investigated the same issues in architectural education as it did 

within the profession of architecture. One of the goals of the research was to determine 

what level of parity (if any) existed in the design communication skills used and 

emphasized between these two entities. After all, is the academy not the institution 

responsible for preparing its students for professional practice?

The importance of design communication within the profession has previously 

been established. One hundred percent of the 23 faculty members surveyed support this 

fact by unanimously agreeing that “good” communication skills (graphic, oral, and 

written) are necessary to become successful in the profession of architecture. The 

National Architectural Accrediting Board (NAAB) has also identified the importance of 

design communication by including five specific criteria regarding communication in 

their Conditions & Procedures (1995) which are required for accreditation.

This research demonstrates that architectural education is dominated by graphic 

communication, unlike the profession which is not dominated by any one form of 

communication; but a synthesis of three: graphic, oral, and written. Graphic 

communication fluctuates between 49% and 61% of the total communication used and 

generated by students in their first through sixth years of architecture school. These large 

percentages would certainly be likely to prepare the students for professional practice, but 

only if the methodologies being used have parity to those used in the profession. The 

realization and development of these graphic communication methodologies become
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critical when preparing for the progressive nature of the recent technologies affecting the 

practice of architecture.

The survey results indicated that the students generally use the same graphic 

communication methodologies as those used in the profession. However, the use of the 

computer by students is lower than that of the professionals. Of the graphic 

communication generated by the student tests combined, 16% is done so with the 

assistance of a computer compared to 26% generated by the alumni.

Oral communication related to the students design work fluctuated between 30% 

and 46% during the semester this survey was conducted which is somewhat higher than 

that recorded by those in the profession. This indicates that students are learning through 

dialogue with their peers as well as the faculty. The amount of written communication 

generated by the students decreases every year, fluctuating between 7% and 10% of their 

total communication until the sixth year (graduate) when it accounts for 27%. The results 

of the written communication are alarming after previously discussing the impact of 

written communication within the profession.

The most promising aspect of the student survey results is the fact that there is a 

sense of exploration in the graphic communication methodologies being realized by the 

students, regardless of the fact that they do not use the computer as much as the 

professionals. This exploration will be responsible for revolutionizing design 

communication in the very near future. Architecture students must push these new 

technologies to the limits in an attempt to revolutionize design communication as well as
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the design process. The focus of design communication and design should be on the 

creation of an integrated, intelligent architecture; not the creation of Internet Web pages.

As demonstrated in the tables included in this thesis, communication plays a vital 

role in architectural practice and education. The profession of architecture is not 

dominated by any one form of communication; but a synopsis of three: graphic, oral, and 

written. Of the faculty surveyed, 77% believe that they are responsible for continually 

critiquing and assisting in the development of all communication skills needed by 

architecture students. The 33% who do not believe they hold this responsibility should 

review the Conditions & Procedures established by the National Architectural 

Accrediting Board (NAAB).

The faculty at the College of Architecture are well aware that problems regarding 

design communication in the curriculum exist. Of the faculty surveyed, 73% said that 

there was no balance in the variety of communication skills emphasized in the curriculum 

at the University of Arizona, College of Architecture. Seventy percent of the faculty also 

said that this balance does not exist among architecture schools in general. Fifty-nine 

percent of the faculty surveyed also believe that the communication skills emphasized at 

the College of Architecture are not parallel with those used in the profession.

It has been documented that there is room for improvement regarding 

communication (graphic, oral, and written) within the curriculum. As indicated in the 

responses from the faculty, these problems are not isolated to the University of Arizona, 

College of Architecture; they exist throughout architectural education. The opportunity 

exists to eradicate these problems if they are acknowledged and taken seriously.
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Architectural educators should use this report to help define a curriculum of 

communication skills more reflective of the needs of professional practice while 

simultaneously meeting the Conditions & Procedures established by NAAB regarding 

design communication.

The problems have been identified by the faculty and students. Architects 

representing every facet of the profession have been surveyed to determine their 

communication patterns and methodologies. These findings should now be integrated 

into the curriculum to provide architecture students with all of the necessary skills for a 

profession dominated by communication. The faculty must rise to the challenge and 

address these concerns.
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XII. DISCUSSION

r



128

This research investigated a comprehensive topic in a relatively short period of 

time. Because of this fact as well as the internal nature of those surveyed, one could 

challenge the projects external validity. I however, tend to believe that the numbers 

(percentages) collected from a larger and more diverse study would remain fairly 

consistent with those reported in this research.

There are many avenues for future research to take based on the findings of this 

project. It would be interesting to conduct the same testing but to exclude University of 

Arizona, College of Architecture graduates. This approach would identify any 

idiosyncrasies inherent to the architecture program at The University of Arizona. We 

could then truly compare the communication patterns and methodologies of our graduates 

to those of graduates from other colleges of architecture. It would also be interesting to 

test more architecture firms as I have done with the professional firm pilot-testing. This 

would identify the differences in design communication patterns and methodologies 

inherent to different types and sizes of architectural firms.

Throughout the course of this research I have developed a personal theory about 

communication within the profession. My theory is that the greatest opportunities for 

success will come to those with balanced communication patterns. For example, it is my 

belief that an architect who’s graphic, oral, and written communication each accounts for 

33.3% of their total communication time will have greater success in the profession. To 

test this theory, it is necessary to acquire salary information from those surveyed. The 

request for that information could be generic such as:

| $0-$15,000
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$15,000-$20,000  
$20,000 - $25,000 
$25,000 - $30,000 
$30,000 - $35,000 
$35,000 - $40,000

The acquisition of this data would allow this theory to be tested and essentially 

have the ability to assign a monetary value to design communication skills. This 

monetary value which is a indication of success, would drive students and architects to 

take these issues seriously. Architectural educators would restructure their curriculums in 

an attempt to balance the communication patterns in order to provide students with the 

opportunities to develop all of their design communication skills equally.

These are just a few of the possible directions for the continuation of this research. 

Many of these avenues are more exciting and enlightening than my preliminary research. 

I feel this research is worthwhile and encourage future students to continue where I left 

off. Throughout my career I will continue my research on these issues in an attempt to 

discover new knowledge regarding design communication. A tremendous amount of 

research remains to be done regarding design communication and 

professional/educational parity. The future looks bright.
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XIII. A PPE N D IC ES
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Appendix A



FINAL-TEST I
Questionnaire Results

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FIRST YEAR FINAL TEST I

Student Responses from the First Year
Q1
02
03

1 1 2  2 
2 3 2 4
1 3  3 3

3 2 3 4 2 
3 2 2 5 4 
3 4 3 2 4

HIGH » » » » » » » > LOW

lean i 2 3 4 5
2.2 22% 44% 22% 11% 0%

3.0 0% 44% 22% 22% 11%

2.9 11% 11% 56% 22% 0%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECOND YEAR FINAL TEST I

Student Responses from the Second Year
HIGH » » » » » » » >  LOW

mean 1 2 3 4 5
Q1 1 1 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 1.6 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%
02 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 2.4 11% 33% 56% 0% 0%
03 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3.3 0% 0% 67% 33% 0%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
THIRD YEAR FINAL TEST I

Student Responses from the Third Year
Q1
02
03

2 3 3 2
3 4 2 3
3 4 3 3

1 2 3
1 1 3
3 5 3

HIGH » » » » » » » >  LOW 

lean 1 2 3 4 5
2.3 14% 43% 43% 0% 0%
2.4 29% 14% 43% 14% 0%
4.0 0% 0% 71% 14% 14%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOURTH YEAR FINAL TEST II

Student Responses from the Fourth Year
Q1 3 1 3 2 1 2 4 4 2 2
02 4 2 2 3 3 2 3 1 2 1
03 5 3 4 5 3 3 5 3 4 3

HIGH » » » » » » » >  LOW 
lean 1 2 3 4 5
2.4 20% 40% 20% 20% 0% 
2.3 20% 40% 30% 10% 0% 
3.8 0% 0% 50% 20% 30%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FIFTH YEAR FINAL TEST II

Student Responses from the Fifth Year
HIGH > » » » » » » »  LOW

1 2 3 4 5
Q1 3 2 1 1 2 4 2 3 3 2.3 22% 33% 33% 11% 0%
02 3 4 2 3 2 3 3 2 2 2.7 0% 44% 44% 11% 0%
03 3 3 3 5 5 2 3 2 3 3.2 0% 22% 56% 0% 22%



FINAL-TEST I
Questionnaire Results

QUESTIONNAIRE 
SIXTH YEAR TEST II

Student Responses from the Sixth Year mean
Q1 1 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 1.9
0 2 1 5 3 2 4 2 4 2 2.3
Q3 1 2 4 5 5 2 2 2 2.3

HIGH » » » » » > » »  LOW 
1 2 3 4 5

13% 38% 50% 0% 0%
13% 38% 13% 25% 13% 
13% 50% 0% 13% 25%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
ALL STUDENT TOTALS TEST II

HIGH » » » » » » » >  LOW 
mean 1 2 3 4 5

0.0 25% 38% 29% 8% 0%
0.0 12% 37% 35% 13% 4%
0.0 4% 13% 50% 17% 15%

Q1
Q2
Q3

Student Responses from all Years Combined



FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
for a DESIG N COM M UNICATIONS Master’s Report 
by Dw ayne R. Eshenbaugh, email <dre@u.arizona.edu>  
January 10 ,1 9 9 7

Please Print Your Name Below:

Please take a few minutes to fill out this questionnaire. I would like you to print your 

name above so 1 can further interpret the data by looking at the types o f classes you teach 

and whether this research has any relevance to you at all. Your name will be kept 

confidential. I f  a question is not applicable to you, please cross that question out and 

continue. I f  you have any questions please email me, <dre@u.arizona.edu>.

Thanks,

ABSTRACT. The communication needs of architects are changing rapidly as we near 

the twenty-first century. Communication skills and techniques emphasized in 

architecture schools are not parallel with those used in the architecture profession. This 

research project will analyze the types of communication (graphic, verbal and written) 

emphasized in architectural education compared with those used in architectural practice. 

It is the intent of this research to provide architecture students, educators and practitioners 

with the knowledge necessary to define a curriculum of communication skills more 

reflective of the needs of professional practice.

PL E A SE  R E T U R N  T O  C H U C K  A L B A N E SE  B Y  T H E  E N D  O F TH E  

R E T R E A T . T H A N K  Y O U .

mailto:dre@u.arizona.edu
mailto:dre@u.arizona.edu
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PLEASE USE A PEN TO CIRCLE THE ANSWERS:

GENERAL:

1. Do you feel there is a balance at the College of Architecture in the variety of 
communication skills emphasized?

a) yes
b) no

2. Do you feel there is a balance among architecture schools in general in the variety of 
communication skills emphasized?

a) yes
b) no

3. Do you feel that the communication skills emphasized at the College of Architecture 
are parallel with those used in the architectural profession?

a) yes
b) no

4. Do you feel that faculty are responsible for continually critiquing and assisting in the 
development of all communication skills needed by architecture students?

a) yes
b) no

5. Do you feel that good communication skills (graphic, verbal and written) are 
necessary to become successful in the profession of architecture?

a) yes
b) no

GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION:

1. Do you feel that the graphic communication skills emphasized at the College of 
Architecture will help prepare the students for professional practice?

Scale: 1 (very confident)» »  5 (not at all confident)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5
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2. Do you feel that the graphic communication skills emphasized at the College of 
Architecture are parallel with those used in the architectural profession?

Scale: 1 (very confident)» »  5 (not at all confident)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

3. From your experience, how do the graphic communication skills possessed by 
architecture students at The University of Arizona rate against those possessed by 
architecture students from other Universities?

Scale: 1 (high)» »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

4. How do you rate the importance of incorporating cutting edge graphic 
communications technology into the curriculum?

Scale: 1 (very important) » » 5  (not at all important)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

5. How do you rate the importance of continuing to teach the basic traditional graphic 
communications techniques?

Scale: 1 (very important) » »  5 (not at all important)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5
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VERBAL COMMUNICATION:

1. Do you feel that the verbal communication skills emphasized at the College of 
Architecture will help prepare the students for professional practice?

Scale: 1 (very confident) » » 5  (not at all confident)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

2. Do you feel that the verbal communication skills emphasized at the College of 
Architecture are parallel with those used in the architectural profession?

Scale: 1 (very confident) » »  5 (not at all confident)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

3. From your experience, how do the verbal communication skills possessed by 
architecture students at The University of Arizona rate against those possessed by 
architecture students from other Universities?

Scale: 1 (high)» »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

4. From your experience, how do the verbal communication skills possessed by 
architecture students at the U of A rate against those possessed by students 
from other degree programs at the U of A?

Scale: 1 (high)» »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5
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5. Currently, at what level would you rate the emphasis placed on the development and 
application of verbal communication skills in the design studio?

Scale: 1 (high) » »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

WRITTEN COMMUNICATION:

1. Do you feel that the written communication skills emphasized at the College of 
Architecture will help prepare the students for professional practice?

Scale: 1 (very confident)» »  5 (not at all confident)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

2. Do you feel that the written communication skills emphasized at the College of 
Architecture are parallel with those used in the architectural profession?

Scale: 1 (very confident) » »  5 (not at all confident)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

3. From your experience, how do the written communication skills possessed by 
architecture students at The University of Arizona rate against those possessed by 
architecture students from other Universities?

Scale: 1 (high)» »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5
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4. From your experience, how do the written communication skills possessed by 
architecture students at the U of A rate against those possessed by students from other 
degree programs at the U of A?

Scale: 1 (high) » »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

5. Currently, at what level would you rate the emphasis placed on the development and 
application of written communication skills in the design studio?

Scale: 1 (high)» »  5 (low)
a) 1
b) 2
c) 3
d) 4
e) 5

T H A N K S F O R  Y O U R  T IM E .
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December 30,1996

To all Albanese-Brooks Associates Employees,

Will you do me a favor?

I have been invited by Chuck Albanese (my committee chair) to conduct a Pilot- 
test within your firm. This Pilot-test is a significant part of my Master’s Thesis as the 
Final test will be expand on and developed further from the results you provide. The 
purpose of this research is to analyze the types of communication (graphic, verbal and 
written) used in architectural practice compared with those emphasized in architectural 
education. It is the intent of this research to provide architecture students, educators and 
practitioners with the knowledge necessary to define a curriculum of communication 
skills more reflective of the needs of professional practice.

, Your participation is very important to the accuracy of my research regardless of 
what you do within the profession of architecture. It will require only a short time to 
track and record your daily communication activity on the enclosed Time Tracking Chart.

If you are interested in the findings of this research, just let Chuck Albanese know 
and we will arrange a de-briefing or I would be glad to send you a report when it is ready.

Please return the completed Time Tracking Chart to Chuck Albanese no later than 
January 10,1997. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh



P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1. This Pilot-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days, January 6-10,1997.
2. Fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet
3. As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on the communication methodology in each 

category. Record the time in (1/2) one half hour increments on the TIME TRACKING CHART.
4. Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer.
5. Mark an "X" in the column labeled Trends, if you feel this communication methodology is a rising trend.
6. A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out.
7. When finished, please turn this sheet in to the Charles A. Albanese.

Thanks again

T I M E T R A C K I N G

1
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Still Photography
V ideo Docum entatior
Other
Social Conversation  
N on-S ocia l Convers. 
V oice M essaging

Other

B usiness W riting 
Scholarly Writing 
Scientific Writing 
Technical W riting 
Other
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January 5, 1997

To all Employees of Lucchesi, Galati Architects,

Will you do me a favor?

I have been granted permission by Ray Lucchesi to conduct a Pilot-test within 
your firm from Monday, January 13, 1997 through Friday, January 17, 1997. This Pilot- 
test is a significant part of my Master’s Thesis, as the Final test will be expanded on and 
developed further from the results you provide. The purpose of this research is to analyze 
the types of communication (graphic, verbal and written) used in architectural practice 
compared with those emphasized in architectural education. It is the intent of this 
research to provide architecture students, educators and practitioners with the knowledge 
necessary to define a curriculum of communication skills more reflective of the needs of 
professional practice.

Your participation is very important to the accuracy of my research regardless of 
what you do within the profession of architecture. It will require only a short time to 
track and record your daily communication activity on the enclosed Time Tracking Chart.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this Pilot-test or its structure 
please email me at <dre@u.arizona.edu>. Also, if you are interested in the findings of 
this research, just let Ray know and we will arrange a de-briefing or I would be glad to 
send you a report when it is ready.

Please return the completed Time Tracking Chart to Christi McKinley no later 
than 5:00 p.m. on January 17,1997. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh

mailto:dre@u.arizona.edu


P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1. This Pilot-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days, January 13-17,1997.
2. Fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet
3. As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on the communication methodology in each 

category. Record the time in (1/2) one half hour increments on the TIME TRACKING CHART.
4. Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer.
5. Mark an "X" in the column labeled Trends, if you feel this communication methodology is a rising trend.
6. A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out.
7. When finished, please turn this sheet in to Christy McKinley.

Thanks again

T I M E T R A C K I N G C H A R T

45

I
COM M UNICATION
M ETHODOLOGY

DAYS OF THE W EEK - (N.C.) No Computer /  (C) Computer
T hursday F r id a y

Sketches

Hard Line D rawings
Rendered D rawings
3D  D rawings
Study M odels

Finish M odels
Animations
Video Presentation
Virtual Reality
HTM L (Internet)
Digital M ulti-M edia

Still Photography
Video Docum entatior
Other
Social Conversation
N on-Social Convers.
V oice M essaging

Other

Business Writing
Scholarly W riting 
Scientific W riting
Technical W riting
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January 21, 1997

Dear UA Architecture Student,

Will you do me a favor?

My Master’s Thesis requires me to conduct testing among students within the College of 
Architecture. This testing involves two types of tests. First, the Pilot-test which is not 
meant to be final or conclusive, but to determine whether there would be any value in 
conducting further studies of the same kind. The second test or Final-test would then be 
conducted if the results from the Pilot-test provide informative data. Due to the sporadic 
communication patterns inherent in architectural education, I will conduct the Final-test 
three times throughout the semester.

The purpose of this research is to analyze the types of communication (graphic, verbal 
and written) used in architectural practice compared with those emphasized in 
architectural education. It is the intent of this research to provide architecture students, 
educators and practitioners with the knowledge necessary to define a curriculum of 
communication skills more reflective of the needs of professional practice.

Your participation is very important to the accuracy of my research. It will require only a 
short time to track and record your daily communication activity on a Time Tracking 
Chart which I will provide to you prior to the Pilot-test. The Pilot-test will be conducted 
January 27 through January 31, 1997. If you will participate in this study please print 
your name below and return this sheet to Professor Bill Stamm.

Print name: Year:

Thank You,

Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh 
home 326-3199 
<dre@u.arizona.edu>

mailto:dre@u.arizona.edu


P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1 • This Pilot-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days, January27-31,1997.
2. Fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet.
3. As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on the communication methodology in each 

category. Record the time in hours rounded to the nearest 1/2 hour on the TIME TRACKING CHART.
4. Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer.
5. Mark an "X" in the column labeled Trends, if you feel this communication methodology is a rising trend.
6. A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out.
7. When finished, please turn this sheet in to Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh or Sheila in the front office of the 

Architecture building by February 5,1997 at 5:00p.m.

Thanks again

T R A C K I N G
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February 1, 1997

Dear Alumnus,

Will you do me a favor?

As a significant part of my Master’s Thesis, I am conducting a national survey among 
alumni from The University of Arizona, College of Architecture. The purpose of this 
research is to analyze the types of communication (graphic, verbal and written) used in 
architectural practice compared with those emphasized in architectural education. It is 
the intent of this research to provide architecture students, educators and practitioners 
with the knowledge necessary to define a curriculum of communication skills more 
reflective of the needs of professional practice.

In a scientifically selected random sample of University of Arizona, College of 
Architecture Alumni, your name appeared among the 15% chosen to participate in this 
research. Your participation is very important to the accuracy of my research, regardless 
of what you do within the profession of architecture. It will require only a short time to 
track and record your daily communication activity on the enclosed “Time Tracking 
Chart”. Enclosed is a self-addressed, stamped envelope for your convenience.

If you are interested in receiving a report on the findings of this research, please check the 
applicable box on the back of the “Time Tracking Chart”, and a copy will be sent to you.

Please drop the completed “Time Tracking Chart” in the mail no later than March 10, 
1997. Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely,

Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh

The Faculty Committee is:

1. Charles Albanese, (Chair)
2. Rob Dvorak
3. Kirby Lockard
4. Carl Raid
5. Mary Kay Dinsmore (Alumni Coordinator, ex-officio)



P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1. This Final-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days, Monday through Friday.
2. Please fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet
3. As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on die communication methodology in each 

category. Record the time in hours rounded to the nearest 1/2 hour on the TIME TRACKING CHART.
4. Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer.
5. Mark an "X" in the column labeled Trends, if you feel this communication methodology is a rising trend.
6. A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out
7. When finished, please return this sheet no later than April 30,1997 in the provided return envelope.

Thanks again

m H m ■ H mn1 COMMUNICATION DAYS OF THE WEEK - (N.C.) No Computer /  (C) Computer |

s
METHODOLOGY Monday TXiesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

% N.C. iSCss N.C. 12£i N.C. ■yC;::; N.C. «C;K N.C. S-C 'i
Sketches i s : : . s m E E B E m
Hard Line Drawings y m B m m m
Rendered Drawings mm E iM
3D Drawings E m i f f
Study Models m m M m S i ®

CJ Finish Models m - m m
s Animations m m
& Video Presentation

^  v, , C f

aLWIL
o Virtual Reality m : m

HMTL (Internet) m m ;v B ':
Digital Multi-Media li': y y -h
Still Photography a-SE l E i
Video Documentation m # m m
Graphic Design n m m m a s
Other m s m m m m ym Bm sySi:

73 Social Conversation m : m m BEEM H ig !

£ Non-Social Convers. m v m m

£
Voice Messaging v m W " S S i i
Other - m ' : m m m m S E K S i

s Business Writing E M B ijg : 'MME s s -

1 Scholarly Writing B E E y S y ,

1 Technical Writing S B s i l
> Other - - ■ wn ' " . v . 1

GENERAL COMMENTS:
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P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1. This Final-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days, February 17 through February21,1997.
2. Please fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet.
3. As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on the communication methodology in each 

category. Record the time in hours rounded to the nearest 1/2 hour on the TIME TRACKING CHART.
4. Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer.
5. Mark an "X" in the column labeled Trends, if you feel this communication methodology is a rising trend.
6. A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out.
7. When finished, please return this sheet to Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh or Linda in the front office of the Architecture 

building by February 26,1997 at 5:00 p.m.
Thanks again

T  I  M  E T R A C K I N G C H A R T

I
x

COMMUNICATION
METHODOLOGY

DAYS OF THE W EEK - (N.C.) No Computer / (C) Computer
M on d ay

N.C.
T uesday

N.C.
W ednesday T hursday

N.C. N.C.
F rid a y

N.C. :^ C "
Sketches S 3 :
Hard Line Drawings
Rendered Drawings

: :V/:.3
sy

3D Drawings 3 ' ::
Study Models SSS..;

I

a

i
s

I

Finish Models
Animations
Video Presentation
Virtual Reality
HTML (Internet)
Digital Multi-Media
Still Photography
Video Documentatior
Graphic Design
Other
Social Conversation
Non-Social Convers.
Voice Messaging
Other
Business Writing
Scholarly Writing

SSS3

■

ms
f e

a r
ter

'CK

i S
S I

k s :
-SS:.

t s L
Technical Writing
Other
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O
x 

f
.

P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1.
2.
3.

6.
7.

T

2
o

I
s
I

This Final-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days,March 10-14,1997.
Please fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet.
As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on the communication methodology in each 
category. Record the time in hours rounded to the nearest 1/2 hour on the TIME TRACKING CHART. 
Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer. 
Mark an "X" in the column labeled Trends, if you feel this communication methodology is a rising trend. 
A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out. 
When finished, please return this sheet to Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh or Linda in the front office of the Architecture 
building by March 18,1997 at 5:00 p.m.

Thanks again

I M E  T R A C K I N G  C H A R T

1
S
%

COMMUNICATION
METHODOLOGY

DAYS OF THE W EEK - (N.C.) No Computer /  (C) Computer
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

N.C. N.C. N.C. N.C. N.C.
Sketches
Hard Line Drawings 
Rendered Drawings 
3D Drawings 
Study Models ~
Finish Models______
Animations_________
Video Presentation
Virtual Reality______
HTML (Internet) 
Digital Multi-Media 
Still Photography 
Video Documentatior 
Graphic Design 
Other
Social Conversation 
Non-Social Convers. 
Voice Messaging 
Other
Business Writing 
Scholarly Writing 
Technical Writing 
Other



F I N A L - T E S T  II
Questionnaire Results

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FIRST YEAR FINAL TEST II

Student Responses from the First Year 
Q1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Q2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2

Graphic 1 1 1 1 2 1 2
Oral 2 3 2 3 1 2 1

Written 3 2 3 2 3 3 3

QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECOND YEAR FINAL TEST H

Student Responses from the Second Year

QUESTIONNAIRE 
THIRD YEAR FINAL TEST II

Student Responses from the Third Year
Q1 1 2 1
Q2 2 1 1

llllliS -l: ■;:A : ■ :
Graphic 1 2 2

Oral 2 1 1
Written 3 3 3

Q1 
Q2

Graphic
Oral

Written

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOURTH YEAR FINAL TEST II

Student Responses from the Fourth Year
1
1

2
1
3

1
1

H
T
2
3

1
1

2
1
3

1
1

T
2
3

2
2

2
3
1

1
1

1
2
3

1
1

1
2
3

1 2 
100% 0%
43% 57%
1 2 3 work 14%• • .. ..       . . . . . .  .. . ,    ... . ..

71% 29% 0%
29% 43% 29%
0% 29% 71%

100% 100% 100%

Q1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100% 0%
02 1 2 1 1 1 1 2 71% 29%

;”1Y: 2 i3:i;
Graphic 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 . 86% 14% 0%

Oral 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 14% 71% 14%
Written 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 0% 14% 86%

work 14%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FIFTH YEAR FINAL TEST II

100%  100% 100%

1 2 
67% 33%
67% 33%
1 2  3 work

33% 67% 0%
67% 33% 0%

.    ' --V -  .-.V

0%  0%  100%
100% 100% idb%

1 2 
86% 14% 
86% 14% 
1

57% 43%
work 100%

0%
29% 57% 14% 
14% 0% 86%
86% 100% 14%

Student Responses from the Fifth Year
Q1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 71% 29%
Q2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 57% 43%

i l l i l l l l l : 111171 l a e i i i i i i i i
_  - . . . . . . .

BllttlHSlslIlBSH 1 2 3
Graphic 1 ......1 2 3 1 1 2 57% 29% 14%

Oral 2 2 1 1 2 2 1 43% 57% 0%
Written 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 0% 14% 86% 

100% 86% 14%



FINAL-TEST II
Questionnaire Results

QUESTIONNAIRE 
SIXTH YEAR TEST II

Student Responses from the Sixth Year 1 2
Q1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 86% 14%
02 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100% 0%

‘ 35@|e ; 1 2 3 1
Graphic 2 1 1 .... 1.. 2 1 1 71% 29% 0%

Oral 1 3 2 2 1 3 2 29% $ 43% 29%
Written 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 0% 29% 71% 

100% 71% 29%
QUESTIONNAIRE 

ALL STUDENT TOTALS TEST II
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P L E A S E  F O L L O W  T H E S E  D I R E C T I O N S :

1 • This Final-test should be conducted for (5) five consecutive days, April7-11,1997.
2. Please fill out all of the information on the back side of this sheet.
3. As accurately as possible, record the time you spend working on the communication methodology in each 

category. Record the time in hours rounded to the nearest 1/2 hour on the TIME TRACKING CHART.
4. Record the time in the shaded column if the method of communication was attained by using a computer.
5. A definition of terms is on the back of this sheet along with a short questionnaire to also be filled out
6. When finished, please return this sheet to Dwayne R. Eshenbaugh or Linda in the front office of the Architecture 

building by April 14,1997 at 5:00 p.m.
Thanks again

T I M E T R A C K I N G



FINAL-TEST III
Questionnaire Results

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FIRST YEAR TEST III

Student Responses from the First Year mean 1 2 3 4 5
Q1 4 2 4 3 2 1 3 3.2 14% 29% 29% 29% 0%
Q2 5 2 2 3 2 1 2 2.8 14% 57% 14% 0% 14%
Q3 3 1 3 2 3 1 3 2.7 29% 14% 57% 0% 0%
Q4 5 4 5 2 3 5 2 4.3 0% 29% 14% 14% 43%
Q5 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3.7 0% 0% 86% 14% 0%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECOND YEAR TEST III

Student Responses from the Second Year mean 1 2 3 4 5
Q1 2 5 2 2 2 2 2 4 5 2.9 0% 67% 0% 11% 22%
Q2 1 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 4 2.4 11% 44% 33% 11% 0%
Q3 2 2 3 3 2 2 1 2 3 2.2 11% 56% 33% 0% 0%
Q4 1 1 2 4 4 3 1 1 3 2.2 44% 11% 22% 22% 0%
Q5 1 5 3 3 4 2 1 4 4 3.0 22% 11% 22% 33% 11%

QUESTIONNAIRE
THIRD YEAR TEST III

Student Responses from the Third Year mean 1 2  3 4 5
Q1 2 3 2 2 3 2.4 0% 60% 40% 0% 0%
Q2 3 2 3 4 2 2.8 0% 40% 40% 20% 0%
Q3 1 2 2 3 2 2.0 20% 60% 20% 0% 0%
Q4 1 1 2 2 1 1.4 60% 40% 0% 0% 0%
Q5 2 4 2 1 2 2.2 20% 60% 0% 20% 0%

QUESTIONNAIRE
FOURTH YEAR TEST III

Student Responses from the Fourth Year mean 1 2  3 4 5
Q1 3 1 2.0 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%
Q2 3 2 2.5 0% 50% 50% 0% 0%
Q3 5 2 3.5 0% 50% 0% 0% 50%
Q4 5 2 3.5 0% 50% 0% 0% 50%
Q5 4 2 3.0 0% 50% 0% 50% 0%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
FIFTH YEAR TEST III

Student Responses from the Fifth Year mean 1 2 3 4 5
Q1 3 3 5 2 1 1 2 2 3 2 2.4 20% 40% 30% 0% 10%
Q2 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 3 1 2.4 10% 40% 50% 0% 0%
Q3 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 2.1 10% 70% 20% 0% 0%
Q4 4 5 5 2 2 3 2 1 2 1 2.7 20% 40% 10% 10% 20%
Q5 2 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 1 3.2 10% 10% 30% 50% 0%



FINAL-TEST III
Questionnaire Results

QUESTIONNAIRE 
SIXTH YEAR TEST III

Student Responses from the Sixth Year mean 1 2 3 4 5
Q1 2 2 4 2 3 2 3 4 2.2 0% 50% 25% 25% 0%
Q2 1 2 2 1 3 4 1 2 1.6 38% 38% 13% 13% 0%
Q3 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 1.7 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%
Q4 2 2 2 1 2 3 3 2 1.7 13% 63% 25% 0% 0%
Q5 2 5 4 2 3 2 2 4 2.4 0% 50% 13% 25% 13%

QUESTIONNAIRE 
ALL STUDENT TOTALS TEST III

Student Responses from all Years Combined 1 2 3 4 5
Q1 10% 48% 23% 13% 8%
Q2 15% 43% 33% 8% 3%
Q3 15% 55% 28% 0% 3%
Q4 23% 33% 13% 15% 18%
Q5 10% 25% 28% 33% 5%
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XIV. NOTES
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Make any necessary adjustments
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Administer final test to students T0-T4
Final test due (March 10,1997)
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