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Design Critique-based Knowledge Reuse during Design I deation

CHEN Meng-die, YUAN Xiang, JI Tie
(Hunan University, Changsha 410082, China)

ABSTRACT: It discusses the patterns of design knowledge reuse when designers are referring the critiques of design
cases during ideation. By classifying design critiques, an observational experiment and related task are made according to
the “design-referring-iteration” organization. The experiment subjects are novice designers, which are divided into ex-
perimental group and control group. Different patterns of knowledge reuse are concluded by analyzing the design concep-
tion outputs and interview data of subjects. Compared to the specific knowledge in design critique, designers tend to reuse
the conceptual knowledge and actionable knowledge in design critiques. The radical modify strategy is associated to the

reuse of conceptual knowledge. By highlighting the conceptual knowledge in design critiques, breakthrough in original
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concept can be advanced, and the efficiency of knowledge reusing can be promoted.

KEY WORDS: design critique; knowledge reuse; design ideation; conceptual knowledge

BHPEEVE A RR R —Fh AN 2 R
SR AN T LA 5 A R A AR,
B A R T IR — 5, YRS
Zh TR ) B Ok Sy — T, YRR TR TR
BT RIRBEAE 5 BB S 4R I E I T
P F 2 B ERAE RS J5 Web2.0 BFAY, 4424k |-
BIZAL X (U0 Dribbble . Wik ) DL KRBT EEAE S

Wi EEE: 2018-02-24

(BBt TAEZ . MOOC) By, AT ik
TPFE I RN E R U 1 iR B s IR, ik, &
THE A URE S0 b R IBCR R, iy EL AT L3 i A A AR
KIHE MG bl ey fEX—H T, FT
H A NSRS Fp ARG R, JR i — 20T A
7 B R el R B TR, B — @ iR RS
PR o

HEETH: Hdh Rt 7 AR LR BRA (2015GK1011 ); P = S A KA HF L 4 3F

fEE® T

RAEE (1992—), %, #AA, #AERFMEE, 865X LR,

BIEEE: £ (1978—), B, HéHaA, IHRXFHEHIR, TE2AFLEER LXK, ZH o REAA5EHHETFT G

BT 5



178 1 %

T 7

2018 4E 7 H

o

1 HRE=

pl

1.1 TR R IR

BRI AR, DO PR B ¢ T B 2
B dst . WA SCHOR R, 5B R AT
W KA T — RN BT SR A, Ot
WBTPHE A RIBILE], Bilan, FHEAE A iAo
W O S AR BOTE O S AR
B HCE A, RSOOSR iR | IR L IE
A TR Sh B SCRPE Y BAR DL E
W RHB I SE PR 5 BT84 1) — e KR JEIT, (3
X FPEE BB R A gl A AR o0 R B
W TEM, HFREATHE.
1.2 RITHIRERNARIAR

PR Bt RN E AT, AR B SE  H P set
TR T IEAEBEAT R H U e A SRR, H

B TR E 8 R 2 e K e R 1 S
FXF 4. fldn, 38 3% 38 F L2 5 T HER ST T 2
w480 AR AR 51 7k AR BUR )
AV R IR FR ARl 35 R T R A SR
FEHEAR R BN E N Lok S 4 BLAR Y e 5
Bl sl SR, LAY 2GR BT 4 B FE
B, IFREMEIPFHE I TIHE .
1.3 EFZiHTeMEaIiER

38 3 R TP TR T AR A BT SR
FI3CHRER AR G R B, BA T IE R X 3 T RTHTE
AR A TS, MR LA F Al 2 R} 405,
PEAFHE, BB AU A AL 2RO
HR2p PPV g, AEE TR O E A AR E &K
Ry BTG BUE, BIFFORE X B 1 I
ARV, HFRNE, WK 1,

A SR EBRTE BHES B A SRR RS
BTSRRI FETBOTREIH
LA R AR RS IRXTE WEH.
ASCHIBTFE N
TR
I EE
BT BT A

Fig.1 The research contents of this paper

2 xR EEFERIL

MBI SR A R, Bt TR S e R B
Bl 5 4% 0 225 2 D D B AR 2 B BT PHE o XTI
LEF 2% SO FRIBCR i R R BB 0=, Bk
WFFEAR A R RIS . —J2, WS 2
AR S S T M A T A B B A %,
AR B PR X T B AT 5 o B B AN (L

BT AT RER IR T A RIS, T Et XA
() F T Rk A s S 5, DR B TP A R T
IR 3 JE0E 177 kAT o % Sadler (BT, Xt
THAHEHE T, SRS FE RS (1) #
SR, A T AR R BRAROKSF, R4 T TRl
ARG (2) BARRHR, R A bl 5Bk 7 55 BAE K
FHEAT T LA, 48 TR B R TE s (3) nl AT
RAR, AU T YO8 L AT R BT 3ok 45 /M b
SIBRAKP 5 AR Z R 22 5 SR, R TR
WA Z AN AL B8 R UG, PFIE P SRR R X
FEAAANR o BARSEFNA] AT SRR A X PP Y

WATER, K AR B A B nT e A7 e BR AR
MRS IR BAR AN S AR BB, (HIE &S
FIR UL T — 2o o H R U AN EE , iE FHEETREE T .
735, ARPE Demian BIWFSFY, Wi WRIE EB AR
MR, T 2L Z U B 8 R X 5 617
B, MR RCR

ZE LRTR, RS LU R (1) AT
BT PEE B LA PRI 2R A, BE 28 el 138 A
B, EREMESh R ARG S (2) R A
bt 5 AR R e TS BB S ZR AR, Re e R
TR A TR, DT 4 e R AR

R T X BRI BT IS UE, SERAFIE AL T s
pUE 2S5 178

3 ZH

3.1 EifiERE
3.1.1  wiHMESHlE
SIS T ZE 5] S R S 6 SCHRPSY g R —



%395 5143

WREF RS . Bt B B tp B T B EHe i AR E 179

S — AR TE 1Y 45 4 ok 41 21 52 56 i) T
%o SLHRTIR LUK R BEFE T APP NPT EE (<Fk
MR P g R EERL” ) BB EIARE R S50 25
H T EE S 2 P X RA) B RE I, S 06 SR g g X
ST I TR, RIS H BTt ik
o AT A BREES RN SEBGEA, il s R E
22l AR R
3.1.2  SEEGHE I X 5 A B L

SRS BE T W R 2R AR =B Tk &
b, AR ZAER A EAAE SR S o ik e 2E A IR
F3 2 IE AR ARSI 25, 78 B bR 4R T
Wi, St —IIG ] 26 4 ERIRSG, X
PEBEALEE S PR, 53 3R SC 5 4 Fx BRZH 45 13 A
KRB HE, LRANTEIIR TS et P58
7N, BN e0l, €02, ..., el3; XFBAZHMPIRIE X5
P e+ 5 RoR, Bl col, c02, ..., cl3,

3.1.3 VIS
M e R 22 BT 2R 2 B A T 25 A B Al v i

BT 6 sk EbRVE R ITEH], Hrp 3 5k EHH EH AR
SIERR, 5340 3 5k A 16 7 X R KR EELS
1R IR A BA — BB S % 20, &0 T #hR
51155 1 TR B 51 Z T E AR 2% Z 1
LA bR AR DR BRI R BT, 3 i 3 R 1R
o T TR EEE T 14 iR R S AR
BE (I 52 A6 X 225 22 (I 45 SCAR e, s R Rl 21 1Y
PEE R 3186 F.

3.1.4 PHEAERRC

R & 8 E 7 EIJE P 5t i 2R AR 2R, &
% Sadler B4, SHPFEH Y 3 B 50REFTARIC
B, WF5E BT 45 28 HR R B 50 A PR A A
FHELE], WE 1,

Fric 7 3 HU5E , wE5E & HIFE T A4S
W, o BRI 25 P L R 56 X 0 T . PR PR e
W N2 e Al ], (B AE SR {25 50 50 20 n o
e, MESZRAROIH B S T o SEu g 5 x0T iR
HPEe M T, LA 2.

x1 FiEMP 3 EMIREIREAR R & b B

Tab.1 The examples and percentages of three types of knowledge in critique booklet
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Fig.2 The contrast of critique booklets between the experiment group and control group
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