
ABSTRACT 

POLSTON, KATHERINE PAIGE.  Self- and Peer-Assessment of Product Creativity in a 

Collaborative Environment: A Research Study with Undergraduate Textile and Apparel 

Designers. (Under the direction of Dr. Lisa Parrillo-Chapman and Dr. Marguerite Moore). 

The purpose of this study is to explore the role of a rubric instrument in students’ self- and 

peer-assessment of product creativity in a collaborative design studio environment. 

Qualitative data was captured using focus groups and personal interviews.  A product 

creativity rubric was created by faculty members in the textile and apparel design discipline.  

The rubric instrument was introduced to students in an undergraduate textile design studio as 

an educational intervention.  A student focus group explored the impact of the rubric on 

students’ perceptions of and behaviors using self- and peer-assessments of product creativity.  

The rubric was evaluated using a triangulation method.  The textile design studio’s instructor; 

faculty members in the textile and apparel design discipline, and experts in assessment 

reviewed and evaluated the product creativity rubric.  Results reveal the product creativity 

rubric had a positive impact on students’ perceptions and behaviors using peer-assessments.  

Students had a negative perception of self-assessments with the rubric when seeking creative 

inspiration.  Results suggest that students in design studios use the rubric as a check-list for 

grading, and not as a formative assessment instrument as intended.   

This study benefits the scholarship of teaching and learning; creativity definition and 

assessment research, and the use of rubrics as assessment instruments in collaborative 

environments.  The study took place at a large south eastern U.S. university from October 

2013 to October 2014.  Sample populations were members of the participating university and 

included faculty members and undergraduate students in a textiles and apparel design 

program as well as experts in assessment and faculty development.  



The study resulted in the development of a dual rubric for product creativity 

assessment; one a simplified version to be used as a student hand-out and instructor scoring 

and a second rubric with expanded scale levels, qualitative definitions and examples to be 

used by students as a formative assessment instrument. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© Copyright 2013 Katherine Paige Polston 

All Rights Reserved



 Self- and Peer-Assessment of Product Creativity with a Rubric in a Collaborative 

Environment: A Research Study with Undergraduate 

Textile and Apparel Designers 

 

 

by 

Katherine Polston 

 

 

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of 

North Carolina State University 

in partial fulfillment of the  

requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

Textile Technology Management 

 

 

Raleigh, North Carolina 

2014 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

_______________________________  ______________________________ 

Dr. Lisa Parrillo-Chapman     Dr. Marguerite Moore 

Committee Co-Chair     Committee Co-Chair 

 

______________________________  ________________________________ 

Dr. Karen Leonas     Dr. Katherine Annett-Hitchcock  



 

ii 

DEDICATION 

 

This work is dedicated to my parents; Mary Jane Burson-Polston and Mike Polston, and my 

siblings Amelia Polston and Patrick Polston, for believing in me and giving me their support 

and unconditional love.  Their guidance and encouragement made this research possible.  I 

would also like to dedicate this work to my husband, Robert Jordan Hunt, for travelling with 

me on this road and for his love and support. 

  



 

iii 

BIOGRAPHY 

 

Katherine P. Polston was born and raised in Austin, Texas.  She received a Bachelor’s 

of Science in Textiles and Apparel Design from the University of Texas at Austin in 2006.  

In August of 2012 Katherine received a Master’s of Science in Textiles and Technology, 

Technology and Management from North Carolina State University.  Her research interests 

include the scholarship of teaching and learning, textiles and apparel design education, 

technological competence and creativity assessment.  She is currently pursuing a Doctor of 

Philosophy degree in Textile Technology Management form North Carolina State University 

and works at Kansas State University in the department of Apparel, Textiles and Interior 

Design. 

  



 

iv 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

 

I would like to acknowledge the time and expertise that members in academia and study 

participants contributed to this study.  Study participants provided in-depth and thoughtful 

observations and opinions on creative design assessment, and constructive criticism of the 

developed product creativity rubric.  I would also like to thank the College of Textiles for the 

support received this study. 

 I could not have asked for better co-chairs of my advisory committee than Dr. Lisa 

Parrillo-Chapman and Dr. Marguerite Moore, who have been extremely supportive of my 

research interests and provided guidance throughout my graduate career.  I wish to also thank 

my advisory committee.  Committee members Dr. Karen Leonas and Dr. Kate Annett-

Hitchcock provided expert support and thoughtful guidance throughout the study.  

  



 

v 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES ................................................................................................................... ix 

LIST OF FIGURES .................................................................................................................. x 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................... 1 

1.1. PURPOSE OF STUDY................................................................................................. 1 

1.2. RESEARCH QUESTION AND OBJECTIVES .......................................................... 2 

1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF RESEARCH ..................................................................................... 3 

1.4 LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY ..................................................................................... 5 

1.5 DEFINITION OF TERMS ............................................................................................... 5 

1.6 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 6 

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW ........................................................................... 9 

2. INTRODUCTION TO THE LITERATURE ......................................................................... 9 

2.1. INSTRUCTIONAL RUBRICS ....................................................................................... 10 

2.1.1. Components of Rubrics. ...................................................................................... 10 

2.1.1.1. Evaluative criteria. ......................................................................................... 11 

2.1.1.2. Qualitative definitions. .................................................................................... 11 

2.1.1.3. Scoring scale. .................................................................................................. 12 

2.1.2. Purpose of rubrics............................................................................................... 14 

2.1.2.1. Instructor assessment. ..................................................................................... 15 

2.1.2.2. Student assessment. ......................................................................................... 15 

2.1.2.2.1. Self-assessment ........................................................................................... 16 

2.1.2.2.2. Peer-to-peer assessment. ............................................................................ 17 

2.1.3. Classifications of rubrics. ................................................................................... 17 

2.1.3.1. Analytical rubrics............................................................................................ 18 

2.1.3.2. Holistic rubrics. .............................................................................................. 20 

2.1.4. Evaluation of rubrics. ......................................................................................... 21 

2.1.4.1. Rubric design. ................................................................................................. 21 

2.1.4.2. Rubric validity. ................................................................................................ 24 

2.1.4.3. Rubric inter-rater reliability. .......................................................................... 24 

2.1.4.4. Rubric generalizability.................................................................................... 25 

2.1.5. Benefits and limitations of rubrics. ..................................................................... 26 

2.2. INSTRUCTIONAL ENVIRONMENT FOR DESIGN .......................................................... 27 

2.2.1. LEARNER CHARACTERISTICS. .................................................................................. 29 

2.2.1.1. Knowledge characteristics. ............................................................................. 29 

2.2.1.1.1. Declarative. ................................................................................................. 30 

2.2.1.1.2. Procedural. ................................................................................................. 31 

2.2.2. INSTRUCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS. ........................................................................ 31 

2.2.2.1. Instructor led. .................................................................................................. 32 

2.2.2.2. Student led. ...................................................................................................... 33 

2.2.2.2.1. Self led. ........................................................................................................ 33 

2.2.2.2.2. Peer led. ...................................................................................................... 34 

2.2.3. ASSESSMENT CHARACTERISTICS.............................................................................. 34 

2.2.3.1. ASSESSOR CHARACTERISTICS. .................................................................................... 35 



 

vi 

2.2.3.2. CREATIVE OUTPUT. .................................................................................................. 36 

2.2.3.3. MEASUREMENT CRITERIA. ......................................................................................... 36 

2.2.3.4. ASSESSMENT METHODS. ............................................................................................ 38 

2.3. SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW ........................................................................ 38 

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY ............................................................................... 41 

3.1. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY .......................................................................................... 41 

3.2. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES ........................................................................................... 42 

3.3. RESEARCH DESIGN .................................................................................................. 42 

3.3.1. Stage One: Rubric development. ......................................................................... 47 

3.3.1.1. Sample selection for expert focus group. ........................................................ 47 

3.3.1.2. Expert focus group. ......................................................................................... 48 

3.3.1.3. Data analysis. ................................................................................................. 49 

3.3.2. Stage Two: Educational intervention. ................................................................. 50 

3.3.2.1. Sample selection: Population and setting. ...................................................... 50 

3.3.2.2. Observational period. ..................................................................................... 51 

3.3.2.3. Educational intervention. ................................................................................ 52 

3.3.2.3.1. Student self- and peer-assessment. ............................................................. 53 

3.3.2.4. Sample selection for student focus group. ...................................................... 53 

3.3.2.5. Student focus group......................................................................................... 54 

3.3.2.6. Data analysis. ................................................................................................. 55 

3.3.2.7. Instructor interview ......................................................................................... 55 

3.3.3. Stage Three: Rubric review and refinement. ...................................................... 56 

3.3.3.1. Sample selection for assessor focus group. .................................................... 56 

3.3.3.2. Assessor focus group....................................................................................... 57 

3.3.3.2.1. Effectiveness of rubric instrument. ............................................................. 58 

3.3.3.3. Data analysis. ................................................................................................. 58 

3.3.3.4. Expert interviews. ........................................................................................... 59 

CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS ............................................................................................... 60 

4.1. INTRODUCTION TO RESULTS .................................................................................... 60 

4.2. STAGE ONE: RUBRIC DEVELOPMENT ...................................................................... 61 

4.2.1. Expert focus group. ............................................................................................. 61 

4.2.2. Evaluative criteria .............................................................................................. 61 

4.2.2.1. Ideation ........................................................................................................... 64 

4.2.2.2. Cathedral effect ............................................................................................... 65 

4.2.2.3. Originality ....................................................................................................... 66 

4.2.2.4. Process ............................................................................................................ 66 

4.2.2.5. Design principles ............................................................................................ 67 

4.2.2.6. Effort ............................................................................................................... 67 

4.2.2.7. Scoring scale ................................................................................................... 68 

4.2.3. Preliminary product creativity rubric. ................................................................ 68 

4.2.4. Refined rubric for textile design studio. .............................................................. 69 

4.3. STAGE TWO: EDUCATIONAL INTERVENTION ........................................................... 70 

4.3.1. Formal critiques.................................................................................................. 71 

4.3.1.1. Self-assessment ............................................................................................... 71 



 

vii 

4.3.1.2. Peer-assessment .............................................................................................. 71 

4.3.2. Student focus group............................................................................................. 74 

4.3.2.1. RO2a-i: Perception of self-assessment ........................................................... 78 

4.3.2.2. RO2a-ii: Perception of peer-assessment ........................................................ 84 

4.3.2.3. RO2b-i: Behavior using self-assessment ........................................................ 88 

4.2.2.3 RO2b-ii: Behavior using peer-assessment ...................................................... 91 

4.4. STAGE THREE: RUBRIC REVIEW AND REFINEMENT ................................................. 93 

4.4.1. Assessor focus group........................................................................................... 94 

4.4.1.1. Rubric norming ............................................................................................... 95 

4.4.1.2. Inter-rater reliability ..................................................................................... 100 

4.4.1.3. Assessors’ evaluation of rubric ..................................................................... 103 

4.4.1.3.1. Effectiveness and ease of use for assessing student work ......................... 106 

4.4.1.3.2. Effectiveness and ease of use for assessing product creativity ................. 114 

4.4.1.3.3. Assessment of creativity without rubric .................................................... 118 

4.4.1.3.4. Suggested changes to rubric ..................................................................... 121 

4.4.2. Instructor interview. .......................................................................................... 122 

4.4.3. Expert interviews. ............................................................................................. 124 

4.4.3.1. Initial perceptions of rubric .......................................................................... 125 

4.4.3.2. Length of rubric ............................................................................................ 125 

4.4.3.3. Rubric Validity: Evaluative criteria and qualitative definitions................... 126 

4.4.3.4. Scoring Scale ................................................................................................ 127 

4.4.3.5. Use of rubric as a grading and scoring instrument ...................................... 129 

CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION....................................................................................... 130 

5.1. DISCUSSION OF RESULTS ....................................................................................... 130 

5.1.1. Research objective one ..................................................................................... 130 

5.1.2. Research objective two ..................................................................................... 131 

5.1.3. Research object three ........................................................................................ 134 

5.2. PRODUCT CREATIVITY RUBRIC ............................................................................. 138 

5.3. LIMITATIONS OF STUDY ........................................................................................ 139 

5.3.1. Sample size. ....................................................................................................... 139 

5.3.1.1. Focus groups ................................................................................................. 139 

5.3.1.2. Educational intervention ............................................................................... 139 

5.4. IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH ................................................................. 140 

REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................... 143 

APPENDICES ...................................................................................................................... 155 

APPENDIX A: IRB APPROVAL ........................................................................................ 156 

APPENDIX B: FACULTY FOCUS GROUP INVITATION .............................................. 157 

APPENDIX C: FACULTY FOCUS GROUP INVITATION .............................................. 158 

APPENDIX D: FACULTY FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL ................................................ 159 

APPENDIX E: CREATIVITY RUBRIC FROM FOCUS GROUP .................................... 162 

APPENDIX F: ASSESSOR FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL ............................................... 170 

APPENDIX G: ASSESSOR FOCUS GROUP HANDOUT ................................................ 172 

APPENDIX H: SAMPLES USED FOR INTER-RATER RELIABILITY ......................... 174 

APPENDIX I: STUDENT FOCUS GROUP INVITATION ............................................... 181 



 

viii 

APPENDIX J: STUDENT FOCUS GROUP INFORMED CONSENT .............................. 182 

APPENDIX K: STUDENT FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL AND HANDOUT ................. 184 

APPENDIX L: NVIVO WORD FREQUENCY FOR STUDENT FOCUS GROUP .......... 187 

APPENDIX M: NVIVO WORD FREQUENCY FOR ASSESSOR FOCUS GROUP ....... 193 

APPENDIX O: DUAL RUBRIC - REFINED TEXTILE PRODUCT CREATIVITY 

RUBRIC ................................................................................................................................ 198 

APPENDIX P: DUAL TEXTILE PRODUCT CREATIVITY RUBRIC-STUDENT SHEET

............................................................................................................................................... 206 
 



 

ix 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Sample grades and categories (Mertler, 2001) ......................................................... 13 
Table 2: Template for Analytic Rubrics (Mertler, 2001) ........................................................ 19 

Table 3: Template for Holistic Rubrics (Mertler, 2001) ......................................................... 21 
Table 4: Step-by-step procedure used for designing generic analytic rubrics (Reddy, 2011) 23 
Table 5: Components of Creative Performance (Amabile, 1983) .......................................... 37 
Table 6: Time Line for Research Study Tasks........................................................................ 45 
Table 7: Initial Creativity Criteria ........................................................................................... 63 

Table 8: Creativity Meta-Criteria and Discussion Points ....................................................... 64 
Table 9: Rubric Norming Scores per Sample and Assessor ................................................... 99 
Table 10: Inter-rater Reliability per Sample and Assessor ................................................... 102 

 



 

x 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

 

Figure 1: Framework of Design Studio Process ((Hasirci & Demirkan, 2007). ..................... 28 

Figure 2: Methodology Flow Chart ........................................................................................ 46 
Figure 3: Education intervention peer-assessed summative scores from formal critiques ..... 72 
Figure 4: Educational intervention peer-assessments comments from formal critiques ........ 73 
Figure 5: Student focus group - Number of coding references ............................................... 77 
Figure 6: Student focus group - Coding themes clustered by word similarity ....................... 78 

Figure 7: Rubric Norming First Sample- Slide One ............................................................... 96 
Figure 8: Rubric Norming, First Sample Collection ............................................................... 96 
Figure 9: Rubric Norming, Sample Two Slide One ............................................................... 97 
Figure 10: Rubric Norming, Second Sample Collection ........................................................ 97 

Figure 11: Rubric Norming Scores per Assessor .................................................................... 98 
Figure 12: Inter-rater Reliability per Assessor and Difference in Scores ............................. 101 

Figure 13: Assessor focus group evaluation of rubric frequency of coded themes .............. 104 
Figure 14: Assessor focus group discussion – Coding themes clustered by word frequencies

............................................................................................................................................... 105 
Figure 15: Word frequencies student focus group ................................................................ 133 
Figure 17: Main Suggested Modifications to Rubric -- Emphasis on Impact of Technical 

Expertise and Creativity ........................................................................................................ 135 
Figure 16: Common themes - Refinement of product creativity rubric................................ 136 

Figure 18: Research Objective Three - Rubric Validity ....................................................... 137 

file:///F:/Dissertation/Dissertation%20Final/Final/Polston-Dissertation-10.16.docx%23_Toc401311943
file:///F:/Dissertation/Dissertation%20Final/Final/Polston-Dissertation-10.16.docx%23_Toc401311949
file:///F:/Dissertation/Dissertation%20Final/Final/Polston-Dissertation-10.16.docx%23_Toc401311951


 

1 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Purpose of Study  

The purpose of this study is to explore the role of a rubric instrument in students’ self- 

and peer-assessment of product creativity in a collaborative design studio environment.  A 

review of the literature found that while rubric assessment has been researched from the 

instructor’s perspective as an instrument  for grading and/or assessing and providing 

feedback on student work (e.g. Andrade, 2000; Arter & Chappuis, 2007; Reddy, 2011; Reddy 

& Andrade, 2010; Hafner & Hafner, 2003) or from the student’s perspective as an 

instructional instrument to facilitate feedback and self-assessment (e. g. Jonsson & Svingby, 

2007; Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009; Andrade & Du, 2007), there is an opportunity for 

research into using rubrics as an assessment instrument for assessing the creativity of 

undergraduate design products.  Divergent or open-ended tasks such as those found in a 

design studio environment, are more difficult to assess compared to assignments with a 

single correct or best answer due to the complexity and abstraction of the work and its 

assessment on multiple criteria (Sadler, 2009; Sadler, 1983).  Examples of divergent tasks in 

a classroom are written assignments such as essays or term papers, presentations, studio and 

design products, artifacts or performances. Divergent tasks allow students to demonstrate 

cognitive abilities, integration of knowledge, problem solving and innovative action (Sadler, 

2009).     

This research aims to explore whether implementation of formative assessment 

methods, with a focus on self- and peer-assessment, in an undergraduate design studio class, 

will impact students’ understanding of how to assess and improve product creativity.  The 
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understanding of creativity assessment is vital for success in the 21st century, therefore 

instructors need to understand how to research and implement creativity assessment in an 

authentic collaborative learning environment (Hämäläinen & Vähäsantanen, 2011).  

Creativity assessment and training is domain-specific (Baer, 2012), therefore by creating a 

rubric instrument for formative assessment purposes this research aims to positively affect 

students’ self- and peer-assessment of textile and apparel product creativity in a collaborative 

design studio environment.  The research objectives are aligned with recent findings of 

characteristics and attributes that employers in the textiles and apparel industry are looking 

for in effective employees (Wright, Cushman & Nicholson, 2002).   

1.2. Research Question and Objectives 

Research Question:  Does a rubric impact learning outcomes in an undergraduate textile and 

apparel design studio?  

This research has the following objectives:  

1) Develop rubric instrument for assessing the creativity of an undergraduate design 

product 

2) Explore impact of the educational intervention with rubric and: 

a.  students’ perception of:  

i. self-assessment of their product’s creativity 

ii. peer-assessment of other students’ products’ creativity  

b. students’ behavior towards:  

i.  self-assessment of the creativity of their product 

ii. peer-assessment of other students’ products’ creativity 
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c. instructor’s assessment of students’ product creativity 

3) Refine rubric as an assessment instrument  

1.3 Significance of Research  

A review of the literature demonstrates that there is an opportunity for research in 

using a rubric for self- and peer-assessment of creativity in a collaborative design studio.  

This research will benefit textile and apparel design instructors and students by exploring 

possible improvements for assessing students’ creative products with rubrics.   

The outcomes of this research will add to the theory of product creativity assessment 

and provide a deeper understanding of textile and apparel undergraduate education.  The role 

of the rubric as a formative assessment tool will be evaluated, in order to explore whether a 

rubric which explicitly states expectations for quality of course components, such as 

creativity, impacts student’s perceptions and behaviors.   Creativity assessment of products 

follows Amabile’s (1982, 1983) Consensual Assessment Technique, wherein experts in the 

domain assess the creativity of a product or artifact.   Relevant studies on creativity have 

focused on: expert agreement on creativity (Amabile, 1982; Amabile, 1983), domain 

specificity of creativity (Baer, 2012), subjectivity of creativity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1988), the 

environment and creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996), motivation 

and creativity (Amabile, 1997; Amabile, Hill, Hennessy & Tighe, 1994), personal 

characteristics and creativity (Amabile, 1983; Batey & Furnham, 2006; Guilford, 1967; Kidd 

& Workman, 1999; Stenberg & Lubart, 1992), and expertise and creativity (Akin, 1990).   

Researchers have also stated that product or artifact creativity is a separate design construct, 

though often subjective and interlaced with other constructs such as functionality and 
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aesthetic appeal (Amabile, 1982; Amabile, 1983; Christiaans, 2002). Little research could be 

found on best methods for communicating creativity assessment criteria from instructors to 

design students in order for students to take ownership of their growth as creative designers.  

Findings from this study will add to the body of literature on methods of communicating to 

novice, (defined in this research as undergraduate), designers the expert opinion of creative 

evaluative criteria in a textile and apparel design product. 

Results will contribute to design education by building upon research on collaborative 

design studios such as Demirbas & Demirkan’s (2007) and Hasirci and Demirkan’s (2007).  

While the phrases teamwork and collaboration are often used interchangeably, for the intents 

of this study teamwork refers to tasks where students learn from and assist each other in the 

acquirement of basic knowledge and skills and collaboration refers to tasks where students  

work and learn together cooperatively to undertake and complete a complicated task (Natasi 

& Clements, 1991).   Collaboration for this study refers to the learning process that occurs 

when working cooperatively, either in a structured group or not, while teamwork refers to the 

practice of doing a task with others in a structured group.   Amabile’s definition of product- 

or artifact-based creativity is the most appropriate fit for a textile and apparel design studio 

where a physical product is created in class.  Both instructors and fellow students could be 

considered ‘appropriate observers’ during assessment of product creativity in a design studio 

but instructors’ opinions and assessments would be weighted more heavily (Kidd & 

Workman, 1999).    
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1.4 Limitations of this Study  

This research explored the use of a rubric to assist instruction and assessment of 

students’ creative projects in a collaborative environment, which in the context of this study 

is represented by an undergraduate design studio.  Due to time and cost constraints this study 

will be completed during one semester and focus on product creativity in a textile design 

studio.   

1.5 Definition of Terms  

Analytic Rubric: assesses or scores process or product as sum of component parts (Reddy, 

2011) 

Authentic Learning: a teaching strategy that uses real-world context to engage students’ in 

problem-solving, assignments and promote active learning (Brown, Collins & 

Duguid, 1989; Barr & Tagg, 1995)   

Evaluative Criteria: in a rubric, the traits or factors that an assessor considers when 

determining the quality of a student’s work (Reddy, 2011) 

Formative Assessment: a theory of assessment that focuses on using assessment to regulate 

the learning process by use of structured feedback to students; also focuses on how 

the instructor-student and student-student interaction can be used as an assessment 

and feedback opportunity (Black & Wiliam, 2009; Torrance, 1993) 

Holistic Rubric: assesses or scores process or product as a whole (Reddy, 2011) 
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Problem-Based Learning: allows students to apply knowledge gained in the classroom to 

real-world problems in an authentic learning manner (Gam & Banning, 2011) 

Procedural Knowledge: the acquisition and retention of skills that is affected by prior 

experience with the task (Willingham, Nissen & Bullemer, 1989)   

Qualitative Definitions:  in a rubric, descriptions or examples of evaluative criteria at each 

level of expected quality, for example from poor to excellent (Popham, 1997) 

Rubric: an assessment tool that states the observable qualitative expectations for an 

assignment by a list of specific criteria the assignment should meet and the different 

levels of quality for each component criteria, generally from excellent to poor 

(Andrade, 2000; Arter & Chappuis, 2007; Reddy, 2011; Reddy & Andrade, 2010; 

Stiggins, 2001)  

Scoring Scale: in a rubric, scaled levels of achievement indexed to an appropriate or desired 

standard, usually corresponding to scoring strategy (Allen & Tanner, 2006; Popham 

1997)   

1.6 Introduction 

This research will explore the impact of a rubric on student self- and peer- assessment of 

product creativity in a collaborative environment, such as an undergraduate design studio.  

Rubrics support objective assessment of learning and instruction by explicitly stating the 

expectations and criteria of the assignment and facilitate feedback and self-assessment for the 

student (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007).   By building upon previous research studies concerning 
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rubrics, creativity assessment, and design studios, this research will aid future curriculum 

assessment in design domains.  This research, by identifying best practices to support and 

encourage objective and formative assessment of product creativity, aims to activate textile 

and apparel design students as owners of their learning and  prepare them for their future 

careers in industry.    

The study of creativity and collaboration draws upon Piaget’s (1980, 2007) 

constructivist theory and Vygotsky’s (1978) socio-cultural approach (Hämäläinen & 

Vähäsantanen, 2011).  Creativity research draws from education-psychology research into 

individual cognition while collaboration research draws from socio-cultural research into 

group processes (Hämäläinen & Vähäsantanen, 2011; Sawyer, 2006).   Formative assessment 

uses self- and peer-assessment in addition to the instructor-student interaction to identify and 

act upon opportunities for students to improve (Black & Wiliam, 2009).  Peer-assessment is a 

form of collaborative feedback which fits into the collaborative environment of the 

undergraduate design studio.   

Design, as an umbrella term, is a creative problem-solving activity that occurs in many 

fields.  It is the act of making decisions in order to meet given objectives (Hasirci & 

Demirkan, 2007).  Creativity can be considered the driving force behind the textile and 

apparel industry.  The human need for novelty and variety manifests in apparel and textile 

trends, fashions and aesthetic demands (Kidd & Workman, 1999).   Wright, Cushman and 

Nicholson (2002) found that while classical education and cognitive development are still 

valued, industry members in the design domain prefer to hire and work with people who have 

better inter-personal and affective skills in addition to creativity.  Due to the present 
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juxtaposition between the expectations of the textile and apparel curriculum and the 

expectations and needs of employers in industry, there is an opportunity for researchers to 

review and develop assessment methods of current textile and apparel education (Wright, 

Cushman & Nicholson, 2002).    
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2. Introduction to the Literature 

Rubrics are an assessment instrument that can support both instructors and students by 

providing a concise and clear summary of expectations and examples of exemplary or poor 

work (Hafner & Hafner, 2003; Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009).  Rubrics can be utilized for 

student self- and peer-assessment; to empower students to take ownership of their own 

learning, and to evaluate student performance in a course or over a semester (Black & 

Wiliam, 2009; Rochford & Borchert, 2011).    

In the textile and apparel design curriculum, a design studio format is often used for 

instruction and practice of design knowledge.  Design studios provide a structured 

collaborative environment within which students are free to: be creative, discover and 

explore, problem-solve, learn-by-doing and turn declarative knowledge into procedural 

knowledge in order to gain expertise (Hasirci & Demirkan, 2007; Willingham, Nissen & 

Bullemer, 1989; Niekerk, Ankiewicz & Swardt, 2010; Akin, 1990).  Design studio 

assignments are often a design problem for which students’ must find a solution and/or 

produce an original artifact to demonstrate their solution (Watkins, 1988; Johnson, Penny & 

Gordon, 2009).   

Assessment of a creative product, or solution to a design problem, can be achieved by 

determining the main components and criteria of a creative product and assessing them on 

either a binary scale or a rating scale (e.g. Besemer, 1998; Besemer & O’Quin, 1986; 

Cropley & Cropley, 2008; Haller, Courvoisier & Cropley, 2011) or by having a group of 

appropriate observers or experts reach consensus on what defines a creative product (e.g. 
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Amabile 1982; Amabile, 1983).  Students’ solutions to creative design problems can also be 

assessed using rubrics (Atman, Cardella, Turns & Adams, 2005).   

2.1. Instructional Rubrics 

A rubric is commonly defined as an assessment instrument that states the observable, 

qualitative expectations for an assignment by listing specific criteria that the assignment 

should meet, and the different levels of quality for each component criteria, generally from 

excellent to poor (Reddy, 2011; Reddy & Andrade, 2010; Andrade, 2000; Stiggins, 2001; 

Arter & Chappuis, 2007).  Rubrics support instructors and students by providing a concise 

and clear summary of expectations that clearly demonstrates what constitutes exemplary or 

poor work (Hafner & Hafner, 2003; Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009).   

2.1.1. Components of Rubrics. 

A rubric is usually composed of three features; evaluative criteria; quality definitions 

which are generally split into scaled levels of achievement indexed to an appropriate or 

desired standard, and a scoring strategy (Allen & Tanner, 2006; Popham, 1997).  Evaluative 

criteria and quality definitions are preset as a component of an assignment by the instructor 

and/or with input from the student (Sadler, 2009).  Evaluative criteria and quality levels 

should reflect upon the student’s level and rate of progress throughout the curriculum.  

Scores derived from rubrics should therefore reflect upon whether the student’s performance 

is above, at or below expected quality levels for their place in the course and curriculum 

(Dorn, 2002).    
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2.1.1.1. Evaluative criteria. 

Evaluative criteria are the traits or factors that an assessor considers when 

determining the quality of a student’s work (Reddy, 2011).  Types and scope of evaluative 

criteria in a rubric will vary depending upon the skill or knowledge area being evaluated 

along with the specific criteria of the discipline.  Use of evaluative criteria provides a clear 

communication of assignment requirements and enables monitoring of student progression, 

or difficulty, with each evaluative criteria (Reddy, 2011).  To improve rubric use Popham 

(1997) suggests that rubrics use three to five evaluative criteria that represent key attributes 

of the teachable skill(s) being assessed.  Criteria should be relevant to the discipline and 

reflect the processes and content considered valuable and important in order to be used by the 

student as an instructional and self-reflective tool (Parke, 2001).  Allen and Tanner (2006) 

emphasize that evaluative criteria in a rubric should align with course objectives.  

 

2.1.1.2. Qualitative definitions. 

Qualitative definitions in rubrics are descriptions or examples of evaluative criteria at 

each level of expected performance, for example from poor to excellent (Popham, 1997).  

Qualitative definitions are generally descriptive texts that use verbal descriptions and 

examples of evaluative criteria at each level of expected quality.  The context and meaning of 

the descriptive text can often have multiple meanings and be interpreted differently under 

different circumstances, instructors and assessment contexts (Sadler, 2009).   Terminology 

must be clear, concise and meaningfully communicate the evaluative criteria and quality 

expected.  Qualitative definitions should be objective, descriptive and avoid undefined or 

value-laden terms (Huba & Freed, 2000). 
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2.1.1.3. Scoring scale. 

The number of quality levels, e.g. the rubric scoring scale, can vary from dichotomous 

(correct/incorrect) to ordered scales of three to 15 points (Shumate, Surles, Johnson & Penny, 

2007).   Ordered, qualitative levels of a rubric are generally built around low, mid, and high 

range proficiencies.  Therefore the majority of rubrics tend to have a scoring scale between 

three to seven qualitative levels, with rubrics having four or six levels being most common 

(Arter & McTighe, 2001; Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009).  A five point scale enables the 

use of the lower and upper extremes as well as a midpoint and can be related to the 

alphabetical grade system for student understanding (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; 

Johnson, Fisher, Willeke & McDaniel II, 2003; Moni, Beswik & Moni, 2005).   Some critics 

of the five point scale point out its relationship to the alphabetical grade system and that the 

majority of scores will end up towards the midpoint, while others emphasize the importance 

of designing the rubric with the assessment in mind and that the focus should be ensuring that 

the scale length distinguish between levels of quality (Arter & Chapuis, 2007; Huba & Freed, 

2000).  Table 1 demonstrates the grade and categorical equivalencies of a nine point scale.  
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Table 1: Sample grades and categories (Mertler, 2001) 

Rubric Score Grade Category 

8 A+ Excellent 

7 A Excellent 

6 B+ Good 

5 B Good 

4 C+ Fair 

3 C Fair 

2 U Unsatisfactory 

1 U Unsatisfactory 

0 U Unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

The length of a scoring scale in a rubric should be relevant to that which is being 

assessed and be long enough to provide differentiation between qualitative levels without 

blurring the distinction between each level (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Mertler, 2001).  

The length of rubric scoring scale depends upon the instructor’s or assessor’s requirements 

for inter-rater reliability and their requirements for the number and type of differentiations 

between quality levels for that which is being assessed.  A more complex and open-ended 

assessment objective would be assessed with a longer rubric scoring scale (Arter & McTighe, 

2001; Shumate et al., 2007).   The wider or longer the scoring scale range within a rubric the 

more specific and explicit the qualitative definition should be in order to clearly 

communicate the difference in quality levels (Coffman, 1971).   
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2.1.2. Purpose of rubrics. 

 Rubrics can be used by an instructor to evaluate many educational outcomes such as; 

a student’s project or in-class assignment, a student’s performance throughout a semester, an 

aggregate evaluation of a group of students, or an educational program or course (Rochford 

& Borchert, 2011).  Information gathered from rubric assessment of educational outcomes 

can then be applied to inform: instructors and students about students’ progress over time, 

instructors about the effectiveness of their instruction and the course, and administrators 

about the quality of the curriculum or program (Reddy, 2011).   Rubrics can also be used by 

students for self-assessment or peer-to-peer assessment.  Assessment can be either formal or 

informal, depending upon the requirement and structure of feedback within the course 

curriculum (Yorke, 2003).  Formal assessment takes place within the normal curricular 

assessment framework, such as assessing students’ tasks or projects at given points in the 

curriculum (Yorke, 2003).  Informal assessment is simultaneous assessment and feedback 

that occurs throughout the curriculum, for example assessing and providing feedback on 

drafts or in-progress versions of students work (Yorke, 2003).  

 Rubric assessment tools that explicitly state the expected criteria and quality of a 

student’s work has been found to improve students’ self- and peer- assessment, feedback, 

communication and collaboration skills (Toth, Suthers & Lesgold, 2002).  Rubrics can be 

used to objectively assess qualities such as creativity, which is often subjectively assessed by 

assuming that most assessors in a given domain will reach consensus on what constitutes 

creativity (Kidd & Workman, 1999; Amabile, 1982).     
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2.1.2.1. Instructor assessment. 

Instructor assessment should place students’ development and achievement as the 

ultimate goal and focus of the instructional program (Dorn, 2002).  Assessment of students’ 

work should emphasize students’ meaningful application of knowledge in place of only 

knowledge acquirement (Dorn, 2002).   Instructional assessment can be used to modify the 

teaching method to meet students’ needs (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshal & Wiliam, 2004).   

Assessment can be both formative and summative when information gathered by the 

assessment includes feedback and the student’s grade (Yorke, 2003).  Formative assessment 

combines assessment with feedback to the student and can either be formal or informal. 

Formal formative assessment occurs during a critique or grading of students work and 

informal occurs during normal class-time and often spontaneously (Black & Wiliam, 2009).  

Feedback based on instructor assessment can grow students’ expertise by providing 

recognition of high quality work and examples of how unsatisfactory work can be improved 

(Sadler, 1989).   Feedback should include comments identifying what and how improvements 

should be made and provide opportunities for students to respond to comments (Black et al., 

2004).   

2.1.2.2. Student assessment. 

Students can use the rubric instrument as an assessment for learning, compared to the 

general use of rubrics as tools for assessment of learning (Arter & Chappuis, 2007).  By 

sharing preset performance criteria in a rubric assessment tool with a student prior to the 

assignment students become active participants in the assessment process.  This then 

empowers students and provides a sense of ownership over the assignment and assists in the 
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student’s self-assessment throughout the assignment and course (Halonen, Bosack, Clay & 

McCarthy, 2003).  Peer-assessment teaches students how to objectively assess class-work; 

this was found by Black et al. (2004) to strengthen students’ self-assessment skills.  Student 

assessment, e.g. self- and peer-assessment, is a method of activating students as instructional 

resources for one another and to empower students to take ownership of their own learning 

(Black & Wiliam, 2009).    

2.1.2.2.1. Self-assessment 

Self-assessment is the student’s ability to make judgments about their performance, 

especially in regards to the outcomes and achievements of their learning process (Boud & 

Falchikov, 1989).  Self-assessment is an internal process, contrasted with feedback which is 

an external process of others assessing the student’s work (Sadler, 1989).   

Rubrics benefit student self-assessment by explicitly stating expected criteria the 

assignment must include and by providing clear definitions or examples of expected quality 

levels (Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009).  Students can use rubrics as self-assessment instruments 

to assess their progress, guide their learning and provide a framework for self-assessment and 

revision before, during and after a project (Hafner & Hafner, 2003; Lejk & Wyvill, 2001; 

Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009).  Black et al. (2004) found that self-assessment accompanied 

with a scoring guide, such as a rubric, encouraged collaboration among students, and 

encouraged students to be independent learners by self-assessing their progression in class.  

During self-assessment students compare their work against goals and criteria for that work 

that are stated in a rubric (Andrade & Du, 2007).  Because self-assessment is a reiterative 



 

17 

task; students can utilize rubrics as a guide for changing the rough-draft or prototype of their 

assignment until the due date.   

2.1.2.2.2. Peer-to-peer assessment. 

Peer-assessment allows students to give constructive criticism to each other using the 

student’s own vocabulary, making students more receptive to criticism from their peers that 

otherwise might be disregarded coming from the instructor (Black et al., 2004).  Peer-

assessment enables student participation in the assessment process and is perceived by 

students to be a fair and valuable assessment tool (Sluijsmans, Dochy & Moerkerke, 1998).   

Rubrics benefit peer assessment as Black et al. (2004) found that when peer-

assessment is accompanied with a scoring guide, such as a rubric, collaboration is 

encouraged among students.  Hafner and Hafner (2003) found that students were capable of 

employing a rubric in a similar method as the instructor in a valid assessment of performance 

and predictor of grade.   

2.1.3. Classifications of rubrics. 

The scoring strategy used in application of the rubric for evaluation can be holistic or 

analytic.  A scorer using a holistic strategy would take all evaluative criteria of the rubric into 

consideration but would aggregate them together to make an overall, global score.  A scorer 

using an analytical scoring strategy would consider and score each evaluative criterion 

separately (Popham, 1997).  Holistic rubrics provide a general assessment of students’ work 

while analytical rubrics provide a more detailed assessment of students’ work.  Analytical 

rubrics tend to be more useful for providing detailed feedback to a student about why and 

where they need improvement (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Johnson, Fisher, Willeke & 

McDaniel II, 2003).    
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 Assessors can use either a holistic or analytical rubric.  The choice between an 

analytical or holistic rubric generally is influenced by the amount of available time and funds 

for the assessment process and the objective and specificity of the assessment (Allen & 

Tanner, 2006; Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Klein et al., 1998). Johnson, Penny and 

Gordon (2009) recommend that the type of rubric used should depend upon the type of work 

being assessed, the use of the information gathered by assessment and the availability of 

funds and time by the raters.   Other options include using analytical rubrics for diagnostic 

purposes and holistic rubrics for summary purposes (Johnson, Fisher, Willeke & McDaniel 

II; Mullis, 1984).     

2.1.3.1. Analytical rubrics. 

 Johnson, Penny, and Gordon (2009) state that an analytical rubric is “a scoring guide 

that separates critical aspects of a performance into dimensions for scoring.  Each dimension 

receives a separate score, which may then be summed for a total score (p.307).”  Generally, 

in analytical scoring the instructor or grader makes qualitative judgments about the students 

work on a set of individual preset criteria; for example tabulating a student’s grade on an 

assignment from the total points earned in each evaluative criteria (Popham, 1997; Sadler, 

2009). 

 An analytical rubric is commonly formatted as a table with the evaluative criteria in 

columns on one side of the table and corresponding quality definitions in the abutting rows’ 

cells.   The quality definitions are standard descriptive text for the characteristics of each 

standard level, using verbal quantifiers or typical features of different qualitative levels 

(Mertler, 2001).    The assessor then selects the cell containing the quality definition that best 
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matches the student’s work.  For scoring or grading purposes each qualitative level can 

contain a corresponding numerical or letter grade which the grader uses to calculate the final 

score or grade for the student’s work (Stadler, 2009).  The evaluative criteria in an analytical 

rubric assess student’s performance in each separate component of a task (Klein et al., 1998).   

Analytical rubrics are commonly formatted with specific evaluative criteria and 

accompanying qualitative levels and definitions as seen in the analytical rubric template in 

Table 2. 

 

 
Table 2: Template for Analytic Rubrics (Mertler, 2001) 

  Beginning 

1 

Developing 

2 

Accomplished 

3 

Exemplary 

4 

Score 

Criteria #1 Description 

reflecting 

beginning level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

movement toward 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

achievement of 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting highest 

level of 

performance 

  

Criteria #2 Description 

reflecting 

beginning level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

movement toward 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

achievement of 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting highest 

level of 

performance 

  

Criteria #3 Description 

reflecting 

beginning level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

movement toward 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

achievement of 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting highest 

level of 

performance 

  

Criteria #4 Description 

reflecting 

beginning level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

movement toward 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting 

achievement of 

mastery level of 

performance 

Description 

reflecting highest 

level of 

performance 
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2.1.3.2. Holistic rubrics. 

Holistic rubrics allow the assessor to consider the complex, multi-dimensional and inter-

related aspects of evaluative criteria when assessing a student’s work.  A holistic rubric 

assesses a student’s performance throughout all components of a task where the “sum is 

greater than the parts (Klein et al., 1998, pg. 122).”   An instructor using a holistic grading 

method, also referred to in some literature as global grading, to assess a student’s 

performance over a period of time would progressively build up an assessment of the 

students’ work; for example seeing how the student has improved overall during their time in 

class over the semester (Popham, 1997; Sadler, 2009).   Johnson, Penny and Gordon (2009) 

state that a holistic rubric is, “a scoring guide that combines criteria to describe an overall 

performance.  Raters use such a rubric to assign a single score to identify the quality of a 

performance (p.308).” In analytical grading, preset criteria helps to frame the qualitative 

assessment while in holistic grading the global assessment is made first and the preset criteria 

used as a reflective tool (Klein et al., 1998; Sadler, 2009).   

Holistic rubrics are similar to analytical rubrics in that they both can contain 

evaluative criteria and different levels of quality definitions.  However holistic rubrics will 

use extended verbal descriptions to be more indicative of quality work rather than the 

definitive and prescriptive definitions found in analytical rubrics (Klein et al., 1998; Mertler, 

2001; Sadler, 2009).  The qualitative descriptions are generally applicable to or refer to 

multiple evaluative criteria but not necessarily at the same qualitative levels.  Assessors do 

not make judgments on individual criteria nor are the qualitative descriptions applied too 

literally to the student’s work (Sadler, 2009).  Holistic rubrics are commonly formatted in a 
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table with the quality levels in a column on one side of the table and an accompanying 

qualitative descriptive paragraph as seen in Table 3. 

 

 

 
Table 3: Template for Holistic Rubrics (Mertler, 2001) 

 
Score  Description 

5 Demonstrates complete understanding of the problem. All requirements of task are included in 

response.  
4 Demonstrates considerable understanding of the problem. All requirements of task are included.  
3  Demonstrates partial understanding of the problem. Most requirements of task are included.  
2 Demonstrates little understanding of the problem. Many requirements of task are missing.  
1 Demonstrates no understanding of the problem.  
0 No response/task not attempted.  

 

 

 

2.1.4. Evaluation of rubrics. 

Quantitative analyses of rubrics often focus on rubric design, validity, inter-rater 

reliability, and generalizability from the instructor’s perspective (Hafner & Hafner, 2003).    

When creating and using a rubric assessment tool, the importance of validity, reliability and 

generalizability of the instrument will vary depending upon the objective and scope of the 

rubric, the domain or discipline, and the nature of the work being assessed.   

2.1.4.1. Rubric design. 

Developing a rubric begins with identifying the objective of the assessment which 

then drives selection of an analytical or holistic scoring strategy, identification of relevant 

evaluative criteria, the length of the scoring scale and number and type of qualitative 

descriptors for each scale point (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Mertler, 2001).  Creating 

and applying rubrics for assessment of student work is a multi-stage process.  The primary 
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focus should be on identifying and clearly stating the objectives of the rubric assessment, 

evaluative criteria, quality definitions and number of quality levels in the rubric (Mertler, 

2001; Reddy, 2011).  Selecting and defining criteria and qualitative descriptors can be highly 

subjective and contextual depending upon several factors; the education level of the course, 

the objective of the program and course, the quality of the students, the instructor’s 

experience and the instructor’s attitude and interpretation of the criteria (Reddy, 2011).   

The main factors that impact the format and content of a rubric are the objectives and 

method of assessment decided upon by the creator or instructor (Arter & McTighe, 2001).  

For example if a product is to be assessed, the rubric would be restricted to noticeable 

physical criteria and quality levels of the product.  If a process is to be assessed, the rubric 

would include observable criteria and quality levels.  The objective and method of the 

assessment and the format and content of the rubric instrument rests with the test developer 

and should contain criteria and qualities agreed upon by experts in the domain being assessed 

(Clauser, 2000).  Table 4 displays common procedural steps involved in creating a rubric; 

note the predominance of identifying and defining the evaluative criteria and the use of 

feedback to revise the rubric (Reddy, 2011). 
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Table 4: Step-by-step procedure used for designing generic analytic rubrics (Reddy, 2011) 

Steps 

1 

 

 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Identification of the learning objectives to be served by the use of the assessment method and leading 

to the identification of qualities (criteria) that need to be displayed in a student’s work to demonstrate 

proficient performance 

Identification of levels of performance for each of the criteria 

Development of separate descriptive scoring schemes for each evaluation level and criteria 

Obtaining feedback on the rubrics developed 

Revision of rubrics based on feedback from primary stakeholders 

Testing the reliability and validity of the rubrics 

Pilot testing of the rubrics 

Using the results of the pilot test to improve the rubrics 

 

 

 

 

Researchers and instructors either use or modify an existing rubric that suits their 

objectives or design their own rubric, often with student input and/or expert review (e.g. 

Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Mansilla, Duraisingh, Wolfe & Haynes, 2009; Mertler, 

2001; Moskal & Leydens, 2000; Roblyer & Wiencke, 2003). When creating a rubric to 

assess a specific task,  performance or product,  the instructor or assessor can change the 

format and number of items within the rubric as long as it 1) meets the objectives for the 

assessment, 2) is relevant to the student’s work being assessed and 3) follows Popham’s 

(1997) guidelines for a successful rubric (e.g. Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Mansilla, 

Duraisingh, Wolfe & Haynes, 2009; Mertler, 2001; Moskal & Leydens, 2000; Pellegrino, 

Baxter & Glaser, 1999; Reddy, 2011).   When deciding upon the specifics of a rubric’s 

scoring scale, interpretation and weighting of the scores should be taken into account 

(Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009).    
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Review by experts, such as other raters, faculty members and students, can provide 

valuable feedback.  Review of a rubric should include checking if the rubric has elements 

that are comprehensive and singular in describing criteria and quality, ratings that represent 

clearly different and relevant criteria, quality levels and scoring scales, and is stated so that it 

clearly communicates elements and ratings unambiguously (Roblyer & Wiencke, 2003).    

2.1.4.2. Rubric validity. 

Validity refers to the accuracy of scores and decisions made in reference to the rubric 

instrument (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009).   Validity takes precedence over reliability and 

generalizability when assessment is an integral aspect of the course (Pellegrino, Baxter & 

Glaser, 1999).   Rubric validity is determined by content validity, construct validity and 

criterion validity (Moskal & Leydens, 2000).  Content validity checks that the rubric contains 

all aspects of the intended content and there is no extraneous content.   Construct validity 

checks that the evaluative criteria are relevant to the construct the rubric is being used to 

assess.  Criterion validity checks that the evaluative criteria within the rubric are reflective 

and indicative of the student’s future performance (Moskal & Leydens, 2000).   

2.1.4.3. Rubric inter-rater reliability. 

Reliability refers to the consistency of scores across different raters, occasions and 

tasks (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009).  For example, a rubric would be considered reliable 

if a student’s work has the same score if scored by a different rater or at another time.  

Reliability can be impacted by differences in the interpretation and assessment of the quality 

of a student’s work.  Some raters may be more lenient than others or differ in their 
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interpretation of how well the student’s work best answered the task or problem (Klein et al., 

1998).   

Many researchers have found that, as a general rule, as the rubric scale increases so 

does the inter-rater reliability of the rubric (Coffman, 1971; Penny, Johnson & Gordon, 

2000a; Penny, Johnson & Gordon, 2000b; Shumate, Surles, Johnson & Penny, 2007).  

Shumate, Surles, Johnson & Penny (2007) found through a review of multiple studies on the 

effect of scale length and inter-rater reliability that a scale within the range of four to 12 

points will have corresponding high inter-rater reliability, after 12 points, inter-rater 

reliability does not increase or decrease .  However, Coffman (1971) found that an increase 

up to a 15 point scale increased inter-rater reliability.  Increasing the scale length to a five or 

six point rating scale can avoid scale compression with no difference in inter-rater reliability 

when comparing a four point and six point scale (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; McColly 

& Remstad, 1965).    

2.1.4.4. Rubric generalizability. 

Generalizability is a broader and more flexible concept of reliability, and is concerned 

with how accurately scores enable generalization about the score in a defined universe of 

situations (Shavelson, Webb & Rowley, 1989).   The assessor or observer uses the resultant 

score as a ‘universal score’ and generalizes from the sample to the universe (Cronbach, 

Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972).  Rubric generalizability over different topics is usually 

evaluated with analysis of variance statistical tests and correlations between topics (Abedi & 

Baker, 1995).   Proper training and application to appropriate topics can improve 

generalizability of a domain-independent assessment rubric (Baker, Abedi, Linn & Niemi, 
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1995).  Hafner and Hafner (2003) found that peer-assessment with rubrics will provide 

moderately high generalizability when used in small group discussion, seminars and 

laboratories with as few as 10-15 participants.  

2.1.5. Benefits and limitations of rubrics. 

 

Rubrics benefit instructors and students as instruments for assessment and instruction; 

however limitations to rubric use can be due to poorly designed rubrics and limited 

conceptions of rubric uses (Popham, 1997; Andrade & Du, 2005; Arter & Chappuis, 2007; 

Stiggins, 2001; Reddy & Andrade, 2010).  

Rubric assessment can promote learning by making clear what criteria and quality 

levels students will be expected to attain in their course work, and enables students to see 

why they are at a current level and what they can do to get to a higher level (Huba & Freed, 

2000).  Rubrics are also capable of teaching students standards and commonly accepted 

criteria for excellence in the discipline and/or industry (Huba & Freed, 2000).  Self- and 

peer-assessment using a rubric scoring instrument could minimize issues such as; friendship 

marking, where students over-assess others contributions, and parasitical marking, where 

students who did not contribute still benefit from group scores (Sluijsmans, Dochy & 

Moerkerke, 1998).     

Limitations to acceptance and use of rubrics in education can be attributed to 

instructors’ limited use and perception of rubrics solely as an evaluative tool, for scoring 

students’ work, instead of a teaching tool for students’ (Reddy & Andrade, 2010).  

Instructors and students differ in their perceptions of the use and purpose of rubrics.  Reddy 

and Andrade (2010) found that students perceived rubrics as learning and achievement tools 
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whereas instructors perceived rubrics as an assessment tool to objectively, accurately and 

quickly grade student’s work.    

Popham (1997) states that there are four issues that hinder both the proper use and 

acceptance of rubrics as assessment instruments.   First, if rubrics are too task-specific then 

only the students’ ability to perform the task is evaluated, instead of students’ ability to apply 

acquired knowledge and skills to the task.  Second, if the evaluative criteria in the rubric are 

too vague then use of the rubric becomes hindered by an ambiguous meaning of why a 

student’s work is acceptable or unacceptable.  Third, excessively long rubrics hinder use due 

the unwieldy and time-intensive nature of their use.  Finally, rubrics that have too specific 

evaluative criteria assess only how well the student completes the task and not the acquired 

skill-set or knowledge area (Popham, 1997).   

2.2. Instructional Environment for Design  

Design studios are collaborative and creative environments which utilize design 

fundamentals, apply technology to design, and an artistic/aesthetic education (Demirbas & 

Demirkan (2007).  Figure 1 shows an overview of the design studio process and the 

interaction between the environmental factors of the person, product and process. 
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Figure 1: Framework of Design Studio Process ((Hasirci & Demirkan, 2007). 

 

 

 

The design studio utilizes authentic, real-world tasks and examples in a creative and 

collaborative environment that will prepare students for on-going collaborative tasks in their 

careers (Salas et al., 2008).  Senbel (2012) found that design studio teaching draws from 

constructivist, experiential and social learning theories.   Constructivist and experiential 

learning theories state that students learn by discovery, personal experience and interaction 

with the educational environment (Dewey, 1938; Savery & Duffy, 1996).   

  

Person Product 

Process 

 

 Readiness Reception Reflection Revelation Recreation 

Environment 
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2.2.1. Learner characteristics.  

Personal creativity is one input of a creative artifact and has been described by 

researchers as a complex product of several interacting components including: intelligence, 

cognitive ability and style, personality, motivation, knowledge and environment (Batey & 

Furnham, 2006; Stenberg & Lubart, 1992).   Personal characteristics, cognitive abilities and 

social environment can all impact creativity in a person and of a product or artifact (Amabile, 

1983).   Hasirci and Demirkan’s (2007) research found that student creativity and process 

performance in a design studio were related.  Creative students were not only more likely to 

perform well in process-related tasks but also more likely to interact with the other students 

in class.   

 Sternberg (2012) states that personal creativity is a habit and can be encouraged by 

presenting opportunities to be creative, encouragement when people take advantage of 

opportunities and rewards when people respond to encouragement with creative thought and 

behavior.   Design students tend to learn by “experiencing, reflecting, thinking and doing in 

the process of finding solutions to assigned design problem (Demirbas & Demirkan, 2007, 

p.345).”    

2.2.1.1. Knowledge characteristics.  

The discovery process that takes place within a design studio is akin to the learning-

by-doing aspect of procedural knowledge; in which students turn declarative knowledge into 

procedural knowledge (Willingham, Nissen & Bullemer, 1989; Niekerk, Ankiewicz & 

Swardt, 2010).  The development of expertise in a domain is when a person transforms 

declarative knowledge into procedural knowledge when solving a problem or task (Akin, 
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1990).  This follows ten Berge and van Hezewijk (1999) argument that declarative memory 

or knowledge evolved from procedural memory or knowledge.   

Procedural knowledge or memory is the acquisition and retention of skills that is 

affected by prior experience with the task (Willingham, Nissen & Bullemer, 1989).  This 

contrasts with declarative knowledge or memory which is the retention of facts and 

knowledge (Willingham, Nissen & Bullemer, 1989).   Procedural knowledge is ‘knowing 

how,’ or taking action, whereas conceptual/declarative knowledge is ‘knowing that,’ or 

memorization and reflection (Cohen & Squire, 1980; Niekerk, Ankiewicz & Swardt, 2010; 

Exley, 2008).   

2.2.1.1.1. Declarative. 

Declarative knowledge, also known as conceptual knowledge, is the ability to know 

something due to memorization and recall, such as learning facts or details (Willingham, 

Nissen & Bullemer, 1989).  Due to its place in long-term memory, declarative knowledge 

can be altered and influenced by new memories and the selective and unconscious retrieval 

of memories (ten Berge & van Hezewijk, 1999). Assessment of declarative knowledge can 

be performed by observing or collecting verbal evidence (ten Berge & van Hezewijk, 1999), 

such as the correctness or incorrectness of factual recall. The expectations and assessment of 

declarative knowledge is domain and subject dependent; e.g. the quality and terminology of 

students’ verbal responses to a visual arts assignment would be assessed differently than 

students’ verbal responses to a chemistry assignment (Exley, 2008). 
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2.2.1.1.2. Procedural. 

Procedural knowledge is the ability to know how to do something acquired by doing, or 

learning by doing (Willingham, Nissen & Bullemer, 1989).  Examples of procedural 

knowledge or memory include perceptual-motor skills and learned physical tasks, such as 

pattern-analysis, that are based on skill acquirement instead of memorization (Cohen & 

Squire, 1980).  Procedural knowledge is subject, domain and situation dependent, e.g.  in 

visual arts a student would draw upon declarative knowledge of color interaction to 

physically mix yellow and blue paint to create green paint using procedural knowledge 

(Exley, 2008).  Banks and Millward (2007) found that in team or group situations, it is the 

correctness of the team’s procedural knowledge rather than the actual sharing of procedural 

knowledge that is positively associated with team performance.  Procedural knowledge can 

be assessed by observing a students’ performance or action (ten Berge & van Hezewijk, 

1999).   

2.2.2. Instructional characteristics.  

Design studio courses tend to have four main objectives to impart to students: design 

literacy and knowledge of design metrics, spatial awareness, procedural knowledge and 

phenomenological awareness (Senbel, 2012).  These four objectives aim to teach the design 

process to students by not only teaching students the fundamental knowledge of design, but 

also to consider how the artifact is made, how to create a work flow, how to manage time and 

resources, and how to consider the real-world effect of the physical artifact or product. 
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2.2.2.1. Instructor led. 

Studios in design curriculum are both a physical instruction and work space and a 

pedagogical method of instruction (Cennamo & Brandt, 2012).  Design studios have spaces 

to display student work for formal and informal assessment, assigned desks or work spaces 

for students, and foster a collaborative environment amongst students and between students 

and the instructor (Cennamo & Brandt, 2012).   Instructors in design studios often use public 

or private critiques of student work to provide feedback to students, either of students’ 

sketchbooks, works-in-progress or the final version of their work (Fleming, 1998).  

Instructors can use collaborative and team projects and turn the design studio classroom into 

an educational and creative ‘think tank’ (Clarke & Cripps, 2012).  

Cennamo and Brandt (2012) suggest five guidelines for studio instructional design 

based upon their research. First, students’ assignments should be similar to each other in 

terms of goals and context to allow students to learn from each other while allowing for 

variations in students’ work.  Second, students should be provided with opportunities for 

informal and formal critique and for collaboration. Third, public formal critiques should be 

led by the instructor to provide opportunities for both instructors and students to model their 

design thinking by comparison and discussion.  Fourth, studio instructors should hold meta-

discussions in response to key ideas in students’ work and elevate class discussion from 

specific details about the students’ work to the more abstract principles of design that are 

applicable to multiple situations. Lastly, instructors should encourage the reiterative nature of 

design and provide students with opportunities for review and feedback of work-in-progress. 
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2.2.2.2. Student led. 

Assignments or projects in design studios are often a design problem that the student 

must find a solution to, in combination with reflection and active learning (Watkins, 1988).  

Reflective observation takes place when the student steps back from the problem to consider 

their solutions and theories about the design problem impartially in order to make changes 

(Kolb, 1984).  Active learning occurs when the student takes action, with procedural 

knowledge, to test their proposed solution to the design problem (Atkinson & Murrell, 1988).  

Design studios are often cooperative learning environments that enable students to 

collaborate in a less individualistic and competitive setting that promotes active learning and 

reciprocal interaction among students (Nastasi & Clements, 1991).   

2.2.2.2.1. Self led. 

The design process can be described using a simplified model of seven steps (Koberg & 

Bagnall, 1981; Watkins, 1988).  The designer, or student, first accepts the design problem, 

analyzes the problem, defines the problem to identify the salient aspects, ideates solutions, 

and then selects the best solution to implement.  The final step in this design process model is 

evaluation of the implemented solution to the design problem to determine if and to what 

degree the problem was solved.  The best acceptance of the design problem and performance 

of the following design process steps occurs when the student is intrinsically motivated and 

takes ownership of the design problem beyond basic requirements to obtain a passing grade 

(Watkins, 1988). 
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2.2.2.2.2. Peer led. 

 In a diverse studio environment students are exposed to multiple perspectives and a 

variety of personal experiences which can broaden students’ knowledge base.  This aspect of 

a design studio allows for peer-led exploration and problem solving skills which can then 

lead to improved inter-personal relationship skills (Senbel, 2012).  Sharing of expertise and 

knowledge among students in an environment such as a design studio enables effective and 

successful accomplishment of a task, leading to competent designers (Pellegrino, Baxter & 

Glaser, 1999).   Demirbas and Demirkan (2007) suggest that collaborative team-work can aid 

the learning process for students with different learning styles, as students work together and 

learn from each other.  Hasirci and Demirkan (2007) found that the more creative students 

were also those who, in addition to working on their own projects, spent the most time 

discussing and critiquing classmates’ work through peer-assessment. 

2.2.3. Assessment characteristics. 

In a design studio, assignments generally take the form of a design problem for which 

students must find a solution (Watkins, 1988).  Assessment of a student’s solution to an 

assigned design problem can vary depending upon the nature and scope of the design 

process.  If the design process is used as a basis for a student’s work throughout the semester 

then assessment of the student’s work can be based on documented development of each 

stage of the design process through all course assignments (Watkins, 1988). According to 

Watkins (1988) impediments to effective evaluation of design problems arise due to 

evaluative criteria not being clear or available to the student.     
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Performance assessment with the use of an analytical rubric is believed to better 

capture the more nebulous aspects of students’ learning in a design studio by providing 

individual and specific assessment information to the student (Jonsson & Svignby, 2007; 

Wesolowski, 2012).  Performance-based assessment is a method that requires participants to 

produce an original artifact to demonstrate evidence of knowledge and/or skills (Johnson, 

Penny & Gordon, 2009).   

 Assessment of creative artifacts or products is generally achieved by determining the 

main components and criteria of a creative product and assessing them on either a binary 

scale or a rating scale such as a Likert-scale (e.g. Besemer, 1998; Besemer & O’Quin, 1986; 

Cropley & Cropley, 2008; Haller, Courvoisier & Cropley, 2011).  Students’ solutions to 

creative design problems can be assessed using rubrics (Atman, Cardella, Turns & Adams, 

2005).  By breaking down creativity into component parts, instructors can attempt to 

systematically and objectively state the observable and measurable attributes of a creative 

artifact or product.   

2.2.3.1. Assessor characteristics. 

Definitions and perceptions of creativity, aesthetic appeal and functionality can vary 

from assessor to assessor depending on their background, educational theories, or different 

design culture (Cropley & Cropley, 2009). An artifact or product may be readily perceivable 

as creative by multiple observers, such as the instructor, student and peers.  However if the 

design studio is co-taught or has a revolving instructor roster, the students’ work may be 

assessed differently based on the assessors’ varying perceptions and definitions of creativity 

(Cropley & Cropley, 2009).   
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2.2.3.2. Creative Output. 

Creativity can generally be described as the creation of a new and valued object, idea 

or action that is dependent upon cultural and temporal context (Csikszentmihalyi, 2001).  

According to Taylor (1988) the term ‘creativity’ can be used in reference to the environment, 

the product, the process or the person.   Amabile (1982) states that:  

A product or response is creative to the extent that appropriate observers 

independently agree is creative.  Appropriate observers are those familiar with the 

domain in which the product was created or the response articulated.  Thus, creativity 

can be regarded as the quality of products or responses judged to be creative by 

appropriate observers, and it can also be regarded as the process by which something 

so judged is produced (p.1001). 

Amabile (1997) states that creativity, in any domain or discipline, is the production of 

novel and appropriate ideas. A caveat of Amabile’s definition of creativity is that while 

novel, an idea must still be appropriate to the given problem or opportunity.  

 Batey and Furnham (2006) state that creative output is the result of four interacting 

components;  

1. Attributes of the product itself that are novel and useful with respect to a 

particular socio-cultural group 

2. Attributes of the persons who generated the product 

3. Attributes of the persons assessing the creativity of the product or output 

4. Attributes of the environment (For creators and assessors), including the 

following: source of evaluation, source of support or resources, and source 

of stimulation or inspiration (p. 359) 

 

2.2.3.3. Measurement criteria. 

Competence in design is defined partly as the ability to transfer and apply knowledge 

and skills to a variety of tasks and circumstances (Pellegrino, Baxter & Glaser, 1999).    

Assessments of artifacts or products should include other factors such as functionality and 

aesthetically appeal in addition to creativity, or novelty, according to the design problem 
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(Amabile, 1982).  However, in some disciplines an artifact or product that is considered 

aesthetical pleasing, original and creative is generally not found to be functional or 

appropriate for end use (Kidd & Workman, 1999).   

Assessing creativity and creative artifacts based upon novelty and utility varies by 

social context and is subjectively appraised (Amabile, 1983; Csikszentmihalyi, 1988).  An 

artifact or product can have multiple elements and degrees of creativity (Amabile, 1983). 

There are differing degrees of creativity and different components of creativity that can be 

affected by the design studio environment such as training, technical skills and social 

constraints as demonstrated in Table 5 (Amabile, 1983), as well as innate creative or 

divergent thinking skills of the student. 

 

 

 
Table 5: Components of Creative Performance (Amabile, 1983) 

1 2 3 

Domain-Relevant Skills Creativity-Relevant Skills Task Motivation 

Includes: 

 Knowledge about the domain 

 Technical skills required 

 Special domain-relevant 

“talent” 

Depends On: 

 Innate cognitive abilities 

 Innate perceptual and motor 

skills 

 Formal and informal education 

Includes: 

 Appropriate cognitive style 

 Implicit or explicit knowledge 

of  heuristics for generating 

novel ideas 

 Conductive work style 

Depends On: 

 Training 

 Experience in idea generation 

 Personality characteristics 

Includes: 

 Attitudes toward the task 

 Perceptions of own motivation 

for understanding the task 

Depends On: 

 Initial level of intrinsic 

motivation toward the task 

 Presence or absence of salient 

extrinsic constraints in the 

social environment 

 Individual ability to cognitively 

minimize extrinsic constraints 
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2.2.3.4. Assessment methods. 

Amabile’s consensual assessment technique (CAT) is commonly used to rate the 

creativity of artifacts or products (Amabile, 1982; Amabile, 1983; Baer, 2012).  CAT is 

based on Amabile’s assertions that creativity is best assessed or measured by the combined 

opinions and judgments of experts, or appropriate observers, in the same domain as the 

artifact or product (Amabile, 1982; 1983). Subjective scoring methods such as Amabile’s 

CAT require that a group of trained expert raters assess creativity on a scale or as high or low 

quality (Amabile, 1982; Harrington, Block and Block, 1983; Christensen, Guilford & 

Wilson, 1957).  While high inter-rater reliabilities have been found using the CAT when the 

expert judgers are from the same domain as the product and producer, researchers have found 

varied inter-rater reliabilities when the expert, product and producer are from differing 

domains (Amabile, 1982; Amabile, 1983; Baer, 2012).    

2.3. Summary of Literature Review 

Review of the literature demonstrates the opportunity for improving undergraduate 

education in the textile and apparel design domain.  Core curriculum in textile and apparel 

education in the United States often involves several key aspects: basic study of textiles, 

clothing construction, tailoring, fashion merchandising/retailing (business foundations), 

historic costume and/or the social, psychological, and cultural aspects of dress (Wright, 

Cushman & Nicholson 2002).  Textile and apparel design education can benefit by 

combining creativity and functionality components into course criteria to better prepare 

students for entry into the industry (Kidd & Workman, 1999).  This can be achieved by 
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adding functionality and other industry-oriented objectives to an assessment rubric that 

includes product and/or process creativity (Cropley & Cropley, 2009).   

 Studio environments allow for students’ freedom to explore and problem-solve while 

receiving feedback from their peers and instructors.  Research such as Hasirci and 

Demirkan’s (2007) support the use of explicitly stated tasks objectives and goals in a design 

studio environment. This allows for a structured collaborative environment within which 

students are free to explore and develop their creativity assessment, problem-solving, time 

management and inter-personal skills.   

An analytical rubric is best suited to assessing a student’s work that is the result of 

several constructs; e.g. a creative artifact or product generated in a collaborative design 

studio (Johnsson & Svingby, 2007).  An instructor using a holistic rubric assumes that the 

student will perform similarly across all components of the assignment, whereas an analytical 

rubric allows for assessment of each evaluative criteria individually (Saxton, Belanger & 

Becker, 2012).  Analytical rubrics are able to clearly and explicitly state evaluative criteria 

and qualitative definitions (Toth, Suthers & Lesgold, 2002) and tend to be more useful for 

providing detailed feedback to a student (Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Johnson, Fisher, 

Willeke & McDaniel II, 2003).   Encouragement by providing opportunities for creativity, 

encouraging people to utilize such opportunities and reward those who do so will also 

encourage the development of the creative habit (Sternberg, 2012).  

Sadler (1989) states that in order to build expertise students should be aware of the 

expected quality level for their work, compare their actual or current level of quality with the 

standard, and be able to take the appropriate action to close the gap between the expected and 
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current levels.  Ideally these three stages should be taken into consideration by the student, 

and instructor, simultaneously.  Atman, Cardella, Turns and Adams (2005) found that there is 

a significant difference between freshman and senior designers in expertise factors such as 

time spent on the design problem, number of alternative solutions considered and the 

sophistication of the design and students behavior.  Criteria and descriptive examples of 

quality levels and expertise factors can be communicated to the student through the use of a 

rubric instrument (Sadler, 1989).  The rubric instrument can therefore act as a benchmarking 

tool for students to self-assess their current quality level and provide goals for students to 

work towards in addition to benchmarks for students’ progress (Sadler, 1989).  

The textile and apparel design studio environment in higher education draws from several 

teaching methods, theories and elements.  Students produce a creative artifact or product in a 

collaborative design studio environment.  Instructors can implement authentic learning 

strategies in a design studio classroom to encourage students to place their design problems 

in a real-world situation and prepare them for entry into industry.  This can include 

emphasizing the creativity and utility of products.   
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Purpose of the Study 

This research explored the use of a rubric to assist instruction and assessment of students’ 

creative projects in a collaborative environment, which in the context of this study is 

represented by an undergraduate design studio.  The textile and apparel field, in 

undergraduate education and in industry practice, requires practitioners to be creative 

problem-solvers when developing new materials and products; however assessment of 

creativity and creative products or artifacts is difficult due to the subjective nature of 

creativity.  Jonsson and Svingby (2007) performed a review of 75 empirical studies on 

rubrics and found that rubrics support objective assessment of learning and instruction by 

explicitly stating the expected criteria for the assignment that are aligned with learning 

objectives and outcomes in addition to facilitating feedback and self-assessment for the 

student.  Their results support the use of an analytical and topic-specific rubric for 

performance assessment. 

The purpose of this study is to develop and assess a rubric instrument that can be used to 

1) effectively communicate procedural and declarative skills and knowledge needed to 

prepare students for future careers in industry, 2) enable textile and apparel design students to 

become owners of their learning, and 3) facilitate objective grading of students’ assignments.    

This study focused on the procedural and declarative skills and knowledge that pertain to the 

design and production process of a creative textile and apparel product in order to develop 

and implement a rubric instrument within a studio environment.     
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3.2. Research Objectives 

This research includes three consecutive stages. The objectives of each stage are as 

follows; 1) develop a rubric instrument, 2) explore the impact of the rubric instrument using 

an educational intervention and 3) refine the rubric instrument. 

The study is organized according to the following research objectives:  

RO1. Develop rubric instrument for assessing the creativity of an undergraduate 

design product 

RO2. Explore impact of the educational intervention with rubric and: 

a.  students’ perception of:  

i. self-assessment of the creativity of their product 

ii. peer-assessment of other students’ products’ creativity  

b. students’ behavior using:  

i.  self-assessment of the creativity of their product 

ii. peer-assessment of other students’ products’ creativity  

c. instructor’s assessment of students’ product creativity 

RO3. Refine rubric as an assessment instrument 

3.3. Research Design 

The research design employed a multi-stage approach to address the study’s objectives.  

Research Objective One drew upon qualitative data gathered from an expert focus group 

during the first stage of the study.  Research Objective Two was addressed in the second 

stage of the study and incorporates qualitative data from students’ self- and peer-assessments 
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of projects before and after the educational intervention with the rubric in an undergraduate 

design studio.  Following the educational intervention with the rubric, a focus group was held 

with students from the participating studio and a personal interview with the participating 

instructor to further address Research Objective Two.  Research Objective Three refines the 

rubric instrument during the third stage of the study by drawing upon qualitative data 

gathered from a focus group of expert assessors in addition to personal interviews with 

experts in assessment and faculty development. 

Stage One used an expert focus group to develop the rubric instrument for assessing 

product creativity.  Stage Two of the research used the newly developed rubric in an 

education intervention in an ongoing design course to allow researchers to explore its impact 

upon students as well as the instructor.  A focus group with participating students was held to 

gather in-depth qualitative data on students’ perceptions and behavior using self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity both before and after the educational intervention along with 

feedback on the rubric instrument. A personal interview with the instructor was performed to 

gather in-depth qualitative data on the instructor’s perceptions of students’ product creativity 

assessment, students’ use of the rubric and feedback on the rubric instrument.  Stage Three of 

the research used an expert assessor focus group in addition to personal interviews with 

assessment experts to review and refine the rubric instrument for future use.  Focus group 

protocols were developed following Stewart, Shamdasani and Rook (2007) and Morgan 

(1998) and an interview protocol was developed following the direction of McCracken 

(1988).  Focus groups were chosen for multiple stages of this study as they are often used to 

collect qualitative data (Morgan, 1997), to review or develop other research materials 
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(Barbour, 2007), can be used in combination with surveys or in-depth interviews (Morgan, 

1996) and are a more efficient method of hearing from multiple participants compared to 

holding many individual interviews (Fern, 1982).  Table 6  notes the time-line for each stage 

of the research, steps within each stage and the date of completion. Figure 2 presents a flow 

chart of the methodology with each stage and step represented in a sequential manner.   

All stages in the study were approved by the university’s Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) following standard procedure for the protection of human subjects in research.  

Informed consent was obtained for all stages and participants’ identities kept confidential.   
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Table 6: Time Line for Research Study Tasks 

Research Stage/ Step Method Data Completion 

Stage 1/Step 1 Expert Focus group Audio/Visual recording October 2013 

Stage 1/Step 2 Transcribe and code focus 

group recordings 

Key themes-rubric 

criteria, definitions and 

scoring strategy 

October 2013 

Stage 1/Step 3 Develop creativity rubric Creativity Rubric 

(initial) 

October 2013 

Stage 1/Step 4 Identify participating design 

studio class. Instructor 

review of creativity rubric: 

Modify creativity rubric 

Creativity Rubric 

(modified for class-

specificity) 

January 2014 

Stage 2/Step 1 Project One  Students’ written self-

assessment and peer-

assessment 

March 2014 

Stage 2/Step 2 Project Two  Students’ written self-

assessment and peer-

assessment 

April 2014 

Stage 2/Step 3 Rubric introduced to class None-Educational 

Intervention 

April 2014 

Stage 2/Step 4 Project Three  Students’ written self-

assessment and peer-

assessment 

April 2014 

Stage 2/Step 5 Student Focus Group Student perceptions 

towards self- and peer-

assessment of 

creativity, student 

historic behavior with 

self- and peer-

assessment, Student 

perceptions of 

usefulness of rubric, 

behavior with rubric 

October 2014 

Stage 2/Step 6 Instructor Interview Instructor’s perception 

and use of the rubric 

instrument as an 

assessment instrument, 

instructor’s assessments 

of students’ product 

creativity, instructor’s 

perception of student 

use of the rubric 

May 2014 

Stage 3/Step 1 Assessor Focus Group Inter-rater reliability 

scores and refinement 

of rubric 

May 2014 

Stage 3/Step 2 Expert Assessment 

Interviews 

Refinement of usability 

of rubric 

April-May 

2014 

 

 



 

46  

Ex 

RO1 

Stage One 

RO2 

Stage Two 

PPre 

Rubric 

Development 

Textile 

Product 

Creativity 

Rubric 

Project 1 

- Self & Peer-

Assessment 

Project 2- Self & 

Peer-Assessment 

Project 3- Self & 

Peer-Assessment 

Student Focus 

Group  
Modify 

Rubric 

Rubric for 

Future Use 

Faculty Focus 

Group 

Inter-rater 

Reliability 

Educational 

Intervention with 

Creativity Rubric 

Assessor 

Focus 

Group  

Instructor 

Interview  

Expert 

Interviews 

Preliminary 

Rubric 

RO3 Stage 

Three 

Figure 2: Methodology Flow Chart 
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3.3.1. Stage One: Rubric development. 

The research objective for Stage One was to develop a rubric instrument to assess the 

product creativity of an undergraduate textile and apparel design project following Mertler’s 

(2001) and Reddy’s (2011)  suggestions for rubric development. Qualitative data was 

collected using an expert focus group (n=3).  Participants of Stage One include faculty 

members at a large south eastern U.S. university in the textile and apparel department who 

have unique experience in instructing undergraduate textile and apparel design studios.   

3.3.1.1. Sample selection for expert focus group. 

A small group of textile and apparel design faculty members at the participating 

university was chosen to develop the rubric instrument due to their expertise in the domain 

and their experience instructing design studios and assessing students’ creative products.  

Faculty members were contacted via e-mail and invited to participate in the focus group.  

Three focus group participants were selected representing diverse faculty appointments (e.g., 

an assistant, associate and full professor) and differing years of academic experience.  The 

most common group size for a focus group is eight participants and a moderator (Fern, 

1982).   Though a larger focus group provides a greater breadth of information and for that 

reason is desirable, the small focus group embodies depth in the highly contextual area of the 

study.  Following Amabile’s CAT method (1982, 1983), the rubric was developed by having 

these experts from the domain reach consensus on how to define and assess product 

creativity in an undergraduate textile and apparel design studio.   
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3.3.1.2. Expert focus group.  

The objective of the expert focus group was to develop the rubric instrument by 

determining and reaching agreement on evaluative criteria, the number of criteria, the rubric 

scale, and scale descriptors for assessing product creativity, or creative design as it was 

referred to within this forum.  The focus group was conducted during a two-hour period in 

the participating faculty members’ building on campus.  An objective moderator led the 

focus group and introduced topics, answered questions posed by the participants and ensured 

that participants stayed on topic and on schedule.  The focus group was audio/visually 

recorded and two researchers observed and took written notes during proceedings.  

The focus group was split into three stages. The objective of the first stage was to 

have participants consider and discuss the evaluative criteria they would use when assessing 

the creativity of an undergraduate textile and apparel design product.  The objective of the 

second stage was to have the participants identify and define similar evaluative criteria and 

group these criteria into larger categories.  The objective of the third stage was to have the 

participants consider and discuss the type of rubric scale and scale descriptors they would use 

when assessing student work.  A focus group of appropriate observers, in this case faculty 

members with experience assessing undergraduate textile and apparel design projects, was 

chosen as an appropriate method to develop a product creativity rubric following Amabile’s 

CAT (1982, 1983) method.   

 During the first stage of the focus group, participants were asked to consider and 

write down the criteria, traits or characteristics they would commonly use when assessing the 

creative design, or product creativity, of an introductory undergraduate textile and/or apparel 
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design project where a physical product was made by the student.  Participants’ criteria, traits 

and characteristics were collected and then written on a white-board by the moderator and 

discussed amongst the focus group participants.  Criteria, traits and characteristics included 

procedural and declarative skills and knowledge that students were expected to use in the 

development of a creative product.  From this stage, the rubric’s breadth and depth of 

evaluative criteria was determined.   

During the second stage of the focus group the moderator led the participants in a 

discussion of how they would define the criteria, traits and characteristics generated during 

the previous stage.   The moderator led participants in identifying outliers or commonalities 

and collapsed multiple criteria, traits and characteristics into larger groupings of evaluative 

criteria.  The objective of this stage was to reduce the number of evaluative criteria to a 

concise and manageable number.  From this stage, the number and wording of the rubrics’ 

evaluative criteria was determined.   

 During the third stage of the focus group, participants were asked to consider and 

discuss what type of scoring strategy they would use when assessing an undergraduate textile 

and/or apparel design project.  The scoring scale length and scale descriptors were discussed 

concurrently.  The rubric scale and scale descriptors were determined from this stage. 

3.3.1.3. Data analysis. 

Qualitative data was collected via audio/video recordings of focus group proceedings 

and written notes were taken by two researchers observing the focus group.  The audio/video 

recording was reviewed, transcribed, read and then key themes were identified.   After 
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several readings, evaluative criteria, qualitative definitions, rubric scale and scale descriptors 

were identified from key themes.   

The researcher used the criteria definitions and scoring scale resulting from the focus 

group to develop the qualitative definitions.  The instructor of the participating design studio 

for the next stage of the research reviewed the final rubric and approved with minor 

modifications to align the rubric to course objectives and outcomes following 

recommendations by Allen and Tanner (2006).  

3.3.2. Stage Two: Educational intervention. 

The purpose of Stage Two was to implement an educational intervention with the 

product creativity rubric developed in Stage One.  The objective of Stage Two was to explore 

the impact of the rubric instrument on students’ self-perception of and behavior using self- 

and peer-assessment of product creativity.  Stage Two explored the use of a rubric instrument 

in an undergraduate design studio classroom as an assessment instrument and instructional 

tool for self- and peer-assessment of product creativity.  A student focus group and a personal 

interview with the instructor was performed at the conclusion of the educational intervention 

to deeply explore the impact of the educational intervention with the product creativity 

rubric.   

3.3.2.1. Sample selection: Population and setting. 

A review of courses being taught during spring 2014 provided a small population of 

possible courses to be included in the study.  To be considered eligible for the study, courses 

had to be a textile and/or apparel design studio within the participating department. A 

purposive sampling method was used due to the limited number of eligible courses and 
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resource constraints. One course was selected that had an adequate number of undergraduate 

students (n=29), had an instructional balance between declarative knowledge and procedural 

knowledge. The course also had an appropriate number and type of course projects and had 

an instructor who was willing to participate in the study.   Several sources of qualitative data 

gathered before and after the education intervention were used to evaluate changes to 

participants’ perceptions and behavior.  Potential subjects were asked for their permission to 

be included in the research and were informed that their participation was voluntary, 

confidential and that they could withdraw at any time according to the university’s 

Institutional Review Board requirements.  Subjects were further informed that participating 

or not participating in the research had no impact on their grades in class.   

 

3.3.2.2. Observational period. 

The participating computer-aided textile design studio course had an appropriate balance 

between declarative knowledge (e.g. lectures) and procedural knowledge (e.g. studio work-

time for the design process).  Student performance was primarily project-based where 

students had to create a physical textile artifact or product that was creative and demonstrated 

application of declarative and procedural knowledge.  All projects had in-class work times in 

the studio where students were provided with opportunities for reflection and active learning.  

The studio environment allowed students to follow the seven stages of the design process and 

to work collaboratively with class-mates and instructors to gain expertise (Koberg & Bagnall, 

1981; Watkins, 1988).  The study occurred during the course’s three major projects of the 

spring 2014 semester.  The educational intervention with the rubric instrument occurred at 

the same time the third project was introduced to students. 
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The first two class projects took place before the educational intervention. Students’ 

projects were scored by the instructor using the rubric but students did not have access to the 

rubric.  During formal critique periods for each project, students were asked to self- and peer-

assess projects’ creativity by confidentially providing summative scores and written 

formative feedback.  Students were provided the evaluative criteria but did not have the full 

rubric.  The first two projects were used to determine the base-line change in students’ self- 

and peer-assessments without the rubric instrument.   

3.3.2.3. Educational intervention. 

The educational intervention with the rubric instrument occurred with the introduction of 

the third class project.  The rubric was discussed in class and the students received 

explanatory training on how to utilize the rubric for self- and peer-assessment of product 

creativity.  During the formal critique period for the third project, students were asked to self- 

and peer-assess projects’ product creativity by confidentially providing summative scores 

and written formative feedback.  The education intervention created a situation to explore the 

impact of the rubric instrument on students’ perceptions and behaviors using self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity.  Qualitative data from the students’ written self- and peer-

assessments before and after the education intervention were compared in order to explore 

the impact of the educational intervention with the rubric instrument.   

The data collected during the Stage Two educational intervention in the design studio 

included: two projects of students’ self- and peer-assessment of product creativity with 

criteria provided in a project objective format, and one project of students’ self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity performed with the rubric 



 

53 

3.3.2.3.1. Student self- and peer-assessment. 

Predominantly qualitative data was collected from student self- and peer-assessments 

during formal critiques.  Qualitative data was gathered in the form of students’ confidential 

written formative feedback, from both self- and peer-assessment, on projects’ product 

creativity.  Quantitative data included summative product creativity scores. 

Qualitative data was analyzed using content analysis and NVivo software (Fraenkel 

& Wallen, 2000). Students’ written formative feedback from project self- and peer-

assessments were read several times and coded to determine key themes about students’ 

perceptions of and behavior using self- and peer-assessment of product creativity.  Data 

about students’ perceptions of and behavior using self- and peer-assessment was based upon 

the quality and quantity of students’ feedback.  Analysis of qualitative data from before and 

after the educational intervention with the rubric was accomplished using manual content 

analysis and comparison using NVivo software to determine if the educational intervention 

with the rubric instrument impacted the quality and/or quantity of students’ feedback. 

3.3.2.4. Sample selection for student focus group. 

The student focus group occurred during the first week of October in the fall 2014 

semester.  The focus group used a homogeneous sample of students, in that all participants 

were similar in class-standing, gender, experiences with rubrics, and had all taken a 

computer-aided textile design studio (Lamm, Shoulders, Roberts, Irani, Snyder & 

Brendemuhl, 2012).  Students from the participating textile design studio were invited to 

participate in a focus group via an e-mail sent confidentially through the course’s website.  

Students from a textile and apparel design degree program at the participating department 
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and had taken a parallel textile design studio were also invited to the focus group.  The textile 

and apparel students’ computer-aided textile design studio had the same number and types of 

projects but learning objectives included the use of color in computer-aided textile design.  

Students were notified that their participation in the focus group was voluntary, that they 

could end their participation in the focus group at any time, and that their decision to 

participate in the focus group would have no impact on their class grade.  Participants were 

incentivized to participate by offering each participant one free yard of custom digitally 

printed fabric. 

3.3.2.5. Student focus group. 

The objective of the student focus group was to explore and gather in-depth 

information about student perception and behavior using product creativity assessment and 

the product creativity rubric in the context of the undergraduate computer-aided textile 

design studio.  The student focus group was conducted during a two-hour period in the 

participating department’s building on campus.  An objective expert moderator led the focus 

group and introduced topics, answered questions posed by the participants and ensured that 

participants stayed on topic and on schedule.  Student focus group questions were designed 

to gather in-depth data on students’ perception and behavior towards self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity to address RO2a and RO2b.  Participants in the student 

focus group evaluated the product creativity rubric to address RO3.   

Focus group questions prompted students’ discussion about self- and peer-assessment 

of product creativity and instructor assessment of product creativity and course projects.  

Retrospective reflective questions were asked in order to collect in-depth data on students’ 
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perceptions and behavior using self- and peer-assessment (Allen & Nimon, 2007; Sullivan & 

Haley, 2009).  The retrospective questions explored the impact the rubric had on students’ 

self- and peer-assessment of product creativity.  Additional questions prompted discussion of 

students’ perceptions of and feedback on the product creativity rubric.   

3.3.2.6. Data analysis. 

Qualitative data was collected via audio/video recordings of student focus group 

proceedings.  The audio/video recording was reviewed, transcribed and read repeatedly.  The 

focus group proceedings were analyzed using manual content analysis as well as with QSR 

NVivo 10 software for qualitative data analysis.  Repeated themes were identified for RO2a-

i, RO2a-ii, RO2b-I, RO2b-ii and RO3.  Results from the analysis were used to further modify 

and refine the rubric instrument as an instructional tool for student self- and peer-assessment 

of product creativity.  

3.3.2.7. Instructor interview 

A personal semi-structured interview was held with the course instructor.  Instructor 

interview questions were designed to gather in-depth data on how the instructor used the 

rubric, how they observed students using the rubric and how the rubric impacted the product 

creativity assessment of students’ projects to address RO2a, RO2b and RO3.  Qualitative 

data, such as that which is gathered from personal interviews, enable in depth exploration 

into how the participant views the world (McCracken, 1988) and are effective for 

investigating or obtaining information about human behavior and experience (Kvale,1996).  

The interview was recorded and the participant’s identity was coded to ensure 

confidentiality.  The interview was transcribed and analyzed using manual analysis as well as 
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with NVivo software and following the sequential stages laid out by McCracken in 1988 

(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2000).  Further insights from Spiggles (1994) framework were 

referenced to further analyze and interpret results.   

3.3.3. Stage Three: Rubric review and refinement. 

The objective of Stage Three of the study was to determine the effectiveness of the 

rubric and refine it as a future product creativity assessment tool.  Inter-rater reliability for 

three criteria were evaluated by experts in the textile and apparel design discipline using a 

focus group.  In addition, experts in educational assessment and faculty development at the 

participating university reviewed and provided feedback to refine the rubric instrument for 

future use.  Rubric validity was examined by the quality and quantity of feedback and 

suggested modifications to the rubric from; the instructor of the participating design studio, 

from students’ and instructor’s comments and from the assessors’ comments using the rubric 

instrument during inter-rater reliability test. 

3.3.3.1. Sample selection for assessor focus group. 

A medium sized focus group of textile and apparel design faculty members at the 

participating university was chosen to review and refine the rubric instrument.  Participants 

were invited due to their expertise in the domain and their experience instructing design 

studios and assessing students’ creative products.  Faculty members were contacted via e-

mail and invited to participate in the focus group.  Focus group participants represented 

diverse faculty appointments (e.g., an assistant, associate and full professor) and differing 

years of academic experience.   
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3.3.3.2. Assessor focus group. 

The objective of the assessor focus group was explore assessor’s perspectives and 

opinions on product creativity assessment and the rubric instrument in the context of the 

undergraduate textile design studio.  Data for determining the inter-rater reliability of the 

rubric instrument was also captured.  The focus group was conducted during a two-hour 

period in the participating department’s building on campus.  An objective moderator led the 

focus group and introduced topics, answered questions posed by the participants and ensured 

that participants stayed on topic and on schedule.   

The assessor focus was split into four steps.  First, participants were introduced to the 

rubric and trained to use it for assessing student work.  Second, participants practiced using 

the rubric to individually assess two samples of student work that had been randomly 

selected from the third project pool.  Third, participants used the rubric to individually assess 

six to eight samples of student work that had been randomly selected from the third project 

pool.  Data collected from the assessment included written qualitative comments in addition 

to summative scores.  Fourth and last, focus group participants held a discussion about the 

rubric, students’ work and the assessment process.  The moderator prompted participants 

with questions when needed to guide the process, and ensured that participants stayed on 

track and on schedule.  Refer to Appendix F: Assessor Focus Group Protocol and Appendix 

G: Assessor Focus Group Handout 
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3.3.3.2.1. Effectiveness of rubric instrument. 

The first three stages of the assessor focus group were used to determine the 

effectiveness of the rubric instrument for assessing product creativity.  The effectiveness of 

the rubric was evaluated by calculating the rubric’s inter-rater reliability from the third stage 

of the focus group.  Projects were randomly selected from a sample pool of the course’s third 

project, which had been created after the educational intervention with the rubric.  During the 

first two stages of the assessor focus group, participants were trained and practiced assessing 

sample projects with the rubric.  Inter-rater reliability was determined during the third stage 

of the focus group, in which participants individually and silently assessed the same sample 

projects with the rubric.  Data collected during this stage included assessors’ written 

qualitative comments and quantitative scores for each evaluative criteria on the rubric.  

Assessor’s scores were input into SPSS PASW software for statistical analysis to determine 

inter-rater reliability.  Inter-rater reliability was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha 

(Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972; Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004; Musial et al., 

2007).  Assessors’ comments were analyzed using manual content analysis and QSR NVivo 

software to find common themes and repeated comments.   

3.3.3.3. Data analysis. 

Qualitative data was collected via audio/video recordings of focus group proceedings 

and written notes were taken by two researchers observing the focus group.  The audio/video 

recording was reviewed, transcribed and read repeatedly.  Proceedings were transcribed and 

analyzed using manual content analysis as well as with NVivo software.  Main themes and 

repeated comments were identified corresponding to assessor’s perception and behavior 
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using the rubric as a product creativity assessment instrument.  These were then used to 

further the refine the rubric instrument as an instructional tool for student self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity.    

3.3.3.4. Expert interviews. 

Experts in educational assessment and faculty development at the participating 

university were provided with an opportunity to review and suggest modifications to the 

rubric to ensure the rubric’s content and construct validity.  Three experts were e-mailed the 

rubric and provided with time to review the rubric instrument.  The researcher met with each 

expert and had a one-hour interview during which the validity of the rubric and modifications 

to the rubric was discussed.  Due to the time limits of this study data on the rubric’s criterion 

validity was unable to be collected.  Results from the interviews were used to refine the 

rubric instrument for future use.  The sample population for review of the rubric instrument 

was drawn from experts in educational assessment and faculty development at the 

participating university who were recommended by a faculty advisor.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

4.1. Introduction to results 

The study involved stakeholders in creativity assessment for the development and 

evaluation of a rubric instrument for product creativity assessment.  Stakeholders were 

faculty members who taught textile and apparel design studios, the participating textile 

design studio instructor, and experts in assessment at the participating university.  Two 

sample populations of students were involved in the second stage of the study.  One sample 

population of students were those who participated in the educational intervention and the 

student focus group.  The second sample of students were seniors in a textile and apparel 

design major at the participating university and participated in the student focus group.  

Students in the textile and apparel design major were invited to participate in the student 

focus group due a very low response rate (n=1) from the first sample population.  The design 

students had taken a similar textile design course as the other sample population of students 

and had experiences with rubrics in design studios. 

Results from the rubric development, review and refinement stages support the content 

and construct validity of the rubric.  Study results have limited generalizability due to the 

large non-response rate from students and small sample sizes of both focus groups.  

However, the domain specificity of the rubric instrument reduces the need for 

generalizability of the instrument itself.  Results support that the procedure used for 

developing and evaluating the product creativity rubric could be generalized to other design 

disciples or other constructs within a design studio, such as collaboration between students. 
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Results of the study support the rubric’s validity as an instrument for assessing creativity of 

undergraduate textile design products and as a peer-assessment instrument. 

4.2. Stage One: Rubric Development 

4.2.1. Expert focus group. 

The expert focus group for developing the preliminary product creativity rubric was 

held in early October and lasted approximately two hours.  The focus group began with 

informed consent following IRB approved forms and audio/video recorded.  Audio 

recordings were transcribed and reviewed several times in QSR NVivo 10 to identify key 

themes by using content analysis.  Themes were used to build a preliminary product 

creativity rubric.  Key themes and discussion points discussed were experts’ difficulties 

discriminating between high and very high quality product creativity, and the 

recommendation that assessment should be performed on the final product, not based on the 

creativity of students’ initial concepts or design processes.  Participant One said that someone 

can be as creative as they want to be when coming up with a creative idea, but if they are 

unable to finish a creative product based on the idea, then the idea is not really creative.  To 

which Participant Three responded, “Anyone can come up with a new idea”, it is how you 

interpret that idea to a final product that is creative.  This supports that the execution and 

completion of a creative idea that should be assessed rather than solely assessing the 

creativity of the idea.  

4.2.2. Evaluative criteria 

During the first stage, participants were given thirty minutes to think about and write 

down the criteria, traits or characteristics they would commonly use when assessing the 
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creative design, or product creativity, of an introductory undergraduate textile and/or apparel 

design project where a physical product was made by the student.  These were then collected 

and written on a white-board by the moderator and discussed amongst the focus group 

participants.  After writing down all criteria, the moderator led a discussion in how to group 

criteria into larger categories of meta-criteria.  Participants were able to group criteria with a 

high level of agreement  The only criteria that was placed into two meta-criteria was, “New 

ways of observing existing,” which refers to students’ ability to observe existing products or 

ideas in a novel way.  The criterion of “Attention to detail” was not included in any meta-

criteria.  After discussion of all meta-criteria groupings, participants agreed that the criteria 

of Effort should be included in all meta-criteria as it would manifest in each meta-criteria 

differently.  Another participant clarified that creativity is impacted by the amount of effort 

that goes into the process of making a product, “You sometimes think that creativity is 

thinking of an idea, but it isn’t.  It’s actually the pursuing of an idea that is really the most 

important thing.”  Refer to Table 7 for a list of all creativity criteria and the initial coding of 

meta-criteria.  
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Table 7: Initial Creativity Criteria 

Coding Creativity Criteria 

1 Novel concept 

2 Openness to ideas 

- Attention to detail 

3 Unique interpretation of concept 

4 Use of tools 

4 Use of supplies 

1,3 New ways of observing existing 

1 New to the world approaches 

3 Ability to think anew 

2 Ability to vision 

3 Original contribution 

5 Use of color 

4 Knowledge of process 

5 Application of design elements/principles 

4 Use of tools/technology/mediums 

4(1,2,3,4,5) Effort 

 

 

 

 During the second stage of the focus group, the moderator led participants in a 

discussion of how they would define the criteria, traits and characteristics generated during 

the previous stage.   Labels and definitions of meta-criteria were discussed until all three 

participants reached agreement.  Participants agreed upon five meta-criteria for the rubric, 

refer to Table 8.  These were: Ideation, Cathedral Effect, Originality, Process and Design 

Principles.   
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Table 8: Creativity Meta-Criteria and Discussion Points 

Code: Meta-

Criteria 
Creativity Criteria Discussion Points 

1: Ideation -Novel concept 

-New to the world approaches 

-New ways of observing existing 

(concepts) 

-Effort 

-Research 

-Synthesis of multiple inspiration 

sources 

-Journal documentation 

-Effort (quality and quantity) 

2: Cathedral 

Effect 
-Openness to ideas 

-Ability to vision 

-Effort 

-Putting oneself in new 

environments 

-Participating in creative input 

-Various perspectives 

-Journal documentation 

-Effort (quality and quantity) 

3: Originality -Unique interpretation of concept 

-New ways of observing existing 

-Ability to think anew 

-Original contribution 

-Effort 

-Ownership of concept (own 

drawings) 

-Process of synthesis 

-Effort (quality and quantity) 

4: Process -Use of tools 

-Use of supplies 

-Knowledge of process 

-Use of tools/technology/mediums 

-Effort 

-Using tools/technology/mediums 

beyond expectations (advanced 

use) 

-Using tools/technology/mediums 

beyond expectations (novel use) 

-Effort (quality and quantity) 

5: Design 

Principles 
-Application of design 

elements/principles 

-Use of color 

-Effort 

-Color, balance, symmetry 

-Effort (quality and quantity) 

 

 

 

4.2.2.1. Ideation 

During the discussion regarding the Ideation criteria, participants mentioned the 

importance of students’ originality.  Participant Two, in reference to a textile design student 

drawing their own print motif rather than using pre-existing clip-art, said that creativity in 
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Ideation is, “Bringing your own original contribution.” Further clarifying the similarities 

between students’ original contribution and a novel concept:  

A person who maybe wasn’t successful with a novel concept, they may have really 

original ways of dealing with a less novel concept that makes it stronger.  I do think 

the ability think to anew and original contributions are the same. 

Participant One said that one method of quantifiably assessing Ideation was idea generation, 

“I don’t know how, how you judge idea generation. You could say, ‘Come up with 20 new 

ideas.”  Participant Two agreed with a quantifiable assessment of Ideation, for example if 

students used more than one reference or source when finding inspiration. 

4.2.2.2. Cathedral effect 

During the discussion regarding the Cathedral Effect criteria, participants mentioned the 

importance of students’ openness to new ideas and creative environments as it impacts 

product creativity.  The Cathedral Effect precluded some of the Ideation process and 

assessment criteria to include the creative environment(s) and creative inputs.  Participant 

Two described the Cathedral Effect as putting oneself into a new or different environment, 

with the purpose of finding inspiration.  Participant Three responded that the Cathedral Effect 

included putting oneself into a different environment, but also seeing the environment and 

inspiration source from a different viewpoint.  Assessment of the Cathedral Effect would be 

based on students’ documentation of their creative environments, critique participation and 

other creative inputs such as museum visits.  
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4.2.2.3. Originality 

During the discussion regarding the Originality criteria, participants mentioned the 

importance of students’ synthesis of Ideation and the Cathedral Effect, as both criteria impact 

product creativity.  Participants discussed the physical product, or the end result of a textile 

and apparel design project, at this point of this focus group.  During the discussion, it was 

revealed that Originality, when assessing product creativity, is impacted by other criteria that 

assess earlier stages in the design process. Participant One said that assessment of Originality 

would be based on the process of synthesizing the creative idea into a final product, “If you 

don’t have that process, I would judge them less on that. It’s a process of success and 

innovation.  But it’s the process you would be judging.” 

4.2.2.4. Process 

During the discussion regarding the Process criteria, participants mentioned the 

importance of students’ technological mastery and ownership as it impacts product creativity.  

Technology usage for design is a large component of the textile and apparel design 

curriculum at the participating university.  Product creativity would therefore include criteria 

assessing students’ use and application of technology.   A prominent theme revealed during 

discussion of technology usage, though never stated directly by participants, was that 

technological competence impacts product creativity.  Participant Two stated:  

If I think about what I can do with computer aided design software for textile design, 

I can push the buttons and make different kinds of repeats.  But anyone can do that.  

It’s up to the person to know how to place the motifs within the motifs and not be 

relying on the repeat function of the software. 
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Participant Three said that students’ technological competence in making a creative product 

could assess, “how students embrace the technology to do something different.”  Participant 

Two further clarified by stating that students’ creative using of technology is, “…using the 

tools in a sophisticated way, going beyond the basic ‘I can make the tool do this,’ to, ‘This is 

my tool now.  I’m doing something with it that’s mine.”   Participant One said that assessing 

the process for product creativity includes assessing if the student used technology to go 

beyond set criteria and standard expectations for technological competence.   

4.2.2.5. Design principles 

During the discussion regarding the Design Principles criteria, participants mentioned 

the importance of students’ application of design elements and principles as they impact the 

aesthetic properties of product creativity.  As Participant Two said, “To me those start to tap 

into the aesthetics of the results.”  Participant One validated the inclusion of Design 

Principles as its own criterion, “because you can’t get away from it.” 

4.2.2.6. Effort 

Effort was its own criterion at the beginning of the discussion. By the end of the 

meta-criteria discussion, participants agreed that Effort could be included as a criterion 

within each of the meta-criteria groups.  Participant One said, “If you don’t put the work in, 

nothing will come out of that.”  Participant Two further clarified that Effort would not be 

measured solely by the amount of work students generated, but also conscious editing of the 

work.  Participant One replied, “If you just generate stuff for the sake of stuff it doesn’t really 

count as much.  A creative person has to go through the process of completing stuff.”  The 
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focus group revealed that Effort is a process of idea generation, editing of the results of idea 

generation and completion of a creative product. 

4.2.2.7. Scoring scale 

Participants discussed the scoring scale length and scale descriptors concurrently, 

during the third stage of the focus group.  All three participants agreed that they would use a 

five-point scale.  Arguments for the use of five points were the use of a high, middle and low 

point.   In addition, the use of a mid-point between the high and middle points addressed 

participants’ difficulties they had encountered when assessing students’ work.  Participant 

One clarified this issue by saying that, when assessing projects created by second-year textile 

and apparel design students, “There’s ‘good’ and there’s ‘really good.”   Another participant 

argued against going beyond five points, as then the rubric and scale would become too hard 

to cope with. All three participants agreed that the scale descriptors should be based on 

Expectations, with the qualifying labels being above, average and below, e.g. Meets 

Expectations and Above Expectations. 

4.2.3. Preliminary product creativity rubric. 

The expert focus group resulted in developing preliminary rubric meta-criteria, sub-

criteria, rubric scoring scale and scale descriptors.  An analytical rubric structure was 

developed following Mertler (2001) and chosen as the most appropriate fit for instructor, 

self- and peer-assessment of product creativity in a design studio per literature review 

findings (e.g. Johnsson & Svingby, 2007;  Saxton, Belanger & Becker, 2012;  Toth, Suthers 

& Lesgold, 2002; Johnson, Penny & Gordon, 2009; Johnson, Fisher, Willeke & McDaniel II, 
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2003).   Refer to Appendix E: Creativity Rubric from Focus Group.  The criterion of 

Cathedral Effect was changed to Creative Input to clarify the meaning.  

4.2.4. Refined rubric for textile design studio. 

The principal investigator met with the participating instructor of a computer aided textile 

design studio prior to the beginning of the spring semester.  The preliminary rubric was 

discussed and compared to current criteria and assessment practices for the course.  

Modifications were made to the preliminary rubric to meet the studio’s current assessment 

criteria and learning objectives, and was provided to the instructor for review.  Following 

instructor comments, refinements were made until a textile product creativity rubric was 

ready for use and evaluation.  Refer to Appendix E.  

The participating studio’s learning objectives were, “to introduce students to various 

software applications used to conceive and present textile and textile product designs.”   

The studio’s learning outcomes expected students to be able to:  

1. Utilize available resources to research trends, design ideas and motifs; and 

2. Demonstrate proficiency in using a number of current end‐user software 

applications to accomplish specified textile design and visual presentation functions; 

and 

3. Clean and reduce colors of textile design motifs to prepare them for weaving, 

printing or knitting; and 

4. Create and produce a range of well-designed textiles and sample them using digital 

printing, electronic knitting and/or weaving technologies; and 
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5. Effectively present completed projects visually (storyboards and portfolio pages) 

and verbally; and 

6. Participate in critiques using appropriate textile design vocabulary (Participating 

studio syllabus, 2014) 

The resultant textile product creativity rubric addressed the course objectives and learning 

outcomes, with the additional emphasis and clarification of how creativity was addressed in 

course objectives and outcomes.  

4.3. Stage Two: Educational Intervention 

The participating studio was composed of students in their junior and senior year 

pursuing undergraduate degrees in textile and apparel marketing, textile and apparel 

management and product development.  After the add/drop period of the studio had 28 

students.  All projects were textile designs creating using computer aided design software 

systems and produced on-site using computer-aided manufacturing and production processes.  

The first project was explained to students, without the rubric, on the first day of the 

semester.  Students had eight and a half weeks to work on the first project, a printed textile 

design designed using computer aided design software, due to several school closures from 

inclement weather.   The formal critique occurred in early March and took approximately 

two hours.  

The second project was a knitted textile design that was designed using computer aided 

design software.  Students had four weeks to work on the second project, without the rubric.  

The formal critique occurred in early April and took approximately three hours.  
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The rubric and the third project were provided to students in mid-April.  Students had two 

weeks to work on the third project and their final portfolios.  The third project was a woven 

textile design that was designed using computer aided design software.   

The final project was a portfolio compiling all three projects.  Students had the 

opportunity to re-do the first two projects for their portfolio.  The formal critique occurred 

during the final exam period and took approximately three hours.  

4.3.1. Formal critiques 

4.3.1.1. Self-assessment 

No valid responses were collected of students’ self-assessments during any formal 

critiques.  None of the students were able to complete self-assessments.  This could be due to 

the limited amount of time available to complete the critique and the number of students who 

were presenting projects.  

4.3.1.2. Peer-assessment 

Analysis of students’ written peer-assessments from formal critiques by frequency 

analysis suggest that students’ require additional training on how to peer-assess.  Further 

analysis of summative scores and written comments to explore the impact of the rubric on 

students’ perception and behavior using peer-assessment was inconclusive.  

Instances where all students were peer-assessed with summative scores were 

considered valid.  Many students did not provide scores or scored projects with all high 

numbers, instances of all high scores were considered as friendship marking and not counted 

as valid scores.  Valid scores decreased from the first to second projects, and remained 

constant from the second to the third projects.  Refer to Figure 3. 
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Figure 3: Education intervention peer-assessed summative scores from formal critiques 

 

 

 

Analysis of students’ written peer-assessments was inconclusive.  Written comments 

from formal peer-assessments were coded as having no feedback, low quality feedback, 

medium quality feedback or high quality feedback.  Instances where there were no written 

comments were coded as having no feedback.  Statements such as, “I like your pattern,” 

“Love your motifs,” or, “Cool!” were coded as low quality feedback.  Comments that were 

descriptive statements were coded as medium quality feedback.  Examples of medium 

quality feedback included, “Motifs too similar in scale,” “Texture mapping scale is a little 

off,” or “Blue works well with neutral palate.”  Descriptive and explanatory comments were 

coded as high quality feedback.  An example of high quality feedback was, “Motifs are 

spread very far apart with a lot of negative space that could have been utilized in design.”  
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None of the peer-assessment sheets were filled out completely except for one student who 

had consistently high quality comments on all or a majority of criteria for each project.  

Frequency analysis of coded peer-assessments suggest that the educational intervention with 

the rubric instrument had no impact on students’ perceptions of and behavior using formal 

peer-assessments.  Refer to Figure 4. 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Educational intervention peer-assessments comments from formal critiques 
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4.3.2. Student focus group 

The student focus group was held in early October 2014 for approximately 80 

minutes.  The focus group began by explaining the topic of discussion and obtaining 

informed consent from participants, following IRB approved forms, and audio/video 

recorded.  Audio recordings were transcribed and reviewed several times in QSR NVivo 10.   

Content analysis was used to identify key themes.  Participants’ responses and comments are 

paraphrased for clarity or reported verbatim, with minor linking or in-complete phrases 

removed for coherence. 

Participants in the student focus group included a student from the participating textile design 

studio and five students from a similar program focusing on textile and apparel design, 

within the same college.  A mixed group of students was acceptable due to the low response 

rates from students who had also participated in educational intervention.  The focus group 

was considered a homogeneous sample due to similarities between the two groups (Lamm et 

al., 2012).  All students were female, upperclassmen, were receiving degrees from the same 

department and had taken either the participating computer-aided textile design course or the 

textile and apparel design major’s parallel course.  The same expert moderator from the 

faculty and assessor focus groups moderated the student focus group, ensuing that the 

participants stayed on topic in order to address research objective two.  Refer to Appendix K: 

Student Focus Group Protocol and Handout.  Of the 28 students who participated in the 

educational intervention, all received invitations and a reminder via e-mail.  One student 

participated in the focus group, for a response rate from the first student sample population of 

3.57%.  Nine students of senior standing within the textiles and apparel design major had 
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taken the parallel textile design studio.  Of the nine invited to the focus group, five 

participated for a response rate of 55.55%.   

The focus group started with the moderator asking participants to reflect on how the 

product creativity rubric, or other rubrics they had used in textile and apparel design studios, 

impacted their creative design. The moderator followed with questions to explore if the 

participants used the rubric(s) to self-assess and how the rubric(s) were used to self-assess, in 

order to address RO2b-i.  Participants discussed the product creativity rubric and other 

rubrics in similar classes, after which the moderator asked if the rubrics impacted their 

creative design, in order to address RO2a-i and RO3.  After discussion of positives and 

negatives of rubric assessment of product creativity to address RO2a-i, the moderator asked 

participants if they remembered using the rubric to self-assess while working on projects, for 

example if they self-assessed throughout the design process or self-assessed at the conclusion 

of a project, to address RO2b-i.  This led to a discussion of how the rubric impacted 

participants’ perceptions and behaviors using self-assessment within a creative design studio.  

Participants discussed how the product creativity rubric followed a creative design process, 

which positively impacted their creative design.  Several participants said that they would 

refer back to the rubric in order to modify their creative design projects after self-

assessments.   

The moderator moved the focus group discussion from self-assessment towards 

participants’ perception of and behavior using the rubric for peer-assessment in order to 

address RO2a-ii and RO2b-ii.  Peer-assessments done during formal and informal critiques 

were discussed, in order to explore if participants had used the rubric during formal and/or 



 

76 

informal critiques to address RO2a-ii and RO2b-ii.  Participants’ perceptions of formal and 

informal peer-assessment was discussed, with a focus on how participants’ peer-assessed 

product creativity. 

The student focus group concluded with a discussion of the product creativity rubric.  

Participants’ overall perception of the product creativity rubric and suggestions for 

refinement and modification of the product creativity rubric was gathered to address RO3. 

The ten most frequent themes used for coding were; impact on perception (32), 

creative design (24), impact on behavior (22), positive impact on peer-assessment (17), 

negative impact on self-assessment (16), negative impact on creative design (15), rubric 

terminology (12), positive impact on self-assessment (12), rubric scoring (10), and 

assessment context (8).  Refer to Figure 5. 
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Figure 5: Student focus group - Number of coding references 

 

 

 

 Further analysis was performed in QSR NVivo 10 using cluster analysis of word 
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Figure 6: Student focus group - Coding themes clustered by word similarity 

 

 

 

4.3.2.1. RO2a-i: Perception of self-assessment 

The impact of the product creativity rubric on participants’ perceptions of self-

assessing product creativity was explored using questions and discussion prompts.  Both 

positive and negative impacts of the rubric on perceptions of self-assessment were discussed.  

The moderator asked participants if the rubric impacted their creative design and assessment 

of creative design.  Participant One discussed how a similar product creativity rubric in her 
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first year textiles and apparel design studio impacted her self-assessment.  She felt the rubric 

had a positive impact because, “it sets constraints at the beginning so you know where to 

operate inside.  Especially in those first studios when we didn’t really know the quality 

expectations or what a full, planned presentation would look like.”  Participant One expanded 

on how rubrics, and the product creativity rubric, had a positive impact on her perception of 

self-assessment by creating a foundation on which she could base future self-assessments of 

product creativity: 

I think that having the rubric and those constraints on what we could create was really 

relevant when we had our first studio.  I think of our first studio, where we had no 

idea of what we were doing at all, that’s when the reality of, “Oh, I’m going to 

change this in my project because it doesn’t fit the rubric.”  I definitely did that.  And 

as we got more confident and comfortable in knowing that we had a foundation, the 

rubric became less impactful.  A detailed rubric like this is really appropriate if you’re 

first entering into a course, and I do think that there are modifications to your designs, 

but maybe that’s not a terrible thing when you’re just coming into the program.   

Other participants commented that the rubric had a negative impact on their self-

assessments.  Further analysis suggests that students have different expectations for product 

creativity than instructors.  The research criteria prompted the most discussion, as it affected 

how students found and used design inspirations.  Participant Three agreed with Participant 

One’s comment that the rubric put boundaries on her creative design, but had a negative 

perception of self-assessments with the rubric.  She said that because of the specificity of the 

rubric, for example the research criterion, she would, “spend a lot of unnecessary time, 
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sometimes, going back and making sure that the tiny minute details are covered, and I don’t 

see a lot of those criteria as extremely important.”  Participant Three perceived a negative 

impact in that she ended up designing for the grade and changing her creative design to fit 

the criteria on the rubric, instead of staying true to her original inspiration.  The issue of 

citing high quality sources of inspiration, such as original artwork found on a museum’s 

online archive, occurred during further discussion of rubric specificity.  Participant Four 

comment that the rubric is, “restricting your creativity in the beginning.  If you don’t have a 

high quality inspiration source, then you might start looking for another inspiration and then 

totally change your project. So I think having to know how to document your source might 

cut you back a little bit.”  Participant Two elaborated further: 

When I start a project, I need to get inspired by something first. So I’ll jump online 

and I’ll get inspired by this photo I found. But then I’ll look at what I’m inspired by 

and say, “Well how can I make this fit the rubric. Should I tweak the design a little 

while still keeping this inspiration?” So that’s something I struggle with because I 

can’t create if I’m not inspired.   

Participant Three shared that because of how research, and inspiration, was assessed in her 

textile and apparel design studios, “I almost feel that I’ve become more robotic in my 

research.  I don’t feel as much of an artist as much as I used to be and being able to go out 

and find inspiration from really weird things.” 

Participant One countered that she perceived the creative design boundaries set by the 

rubric to have a positive impact on self-assessment, especially when working in teams or in 

the industry.  She said that the rubric helps pull everyone out of their original inspiration and 
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design processes to set a standard.  Participant Five agreed that the boundaries set by the 

rubric had a positive impact on her perception of self-assessment.  The specific nature of the 

rubric made grading seem fairer, as she sometimes perceived design projects as being graded 

arbitrarily.  Participant Five commented later in the focus group that she found the product 

creativity rubric thorough to the point of being overwhelming, which she felt had a negative 

impact on her self-assessment.  Analysis suggests that the product creativity rubric requires 

balance between thoroughness, for transparency of scoring, and not too thorough, so as not to 

be overwhelming and not used.  

 Analysis suggests that the specificity of product creativity assessment with rubrics 

negatively impacted perceptions of peer-assessments in textile design studios.  Participants 

commented how the lack of visual examples accompanying the product creativity rubric 

limited the creativity of designs within studios.  Lack of visual examples of prior high quality 

work was an issue for the textiles and apparel design students, as they are the first graduating 

cohort from the program.  Participant One commented: 

I would love if there was an emphasis on feeding off inspirational examples from 

students from other design schools.  But because we all share the same guidelines and 

we all get critiques from each other, and especially because we’re setting the 

expectation for this program, I think that we flat-line sometimes, because we’re all on 

the same page.  

Participants’ comments suggest that perceptions of the rubric negatively impacts 

students’ perception of self-assessment of product creativity.  The majority of participants 

discussed their perception of the rubric as a check-list, which they would check-off criteria to 
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ensure that the project would receive a good grade, versus as an instrument to self-assess 

product creativity of their projects.  Participant Two commented on the negative impact of 

the product creativity rubric on her perception of self-assessment:  

For something as detailed as this rubric, it’s already fully developed for me, my 

whole design process. When it’s not as specific and not as detailed as this, I tend to 

self-reflect a lot more and really design on my own. When I look at what’s expected 

of me, and it’s this detailed, I feel that nothing’s really missing, so I’m good.  I don’t 

have to self-reflect as much.  

Participant Three agreed with Participant Two’s comments: 

I think your design thoughts are laid out for you already. It’s, “Have I made a 

prototype? Have I checked that prototype? Have I made another prototype?”  You 

have these specific marks on your project instead of,” Well, I made this. How do I 

feel about it? Is it good, is it bad?”  You’re checking off those tasks, instead of sitting 

down and actually evaluating your project. 

Participant One agreed that the product creativity rubric, and rubrics in her textile design 

studios, followed the design process in a structured and product-oriented way.  She 

contrasted self-assessment with the product creativity rubric with methods of self-assessment 

she had experienced in other design studios.   

We took a couple classes in design where you have to define your creative process, 

and almost create your own rubric, not the instructors’ expectations for quality.  

You’re encouraged to explore your own creative process, and quality has to be 

defined, but you define it yourself.  So it’s a very interesting jump in education, of 
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having to be in-depth, as in-depth as this rubric, but doing it for yourself and actually 

having to create that rubric yourself.  Then switching over mindsets and following a 

very strict rubric in our textile classes.  Maybe because the grades are more prevalent 

in our textile classes and we followed that process over the years?  But I think that the 

work we developed in the other design courses was very, very different. The end 

product really reflected the difference in assessment focuses.  There was still 

definition in our design classes, it wasn’t ever, “Do whatever you like.  Make it look 

pretty,” it was, “This is my process.”  Assessment was really process based, and the 

end product was really different. 

Analysis of results suggest that students’ negative perceptions of self-assessment with 

the product creativity rubric, or similar rubrics, was affected by what participants considered 

to be a constraint on creativity.  Rubric criteria appeared to impact perception of self-

assessment.  Several participants discussed how the research criteria was restrictive on their 

inspiration process in a manner which made products less creative.  Results reveal that 

participants perceived the rubric as following a design process, which was a positive impact 

on their perception of self-assessment during the first years of college but had a negative 

impact once students’ defined their own design processes.  
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4.3.2.2. RO2a-ii: Perception of peer-assessment 

The impact of the product creativity rubric on students’ perceptions of peer-assessing 

product creativity was explored using questions and discussion prompts.  Data used to 

explore the impact of the rubrics on students’ perceptions of peer-assessment was collected 

while participants discussed the product creativity rubric instrument and similar rubrics.  

Participants discussed the impact of rubrics on their perception of peer-assessment when 

assessing class-mates’ creative products and also when receiving assessment from their class-

mates.  The impact of the product creativity rubric, and similar rubrics, on participants’ 

perceptions of peer-assessment of creative design was also discussed.  Key themes used for 

analysis of data were the ability to peer-assess, impact on perception, negative impact on 

peer-assessment, and positive impact on peer-assessment. 

The moderator asked participants to reflect and discuss perceived positives and 

negatives of using the rubric to assess product creativity.  Participant Six commented on 

positive impact of the product creativity rubric on her perception of peer-assessment.  She 

said the rubric was beneficial to peer-assessment because, “If you don’t have that design 

background then you don’t really know how to evaluate,” and that the rubric instructed her in 

what criteria to use when peer-assessing product creativity.   

The moderator asked how the rubric impacted participants’ formal peer-assessments.  

Participant Six commented on the product creativity rubric’s positive impact on her peer-

assessment.  Instead of assessing class-mates’ work as, “Oh, that’s pretty,” she was able to 

use the rubric to learn what defines a technically good textile design, patterns or presentation.  

Participant Six replied, when asked by the moderator if she felt the product creativity rubric 
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made her a more effective peer-assessor, “It definitely made me feel that, if I knew about the 

rubric, I could give suggestions. Because I don’t know enough to be able to actually give 

informative suggestions.”  The product creativity rubric had a positive impact on her 

perception of peer-assessment, as she felt the rubric helped her know what types of 

comments to make during peer-assessment.  For example she was able to go beyond stating 

that a color palette was not aesthetically pleasing and explain to her class-mate why the color 

palette was not aesthetically pleasing.  Participant Two agreed at a later stage in the focus 

group, that rubrics positively impacted her perception of peer-assessments.  Analysis of the 

results revealed that product creativity rubrics have a positive impact on students’ 

perceptions of peer-assessment.  The rubric provided a guide for peer-assessment, otherwise, 

“Sometimes you don’t know what to write down or what comment to give, and I remember 

that being really hard.  So you just make something up.” 

 Following the formal peer-assessment discussion, the moderator asked participants if 

the rubric impacted their informal peer-assessments.  Participant Three and Participant Two 

replied that rubrics had a positive impact on their perceptions of receiving peer-assessments 

from class-mates.  The rubric was referenced by participants’ class-mates in a way that 

would help re-focus participants’ projects.  Participant Two said that without, “an evaluation 

from my class member, I don’t know if I would have achieved that as quickly or as 

positively,” in reference to modifying a work in process after receiving informal peer-

assessment from her class-mate.   

Participant Two mentioned how rubrics had a positive impact on her perception of 

receiving peer-assessment.   
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Perhaps, because I feel like when you create something, it’s your intellectual 

property. So if somebody can back their comments up by saying, “Well, maybe if you 

went further into this, like it says in the rubric.” You’re like, “Ok, okay. That was 

what I was supposed to do,” not, “Oh, you’re bashing my work. I don’t want to listen 

to you,” or, “You don’t have any base ground to jump off of so I don’t really feel like 

listening.” I think the rubric does help in that way. 

All participants agreed that they found that the rubric had a positive impact on their 

ability to peer-assess in a constructive and positive way.  Participant Four said that the rubric 

helped peer-assessment constructive criticisms of creative designs, instead of general 

comments such as, “I like your colors.”  Participant Two agreed that the rubric had a positive 

impact on her perception of peer-assessments, enabling comments to be effective to the 

person being assessed, for example, being able to give concrete suggestions for design 

changes.   

Participant Three shared that the rubric positively impacted her perception of 

receiving peer-assessments, because criticism was constructive instead of personal.  The 

rubric, “helps in creating a framework for people to be open to critique.”  She described her 

perceptions of receiving peer-assessment on a project, “Because you’ve spent so many hours 

of real life on this project, it’s like your child, and somebody just called your baby ugly.”  

Participant Two commented on the perceived difficulty when giving peer-assessment due to 

not wanting to hurt her friends’ feelings, or to call their baby ugly.  She said that the rubric 

had a positive impact on her peer-assessments, because the rubric provided a foundation for 

how to give constructive peer-assessment.  
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Throughout the focus group, participants mentioned using project objectives or an 

outline of expectations instead of, or in addition to, the product creativity rubric.  During the 

end of the rubric, the moderator asked participants what improvements or refinements they 

would make on the product creativity rubric.  Participants suggested splitting the rubric into 

dual rubrics.  Participant Three commented: 

I think that this rubric is really thorough and is really good, as far as laying out 

exactly what each of these criteria mean. But I think that as far as introducing a 

project, I don’t know if it would be more helpful to have just a scaled back version. 

Instead of all these examples, “No pixilitation, no this, no this, no this,” just 

objectives and what expectations we’re supposed to be striving for and then having 

something like this rubric too. Because for me, I don’t have the mental capacity to go 

through right now and read every single one of these criteria and see where my 

project is going to fit.   So I think having that over-all simple layout and then having 

this rubric as a back-up if you need explanations.  

Analysis of results reveal that the product creativity rubric, and similar rubrics, had a 

positive impact on students’ perceptions of peer-assessment.  Analysis of focus group 

participants’ comments and discussion points reveals that the ability to peer-assess is 

positively impacted by a rubric.  Results also reveal that product creativity rubrics have a 

positive impact on participants’ perceptions of receiving peer-assessments.  Students’ 

comments also suggest that splitting the product creativity rubric into dual rubrics would 

have a positive impact on their perception of self-assessment.   

  



 

88 

4.3.2.3. RO2b-i: Behavior using self-assessment 

The impact of the product creativity rubric on students’ behavior using self-

assessment of product creativity was explored using questions and discussion prompts.  

Participant Two started the discussion by recalling a rubric used in a textile design studio that 

had a similar structure and criteria to the product creativity rubric.  She had a positive 

perception of self-assessment with the rubric because, “You could see exactly what kind of 

performance you did within each section. Which was helpful, because then you knew where 

you needed to improve.”  Participant One explained how her use of the rubric for self-

assessment had changed since her first two years in the program, “I think this was used as a 

checklist of what was expected.  Especially when we were unfamiliar with the expectations 

of the class. I think that we used them a lot to define projects and to plan ahead.  Then as the 

years went on we got more comfortable with what was expected and didn’t use the rubric as 

much.”  

During the focus group, it was revealed that participants’ used rubrics as a check-list 

for self-assessment of product creativity, rather than as an instructional or formative 

assessment instrument.  Participant One commented on the negative impact of the rubric on 

her self-assessment, “I think with a rubric, your self-critique is more, ‘Did I get my check list 

done?’ rather than, ‘What does this fully developed project mean?”    

The criteria of research was discussed at length by participants in the student focus 

group.  An example given by Participant Two reveals how the rubric impacted her use of 

self-assessment: 
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For me, sometimes it can reduce my performance with a project, because for 

example, you get an eight if you use three to five sources and you get a ten if you use 

five to six.  If I use five or if I use four sources I’ll say, “I’m okay, my time-

management skills are out the window right now. I’ll be fine.” When really, I should 

always be achieving for the highest level, but to be honest that’s not always the case. 

It comes down to other things you have going on outside of class, what else you have 

to do for this class and what else in the rubric you want to improve on.   

Participant Two shared the negative impact of the rubric on her self-assessment of product 

creativity, and also used the rubric as a checklist: 

When starting the project, I would read over the rubric, see what needs to be done, 

and I would put it away until the project was almost done with and then at the end I 

would bring the rubric back out again.  Because I’m so concentrated on what’s going 

on in front of me I’m not always going to be comparing, “Check, I did this. Check, I 

did this.” It was more of like a checklist towards the end of the project, not as I was 

going through. 

The focus of rubric criteria and the assessment context also affected Participant One’s use of 

the rubric for self-assessment: 

So looking a critique, or looking at a rubric, that is focused on grades, usually tells 

me, “Okay I’m thinking strictly about specifics,” because how do you quantify the 

creative process?  But it also comes down to creating a rubric that’s assessing a 

design process.  I think that’s when it gets frustrating.  When research is on a rubric 

you think, “No, research for a creative project versus research for a research paper is 



 

90 

going to be completely different.”  I think integrating the specifics of a project with 

the design process throughout a course would be really helpful.  Because it’s tempting 

for me to say, “Here’s my checklist, let me get this out of the way so I can focus on 

my creativity,” and then I’ll come back to the rubric at the end and check items off. 

Participant Six commented that if a student was really concerned about their grades, 

they would have to change their original design idea to satisfy the highest quality level, “You 

would not end up with the true product you wanted because you had to fulfill these 

requirements on the rubric.”  Conversely, Participant Four felt the rubric requirements for 

high quality product creativity had a positive impact on her use of self-assessments, “At the 

end of project, if I’m looking at my pattern and wondering if it’s going to be good enough, 

then I’ll go through the rubric.  For example, one of the parts says, ‘Make sure you have 

different scale, directions, combinations,’ and I’d think, ‘Maybe my motifs are sort of the 

same size’ and then I’d alter my pattern.” 

 Analysis of results suggest that students’ negative perceptions of self-assessment with 

the product creativity rubric, or similar rubrics, would in turn affect behaviors using the 

rubric.  Participants discussed using the rubric as a grading guide or checklist instead of as an 

instructional instrument for product creativity assessment.  Rubric criteria appeared to impact 

perception of self-assessment.  Several participants discussed how the research criteria was 

restrictive on their inspiration process in a manner which made products less creative.  

Participants commented that they tended to refer to the rubric at the conclusion of a project 

and to make modifications to creative products to meet grading expectations. 
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4.2.2.3 RO2b-ii: Behavior using peer-assessment 

The impact of the product creativity rubric on students’ behavior using peer-

assessment of product creativity was explored using questions and discussion prompts.  

Participants’ discussed how they sought out peer-assessments and provided peer-assessments 

in informal and formal settings.   

Participant Two shared the positive impact the rubric had on her use of peer-

assessment:  

You get lost, sometimes, in what you’re doing. I remember I specifically asked P3, 

“This doesn’t look right, what am I doing that’s wrong?” and she said, “Well remember 

it’s like integrating into different color-ways, you want to use as many different colors as 

you can.”  So then I went back and I tweaked the whole thing, and it turned to be 

something that I was satisfied with but without coming back to that realization from an 

evaluation from my class member I don’t know if I would have achieved that as quickly 

or as positively. 

Analysis of this statement suggests that rubric assessment of product creativity has a positive 

impact on students’ behaviors seeking, receiving and giving peer-assessments.  Most of the 

focus group discussion regarding students’ behaviors using peer-assessments covered 

informal assessment settings.  Participant Four mentioned how the product creativity rubric 

was a positive impact on formal peer-assessments:  

I remember having presentations where we had a rubric and we were evaluating 

class-mates presentations.  The rubric just had a topic and a score and then you would 

write your own comments. And I think that was hard because we didn’t really know 
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whether to focus on writing comments or if we should just listen to the presenter and 

write notes.  So I think having this in front of you, you can pick out and think, “Oh, 

maybe they didn’t do this as well.” 

Participants’ comments suggests that the ability to peer-assess impacts students’ use of 

the rubric.  When asked by the moderator if participants received feedback on the quality of 

peer-assessments from studio instructors after formal critiques, Participant Three quickly 

replied, “They always tell us we’re too nice to each other.”  Analysis of participants’ 

discussion suggests that students will seek out peer-assessors who will provide constructive 

criticism for informal assessment, rather than relying on formal peer-assessments.   

Participant Three described her process of seeking out informal peer-assessment: 

I think a lot of evaluations that do happen are on the back end, outside of class.  At 

night I’ll usually go up to the same two people.  Usually P1 is one of them, she will 

call my baby ugly, and so that’s why I’ll go to her.  She’ll tell me realistically, in the 

nicest way you’ve ever heard in your life, but she’ll tell me. I feel like each of us, 

we’ve learned over the years what’s not helpful.  “Your color palette is really nice,” 

that’s not going to help me right now.  I feel like a lot of us have made those ties, so 

you trust each other on your evaluation.  Because usually during those presentations 

in class, I hate to say it, but it’s always the same couple of people who talk during 

evaluations. 

Participant Five commented how the assessment context can negatively impact the formal 

peer-assessment process: 
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I find when you’re giving feedback in presentations, somebody else is about to start 

presenting.  There’s a certain number of people you have to get through and you 

barely have time to finish all the presentations.  For me, it’s something that I want to 

really think critically about and really form my thoughts and opinions. So if I have 

time to write something down, it’s a lot easier for me to give constructive criticism. 

So I think that’s why the comment of, “Oh, your color palette’s really nice,” comes 

up, because the professor says, “Okay everybody needs to give feedback,” and I can 

never think of anything better to say.  So I’ll just blurt something out. 

Analysis of results suggest that the rubric had a positive impact on students’ behaviors 

using informal peer-assessments.  Results also suggests that students’ positive perceptions of 

peer-assessment using a rubric affects the positive impact of the rubric on informal peer-

assessment.  For example, if students have a positive perception of peer-assessment due to 

the objective framework of comments, students may also have a positive behavior seeking 

out peer-assessment.  Participants’ comments reveal that students will find experts within 

their peer group to assess and provide feedback on product creativity projects. 

Analysis suggest that the rubric had a positive impact on students’ behaviors using formal 

peer-assessments, if supported by the assessment context.  For example, providing students 

enough time to form and write down comments, and ensuring that all students participate 

equally in formal critiques.   

4.4. Stage Three: Rubric Review and Refinement 

The third stage of the study used a triangulation method to evaluate the rubric instrument 

by sampling expert product creativity assessors, the participating course instructor and 
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experts in assessment.  Participants’ responses and comments are paraphrased or reported 

verbatim, with minor grammatical linking inserted or in-complete phrases removed for 

coherence.  

4.4.1. Assessor focus group. 

The assessor focus group was held in early June and was split into two stages, each 

approximately one hour.  Each stage began with informed consent following IRB approved 

forms and audio/video recorded.  Audio recordings were transcribed and reviewed several 

times in QSR NVivo 10 software to identify main themes using content analysis.  Samples of 

student work from the participating textile design course were used for the first stage of the 

focus group.  Students’ work was shown using a PowerPoint presentation of digital scans of 

project boards and fabric pieces; students’ identities were kept confidential and not released 

to focus group participants.  Digital scans of student work were chosen as the best method for 

presenting samples to participants.  The semester had ended prior to the focus group and 

students had taken their work home, therefore physical samples were unavailable.  Project 

Three, a woven textile design, was sampled for the focus group, as it had been completed 

after the educational intervention with the rubric.  

During the first stage, an expert in rubric instruments and assessment was brought in 

to moderate the rubric norming, or training, and the inter-rater reliability procedures.  Two 

participants used the rubric to practice assessing two samples, representing high and low 

quality projects, and then assessed four randomly sampled projects.  The second stage of the 

focus group used the same moderator as focus groups in stages one and two.  During the 

second stage, participants discussed the rubric as a product creativity assessment instrument.  
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A third participant, the participating instructor of the textile design studio course, joined the 

focus group at the discussion stage.  

Six faculty members were invited to participate in the focus group, out of which three 

attended, for a 50% response rate.  

4.4.1.1. Rubric norming 

Norming, or training on use of the rubric, was performed using two samples.  

Samples were selected from digital scans of students’ third project representing high and low 

quality aspects of Originality, Textile Design Quality-Collection and Textile Design Quality-

Pattern criteria.  For the first sample, refer to Figure 7 and Figure 8.  For the second sample, 

refer to Figure 9 and Figure 10.  
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Figure 7: Rubric Norming First Sample- Slide One 
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Figure 8: Rubric Norming, First Sample Collection 
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Figure 9: Rubric Norming, Sample Two Slide One 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 10: Rubric Norming, Second Sample Collection 
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Due to the limitation of presenting student work with PowerPoint, only three 

applicable criteria were used for the focus group.  Rubric criteria used to assess the digital 

scans of student projects were: Originality, Textile Design Quality-Collection, and Textile 

Design Quality-Patterns.  After norming with the two practice samples, both participants 

were using the rubric with similar results.  Refer to Figure 11 and Table 9. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Rubric Norming Scores per Assessor 

 

  

0

1

2

3

4

5
First Originality

First Collection Quality

First Pattern Quality

Second Originality

Second Collection

Second Pattern

Assessor One Assessor Two Difference in Scores



 

99 

Table 9: Rubric Norming Scores per Sample and Assessor 

Sample Criteria Assessor One Assessor Two Difference 

in Scores 

Difference 

in Scale 

Levels 

One Originality 5 4 1 1 

One Textile Design Quality-

Collections 

5 3 2 1 

One Textile Design Quality-

Patterns 

4 3 1 0 

Two Originality 2 3 1 1 

Two Textile Design Quality-

Collections 

5 5 0 0 

Two Textile Design Quality-

Patterns 

4 4 0 0 

 

 

 

Complete agreement was reached (difference of zero points) on Textile Design 

Quality-Collection (Sample Two) and Textile Design Quality-Patterns (Sample Two).   

Assessors reached partial agreement (difference of one point) on Originality (Sample One 

and Sample Two) and Textile Design Quality-Patterns (Sample One) and each were assessed 

in different scale levels by one level.  Assessors had disagreement (difference of two points) 

on Textile Design Quality-Collection (Sample One), assessed in a different scale level by one 

level.   Both samples used for rubric norming were assessed by no difference greater than 

two points or by a difference of more than one scale level, which was considered acceptable 

by the expert moderator. 

Scores for the norming samples were input into SPSS PASW and Cronbach’s alpha 

was calculated to determine the inter-rater reliability. Cronbach’s alpha for the norming 

process was 0.629, supporting a moderate inter-rater reliability (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda & 

Rajaratnam, 1972; Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004; Musial et al., 2007).  
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After the first sample, assessors shared what points they had given the three criteria 

and then discussed their reasoning.  Discussion began with Textile Design Quality-

Collection, as that was the criteria that had the largest difference in assessed points.  Assessor 

One stated that their score for Textile Design Quality-Collection, of five out of ten points, 

was due to the fact that, “There was some harmony and variety, and that's really what drove 

this part here.  It was a little bit cohesive, so that's why I got into that category on the rubric.”  

Cohesiveness drove Assessor Two’s score for Textile Design Quality-Collection, of four out 

of ten points, as, “I felt that there are two patterns here that are cohesive and one that really is 

not.”   

During the second sample, assessors state that the quality of the students’ presentation 

was impacting their assessment of the Originality, Textile Design Quality-Collection and 

Textile Design Quality-Patterns criteria.   Assessor Two stated, “I can tell that all three 

patterns are represented here, but I think that there are some weaknesses in the presentation 

that are making it hard for me to make that assessment based on this slide.”  Assessor One 

described the student’s presentation of the textile collection as, “very ragged.”   

The expert moderator determined that assessors were reaching an acceptable level of 

agreement with the rubric and began the inter-rater reliability stage of the focus group.   

4.4.1.2. Inter-rater reliability 

Four randomly selected samples of student work were assessed during a thirty minute 

time period.   Both assessors worked individually to view, assess and score samples of 

student work.   Refer to Appendix H: Samples Used for Inter-Rater Reliability to view the 
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presentation of the samples.  Results of the assessment were not compared or discussed by 

assessors at this stage of the focus group.  Refer to Figure 12 and Table 10. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12: Inter-rater Reliability per Assessor and Difference in Scores 
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Table 10: Inter-rater Reliability per Sample and Assessor 

Sample Criteria Assessor 

One 

Assessor 

Two 

Difference in Scores Difference in 

Scale Levels 

Three Originality 4 4 0 0 

Three Textile Design 

Quality-Collections 

3 5 2 1 

Three Textile Design 

Quality-Patterns 

3 3 0 0 

Four Originality 4 6 2 1 

Four Textile Design 

Quality-Collections 

4 5 1 1 

Four Textile Design 

Quality-Patterns 

4 4 0 0 

Five Originality 5 4 1 1 

Five Textile Design 

Quality-Collections 

6 4 2 1 

Five Textile Design 

Quality-Patterns 

4 4 0 0 

Six Originality 5 4 1 1 

Six Textile Design 

Quality-Collections 

5 4 1 1 

Six Textile Design 

Quality-Patterns 

6 4 2 1 

 

 

 

After completing the assessment of the four samples, assessors had complete 

agreement (difference of zero points) on Originality (Sample Three) and Textile Design 

Quality-Patterns (Sample Three, Sample Four and Sample Five).  Assessors had partial 

agreement (difference of one point) on Originality (Sample Five and Sample Six) and Textile 

Design Quality-Collection (Sample Four and Sample Six).  Assessors had disagreement 

(difference of two points) on Originality (Sample Four), Textile Design Quality-Collection 

(Sample One and Sample Five), and Textile Design Quality-Patterns (Sample Six).  All four 

samples were assessed on Textile Design Quality-Collections by a difference of one level, 

followed by the criterion of Originality which was assessed by a difference of one level three 
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out of four times.  The only criterion assessed three out of four times on the same scale level 

was Textile Design Quality-Patterns. 

The criterion that had the highest rate of agreement was Textile Design Quality-

Patterns, which had an agreement rate of 75%.  Textile Design Quality-Collection, had the 

lowest rate of agreement at 0% agreement.  

Scores for the samples were input into SPSS PASW and Cronbach’s alpha was 

calculated to determine the inter-rater reliability. Cronbach’s alpha was -0.349.  This could 

be attributed to the high levels of disagreement in Textile Design Quality-Collection and 

Originality.  The small sample size could also affect inter-rater reliability (Cronbach, Gleser, 

Nanda & Rajaratnam, 1972; Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004; Musial et al., 2007) 

4.4.1.3. Assessors’ evaluation of rubric 

After the norming and inter-rater reliability stages were completed, a third participant 

joined the focus group for a discussion of the rubric instrument and a second expert 

moderator facilitated.  The second moderator asked participants six open-ended questions 

about the rubric instrument.  Refer to Appendix F: Assessor Focus Group Protocol for a list 

of the suggested questions provided to the moderator.  The questions were used as themes for 

coding in QSR NVivo 10 software.  Upon repeated readings and content analysis, several 

additional main themes became apparent in response to each question and throughout the 

discussion.  Themes identified were; checklist, standard, visual examples, dual rubrics, 

scaffolded assessment, objectives, rubric adaptability, product versus process, feedback, 

rubric length, technology, creative design, assessment context, scoring and terminology.  The 

ten most frequent themes were terminology (26), scoring (17), assessment context (17), 



 

104 

creative design (13), technology (9), rubric length (9), product versus process (9), rubric 

adaptability (7) and objectives (3).  Refer to Figure 13. 

 

 

Figure 13: Assessor focus group evaluation of rubric frequency of coded themes 
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boundaries (1.00).  The majority of themes were highly correlated.  Refer to Figure 14 and 

Appendix M: Nvivo Word Frequency for Assessor Focus Group 

. 

 

 

 

Figure 14: Assessor focus group discussion – Coding themes clustered by word frequencies  
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4.4.1.3.1. Effectiveness and ease of use for assessing student work 

The first question asked by the moderator was, “How effective did you feel the rubric 

was in assessing the work?"  Participants discussed how the themes of rubric length, 

terminology, scoring, assessment context and rubric adaptability impacted rubric 

effectiveness.  The focus group revealed that the assessment context, terminology and rubric 

length impacted rubric effectiveness in assessing student work.  

The assessment context negatively impacted rubric effectiveness.  Participants agreed 

that the rubric was effective for assessing student work, although information was missing 

from the digital presentation of samples.   The lack of specific technical information and the 

method of presentation negatively impacted the effectiveness of the rubric for assessing 

student work in the focus group.   All participants agreed that rubric length, terminology and 

scoring scale needed to be refined further but was appropriate to the context of the 

participating computer-aided textile design studio.   Participants agreed that the lack of a 

specific weighting system for scores increased rubric effectiveness and adaptability.  

The method of presenting student work impacted assessors’ ability to use the rubric to 

fully assess all criteria.  Participant One first replied that the qualitative definition of digital 

quality, or craftsmanship, under Textile Design Quality-Patterns, was difficult to assess using 

the rubric as they did not have information regarding the digital aspects of the sampled work, 

i.e. resolutions, scale and software system used.   It was difficult to assess the quality of the 

patterns, and originality, as there was no way of knowing if the motif was, “scanned in, 

doctored or changed.  There's no 'story' there to assess.”   
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Assessment context and product versus process themes were stated by participants to 

be dependent.  Participant Three replied that, when used in context of the participating 

course, the rubric was more effective when the assessor is able to view the students’ digital 

process instead of just the final product.  Participants’ comments reveal that the context in 

which the rubric is applied to assess work, either in the focus group or a studio, appears to 

impact rubric effectiveness.   

Participant Two agreed on the impact of the assessment context on rubric 

effectiveness and the need for additional information about the projects, “I agree.  I think it 

would have been easier to perform the assessment if we had the boards.”  The rubric was 

effective for assessing most qualities of student work.  However, the lack of specific 

technical information and the method of presentation negatively impacted the effectiveness 

of the rubric for assessing student work in the focus group.   The theme of assessing a 

product versus process was applied to the theme of assessment context with the suggested 

solution of students leaving a “digital breadcrumb” using screen captures when assessors are 

unable to view or assess the students’ process.  

Following the main theme of assessment context, and the theme of process versus 

product, rubric length was discussed by participants.  Focus group participants stated that the 

number of quality definitions per criteria negatively impacted rubric effectiveness for 

assessing student work. Participant One answered that there were a lot of pieces in the rubric, 

referring to the length and number of criteria.  Participant Two said that it was hard to look at 

each meta-criteria and sub-criteria and find where the project fits.  
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 This lead to the moderator’s next question, "Was the rubric easy to use?"   The ease 

of use discussion had the highest occurrence rubric length and terminology themes. 

Participants said that the number of criteria, complexity of the rubric and subjective 

terminology impacted the ease of use from an assessor and student point.   The rubric was 

easily adaptable to the context of the participating textile design course, as pointed out by the 

participating instructor.  Participant One discussed the ease of use from an assessor 

standpoint, as well as ease of use from the theme of student feedback: 

When you get into this quality, especially on the patterns, and there are five sub-

criteria.  I wanted to break them out and score them differently. But giving an 

aggregate score for five things, I don't think that's really good feedback to a student.  I 

think I'd rather say, ‘You've got great color but your repeat is lousy.’ So it's better 

feedback to the student rather than an aggregate score.   

The contrast in terminology between qualitative definitions negatively impacted rubric ease 

of use.  Participant Two further said that in the: 

Originality section where it breaks down the originality of the inspiration, and then 

also asks to evaluate the originality of how the inspiration was interpreted. Those 

could be very different.  You could have a really interesting inspiration but interpret it 

in a very mundane way.   

Participant Three replied, with the themes of rubric length and terminology, that the number 

of qualitative definitions made it difficult to assess students’ projects: 



 

109 

I think that maybe the challenge for me in relation to that is, trying to figure out for a 

given project or a given class, are all of these things important?  Or if I did really well 

on A, is that sufficient to give a high score on Originality? 

The theme of scoring arose during the discussion on rubric effectiveness and ease of 

use, in conjunction with the theme of adaptability.  All participants stated they were unsure 

of the weighting of each criteria and qualitative definitions when scoring students’ projects.  

Participant Three asked which qualitative definition would be considered most important 

when scoring.  Participant Two asked if the weighted aspect was clear enough to be 

consistent over different assignments or if different weightings would be used for different 

assignments.  Participant Three clarified that the weightings for criteria were modified 

depending on the course objectives: 

I think that because of the learning outcomes for the course they should be weighted.  

Now, I've used the rubric and applied a weighting to each of those four factors.  But I 

think that it also plays into the same thing, how you make an assessment of ‘Are all of 

these elements important, if not which ones are more important?’ At what point do 

we break it down to numbers and what components are mainly feedback to the 

students in terms of helping them improve. 

The theme of terminology was discussed in-depth by focus group participants.  Participant 

One stated that some of the terminology used across the qualitative definitions was too 

subjective.  The example used to demonstrate this was item C under Textile Design Quality-

Patterns: 
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Pattern C, so we're using this for 'very effectively' and 'effectively' and 'semi-

effectively' and 'ineffectively.' And of course those are all subjective.  I don't know if 

there's another way to get that to be more definitive, rather than a subjective.  You'd 

almost have to go and define what you mean by 'effective' for the portion. 

The moderator and participants agreed that some of the unclear and inconsistent terminology 

in the qualitative definitions should be addressed to increase rubric effectiveness, ease of use, 

validity and reliability.  Participant Three stated that in a course, one is able to explain to 

students and/or provide physical examples of what ‘very effectively’ means and what is 

expected of them per criteria and quality level, but explaining is, “not so easy to do across 

distance or with someone who's just coming in to look at an end product.”  

 Most terminology used within the qualitative definitions was found by participants to 

be effective and usable for assessing creative products.  Participant One said:  

Originality, it says it's 'highly novel' so that's actually almost quantitative in a way.  

Because new is new. You can't dispute 'new.'  So that's quantifiable.  And 

'cohesiveness' it's almost sort of quantifiable.  So that they do hang together in some 

(way), and can explain that.  And “strong motifs” (is) identifiable, but then the 

effectiveness became a bit more subjective in my mind.   

To which Participant Three responded:  

It may be how, just the way it's phrased.  Because it does use the word, effective, but 

it's about color management and how well you've translated from the digital to the 

physical.  That concept is not really vague or abstract, it's really concrete.  
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The moderator questioned the group at this point, to determine if all participants 

agreed with the main comments about rubric length and terminology, in regards to the 

subjective terms such as effective.  Participant Three replied that: 

I think there's some really good examples here of what defines effective color 

management for example, “correct file format, working within all color parameters 

for the specific technique, color testing and sampling during the design process." 

They're all listed there, but it may be that it's a way of phrasing it, that it doesn’t seem 

clear. 

Participant Three moved the discussion towards the theme of scoring, by discussing the 

labeling and points in the scoring scale, with a focus on use of the rubric for grading.   

I can sort of see how 'meets expectations' is the middle of the scale, but when we 

translate that to numbers, it's like a six or a five. If I think in terms of that, my grading 

scale in syllabus says, “If you meet expectations that’s a C”.  A six or a five isn't 

going to be a C in anybody's grade book if there are ten points available.  Even if I 

have a student who meets all the expectations, I'm going to end up with a D or an F, if 

I use these numbers. 

The dominant theme during the ease of use discussion was rubric length, with a focus 

on the number of qualitative definitions.  Participant One said that the redundant phrasing 

and high number of qualitative definitions negatively impacted rubric ease of use. 

Participant One suggested reducing the number of qualitative definitions down to just two or 

three, and removing or clarifying some of the examples in order to increase the ease of use.  

Participant Three suggested having two versions of the rubric.  One simplified version for the 
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instructor to use when assessing students work for scoring and a second in-depth version, or 

an interpretation key, for students to use as an instruction and self-assessment tool.  

I don't need the 'for example' and 'does the texture mapping.’  I already know I'm 

going to look at that. If I just had, 'texture mappings are very well executed to 

convincingly communicate fabrics and end-use,' I can say yes or no to that or how 

well that's done.  But the students, if they have in their hands the examples, and we've 

talked about the things to look at, then that becomes less cumbersome to me for 

grading but they'll still have the learning that goes along with that.   

Participant Two added the concept of scaffolding the introduction of rubric criteria to 

Participant Three’s comments by asking: 

Whether students would be able to digest this much verbiage and use it effectively in 

their own evaluations of their work?  It's just a lot of words I think, and it's more than 

I would expect students to read at the beginning of a semester in a very useful way.  

They might read it beginning to end but, I don't know if I would expect them to be 

able to understand it.  So I wonder if a list of the elements that need to be present 

might be useful, and then the interpretation comes in chunks as the semester goes 

along.  

The ease of use discussion then moved onto the Originality criteria, with terminology 

being a dominant theme, with an emphasis on defining research and inspiration sources.   

The rubric example of how a student could use an apple for original inspiration provoked 

discussion.  Participants said that terminology was too specific and not relevant to finding 

and interpreting inspiration for textile design.   Participant One found the example irrelevant, 
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“If I was a student, I would want to know about textile art, not apple art or whatever.  I want 

it to be so relevant to my work that it would be instructive at that point.”  Participant Three 

countered that the example was about where students should go for inspiration but did agree 

with Participant One that the example terminology could be changed:  

I don't think that the strongest designs and most original designs are going to come 

from a student who goes to an existing textile design to get their inspiration. Most 

likely, they're going to be looking at other things, external things, and things that are 

beyond textile design.  Not that they won't look at textile designs, but beyond that.  I 

think that point is valid, I think that the example is, or how it's illustrated or described 

could be different. 

Participant Two clarified both Participant One’s and Participant Two’s discussion points 

with, “I've broken this down into thinking about primary versus secondary sources.  So 

thinking of secondary sources as existing textile designs, and those are not what we're going 

for, we're going for primary sources.”  Participant One suggested changing the example, “It 

may be better to use something that was closer to what some of these inspiration ideas might 

be from.” 

Participant Three further explained the reasoning behind using an apple for the 

Originality example: 

It's about, the idea of looking in-depth.  I don't want you to just look at the shape of 

that apple I want you to cut it apart, I want you to look at the seeds, I want you to 

look at the texture, look at the microscopic view.  I want an inspiration that's rich in 

the sense that you can really explore it in as many ways possible.  
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During the end of the rubric’s ease of use discussion, the discussion moved to the theme of 

scoring.  Participants commented and discussed the weighting of each criterion. Participant 

One suggested adding a weighting guide to the rubric, while the others appreciated the 

flexibility and customizability of the rubric to different courses.   Participant Three discussed 

the theme of adaptability by stating that the lack of a given weighting system could be a 

positive, “It could increase the flexibility of applying it to other situations, because you're 

able to take it to your set of learning outcomes or your project results, and determine based 

on the objectives of that project, ‘How should these be weighted?” 

 Analysis of results reveal that the product creativity rubric was effective and easy to 

use for assessing samples of students’ textile designs, with suggested modifications to the 

rubric.  The theme of terminology and rubric length was discussed at length by participants, 

as was scoring.  Similar to the student focus group results, participants in the assessor focus 

group had a negative perception of rubric specificity for research and inspiration.  Assessor’s 

discussed terminology and examples, such as how a student could take an inspiration of an 

apple and then explore the creative idea.  Further analysis of results suggest that factors in the 

disagreement amongst assessor focus group participants could be affected by differing 

definitions and expectations for inspiration sourcing and interpretation. 

4.4.1.3.2. Effectiveness and ease of use for assessing product creativity 

Following the ease of use discussion, the moderator asked focus group participants 

"How effective was the rubric for measuring the creativity of the student work?"  Main 

themes identified during analysis were; assessment context, rubric adaptability, product 

versus process, rubric length, terminology, scoring, impacted rubric effectiveness for 
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assessing product creativity.  During analysis it was revealed how the assessment context 

impacted rubric effectiveness in assessing product creativity.  

The assessment context negatively impacted the effectiveness of the rubric for 

assessing product creativity, but participants One and Two agreed that the rubric could be 

effective when situated in the assessment context of the classroom or studio.  The theme of 

assessing creative products versus assessing creative processes was discussed in combination 

with assessment context.  Participant One commented on the limited number and limited 

creativity in the samples of student work assessed during the first part of the focus group, “I 

think it could be very effective.  It's just the examples that I saw didn't have an awful lot of 

creativity in there.”  Participant Two agreed that the rubric was effective for assessing 

creativity, “I like the emphasis on originality and novelty. I think that that definitely points to 

creativity.”  Participant One further commented that although the rubric was effective for 

measuring the creativity of student work, it emphasized technical competence in the criteria 

and focused on the applied nature of creativity.   Participant Two made the point:  

I think that textile design is a very applied Thing.  I think that, to me, this rubric really 

pushes the idea of novelty and originality through the insistence on, “within the 

collection there should be some variation between the patterns.”  I don't know, if 

we're asking students to perform specific tasks with specific software and very 

specific machines, I'm not sure how much more creative we can get them to be, other 

than in a kind of novel use of pattern structure and motif and style and line.    
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The theme of product versus process was discussed, and demonstrated the interconnectedness 

of all criteria, as participants stated the importance of technical competence and its impact on 

product creativity.  Participant One said: 

We raise this issue now about originality versus technical competence.  It might be 

useful to think about making that distinction between research skills, originality 

skills, presentation skills and technical skills.  There's a group of things here all in the 

one rubric, and it might be useful to point that out to the student.  Where we all think 

about this, if the students are really bright and they can write and they can create, but 

they can't make a dang thing.  They're missing some of the technical parts.  So it 

might be very useful to point that out at the rubric stage, in that we want you to be 

good across this spectrum.  

In response to the technical aspects of creativity stated in the product creativity rubric, and 

under the theme of product versus process, Participant Three said:  

Certainly I think that the originality component, in particular, and some of the 

research gives a chance to really reflect on whether the student has been creative in 

their approach to the problem and choice of directions to execute it.  Before we ever 

get to their technical ability to meet those goals, I think that originality and research 

does give you some chance to look at that. 

Following the discussion on the effectiveness of the rubric for measuring or assessing 

creativity, the moderator asked participants, “How easy was the rubric to use for assessing 

the creativity of student work?”  Participants agreed that the rubric was easy to use for 

assessing the creativity of student work, with minor difficulties due to the length and 
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terminology.  Participant One said that, “I think it works. I think maybe a few less features, 

and I think we're fine.”  Participant Two said, “I think there's a couple places where there's 

some awkward wording that maybe skews the intention, in just a couple of areas.”  

Participant Two elaborated further: 

Under Originality on "A" it says, "few selected inspirations are highly novel, 

providing very rich creative potential.' It's sort of confusing there because it almost 

sounds like they are providing very rich creative potential, but what you're really 

saying is that they're not. So that's just, maybe, something that was kept from the 

previous three categories that maybe just needs to left out there or re-worded.  And 

then there are a couple places where there is sort of a quantifying a negative. 

Participant One replied, regarding the phrasing for interpretation of inspirations in 

Originality: 

At the very end it says that it's already interpreted.  To me interpretation is really 

important when you come up with sort of original art or original work in how you 

interpreted.  It might be better to have the interpretative pieces, the positive or 

proactive, rather than in an example.  Because that's typically what we do, we 

typically take something and then re-interpret, but we're not actually giving that as the 

proactive way of doing, we're giving it as like a back-handed way in an example. So I 

would like to use the word, “interpret this”, and how we interpret it as part of that 

originality or creativity. 

The theme of product versus process was discussed in conjunction with the theme of 

terminology.  Participant One clarified that the order of the qualitative definitions should 
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follow the same process order that students would follow.   Participant Three used the 

example design process of, “inspiration, interpretation, motifs, all aspects of the design, then 

the collection and then the end uses.  So it's sort of a flow in terms of how you approach the 

problem, or how you build from that original inspiration.”  Participant One mentioned that 

changing the order of the qualitative definitions to follow the design process would also aid 

with grading.    

 Analysis of results reveal that the rubric is effective and easy to use for assessing 

product creativity.  Themes of assessment context, assessing the creative product versus the 

creative process and technological competence of students were discussed by focus group 

participants as factors that could affect product creativity assessment in a design studio. 

4.4.1.3.3. Assessment of creativity without rubric 

Following the discussion of rubric effectiveness and ease of use for assessing 

creativity, the moderator asked participants, “If you did not have the rubric, how would you 

assess the creativity of the student work?”  Main themes identified during analysis were; 

scoring, dual rubrics, assessment context and feedback. 

Participant Two was the first to reply, under the theme of scoring, of how creativity 

assessment with or without a rubric can influence students’ understanding of the grading 

process: 

I think we would all be able to assess creativity, whether it would be a meaningful 

assessment for the students is the question.  To me, the idea of a rubric is to have 

almost like a contract with the students so that they understand what the grading is 

going to be based on. 
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Participant Three, the instructor in the participating computer-aided textile design studio, 

shared that her method of assessing and communicating creativity, prior to the rubric 

intervention, had been directed at how well students met the highest level of expectations or 

goals for that project. 

But my approach was to give the students target goals, as opposed to here's A, B, C, 

D, F work. It was, here is the ideal project, here's what you should aspire to.  And I 

had characteristics in there that were related to the research, and originality and 

creativity and the technical quality.  What I lead the students with was Column 1.  

And that's what I asked them to aspire to.  In evaluation I used that same foundation 

but tried to assess how well they had done, how well they had reached those kinds of 

goals. 

The moderator questioned further whether the rubric would make assessment and grading of 

student work more consistent. Participant Two countered that assessing product creativity is 

difficult while also emphasizing the technical competence theme and the creative textile 

design product versus process:  

I have a rubric that I use that is just much more pared down.  And I still find that 

difficult, it's a hard, it's a difficult task. Again, I think, to me the important thing is 

that the students know, "what are the most important things I need to have in order to 

do well."  I don't know, I think this much emphasis on things like novelty and 

originality, I think that's good. I think that that, but again we're judging something 

that is sort of a technical skill.  If you have an interesting inspiration and interesting 

motifs and an interesting layout but a really poor color choice, is that still creative?  
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Because I think some of what we're looking at is creative communication.  And if the 

student isn't able to carry all those things through their project, if it doesn't have a 

technical through-line in their creativity, then is it really creative?   

The impact of assessment context on feedback and scoring themes was brought up by 

Participant One while discussing a previous studio’s rubric.  The participant said how rubrics 

provide specific feedback to students per criteria, in addition to explaining the project grade, 

which leads to consistency in assessment:  

The overall final item might be a failure, but they still got feedback on all these 

elements that created a pass, or a grade.  I think the only issue in using a rubric is that 

you've got to put it in its context.  There has to be something that says, “That meets 

the requirements of the course first and then I'm going to grade it.  And here are the 

elements I'm going to grade it on.”  Because sometimes I get work that is totally 

unsatisfactory and I could use a rubric and give you a grade.  I think there has to be 

something in addition to that, that says “meets what I expected.” 

Participant Three expanded on Participant One’s comment with regards to of the theme of 

feedback, by describing how feedback can be provided consistently to all students in the 

course: 

I think it makes me more consistent in the feedback I give to students, I'm not sure it 

makes me more consistent in the grading. I realize it sounds subjective, but I really 

can see most of this stuff very quickly.  But the time consuming part, and the difficult 

part, is explaining to the students what I see and how to improve.  I think that with 

something like this in their hands, it might make me have to write less notes.  It did 
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help me to be a little bit more consistent in making sure that they all get the same 

messages.  Because sometimes the message in grading is driven by the mistake that 

was made or the thing that was done really well.  There may be ten people that really 

need to hear that message, but the one person who made the obvious error is the one 

who heard it because I noticed, I saw it in their work. And the others are going to do 

it in their next project because they didn't do it in this project. So I think in that sense, 

being able to be sure, a way that gives them all the same kind of feedback when 

they've not done something effectively or they've done something really effectively, 

as a more consistent way to let them know how to improve. 

Analysis suggests that rubric assessment has a positive impact on instructor-assessment of 

product creativity.  Instructors can use the rubric for explaining the grading process to 

students, to hold students to a high level of expectations and instructors can quickly and 

consistently provide feedback to students in design studios.  

4.4.1.3.4. Suggested changes to rubric 

The moderator closed the discussion by asking participants if they had any additional 

suggested changes to the rubric or other comments.  Participant One suggested using dual 

rubrics, and with a different formatting of the score sheet handed to students with feedback 

and grades:  

It might be helpful feedback for students, instead of having to write all those 

comments, to have some things that you can just check off or not check off.  So 

there's common themes, that say 'that's missing' or 'was over-done' or 'under-done' or 

whatever. You could sit there and write a lot, so it's quite intensive work on the part 
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of the instructor here, to sit.  It may be an easier grading system, to facilitate that 

feedback.  

Previously in the focus group, the rubric’s length had been discussed as negatively impacting 

its effectiveness and ease of use, by the conclusion, participants agreed that the rubric was 

very thorough and detailed.  Participant Three said: 

I think that the challenge going forward is to discover if there's ways to keep the 

content and pare it down a little bit so that it's a little more user-friendly.  I look at 

this and there's nothing that strikes me as a major omission of something that really 

needs to be there.  

Participant Two agreed, “Comprehensive I think is a good word for it. It lends itself 

to a lot of good discussion about different ways of helping students examine their own 

work.”   All participants agreed that there were no additions they would make to the rubric, 

and all suggested simplifying terminology and reducing the length.  Analysis of results reveal 

instructor support for a dual rubric.  

4.4.2. Instructor interview. 

After the assessor focus group, the participating studio’s instructor stayed to 

participate in a semi-structured interview to address RO3.  The interview lasted twenty 

minutes, during which data regarding the instructor’s use of the rubric as an assessment tool 

and observation of the students’ self- and peer-assessments was gathered.  The interview 

began with informed consent following IRB approved forms and audio recorded.  The 

recording was transcribed, reviewed and key themes were coded using QSR NVivo 10 

software.  Key themes identified using content analysis were; scoring, rubric length, 
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students’ technological competence, and students’ ability to effectively self-assess and peer-

assess product creativity.  The instructor discussed her use of the rubric using the theme of 

scoring, emphasizing the difficulty of translating rubric scores into grades.  She stated that 

the rubric scoring scale and labels did not adequately assess student performance.  While a 

student may meet expectations for the studio, which correlated to a rubric score of five or six, 

their weighted grade for the project would be in the C range, or below expectations.  The 

instructor did find the ability to modify score weighting and adapt the rubric to other 

assessment contests a positive, but said that the rubric needed additional instruction to clarify 

weighting such as, “Key components may be weighted to reflect the learning outcomes for 

the project.” 

After discussing the instructor’s perception of the rubric as an assessment instrument, 

her observations about students’ response to the rubric was discussed.  The short length of 

time, two weeks, which the students had to review the rubric in the studio, may have 

negatively impacted students’ response to the educational intervention: 

But I do think that results may not be as strong as they would have been with a longer 

period of time to absorb it.  Because it is very complicated, and very detailed.  So I 

don't know how well they were able to make the connection between things we had 

talked about in class before and seeing them in writing on the rubric.  

The theme of the rubric’s length and terminology was found by the instructor to negatively 

impact the rubric’s effectiveness, possibly due to the assessment context in the studio.  The 

instructor commented that because of the complexity of the rubric, students needed more 

time in class reviewing the rubric and seeing visual examples of high and low quality work: 
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It needs some really instructional time spent on going over it, what it means, how it 

applies to their work, with visual examples.  Design people tend to be visual.  So, 

"This is a good example, this one is not so good, how do we make this one better?"  

The theme of students’ ability to self- and peer-assess product creativity was discussed, with 

the instructor questioning whether students had necessary skills in order to effectively 

conduct self- and peer-assessments:  

I think one of the thing that maybe the students in this kind of course aren't as aware 

of, is just the whole concept of critique.  How to conduct critique.  Whether it's self-

critique or critique of someone else's work, if they haven't really had the opportunity 

to develop those skills, then the criteria aren't necessarily as impactful as we would 

hope without the skills to apply the criteria. 

Analysis of results reveals that students’ peer- and self-assessments with a rubric are 

affected by the ability to assess creative products.  Results suggest providing opportunities to 

students in design studio for training and feedback on how to effectively self- and peer-assess 

product creativity.  This could entail using visual examples with the rubric, in addition to or 

instead of verbal examples.  Analysis of results suggests modifications to the product 

creativity instrument such as refining the scoring scale for grading uses.  

4.4.3. Expert interviews. 

Interviews with three experts in rubric development and assessment practices at the 

participating university took place over the months of May and June 2014.  Each interview 

was between 10 and 30 minutes long.  Interviews began with informed consent following 
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IRB approved forms and audio recorded.  Transcription and content analysis was performed 

with QSR NVivo 10 software to identify key themes.    

 Key themes identified were rubric length, terminology, scoring scale and rubric 

adaptability.   The theme of rubric length occurred in all three interviews, each expert 

commented on the terminology used in the evaluative criteria, qualitative definitions and the 

scoring scale with regards to simplifying the rubric.    

4.4.3.1. Initial perceptions of rubric 

Each expert’s initial overall perception of the rubric was that it was very descriptive, 

detailed and well thought out.  The detailed and descriptiveness of the rubric was perceived 

by all to be a benefit, allowing for clear communication and expression of rubric 

components.  All commented on the length of the rubric, either in terms of the number of 

pages, quality definitions and or terminology.  Expert One summed up his perception of the 

rubric as detailed but perhaps too detailed.  By the time of the interview with the last expert, 

it was revealed that the product creativity rubric is a meta-rubric, with five sub-rubrics for 

each evaluative criterion.  Expert One commented that the rubric was not so detailed as to not 

be usable, but that splitting it into five sub-rubrics may positively impact students’ use of the 

rubric.  All experts stated that the product creativity rubric was very usable and had validity, 

despite its length.    

4.4.3.2. Length of rubric 

The theme of rubric length was most often mentioned in conjunction with the theme 

of terminology.  Experts’ suggested modifications centered on simplifying the rubric by 

refining terminology, for example by reducing the number of words used for qualitative 
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definitions.  Expert Three said to remove any redundant terminology.   Expert Two suggested 

formatting each criterion onto separate pages to positively impacting ease of use.  Expert 

Two almost mentioned that simplifying the rubric’s format could make it easier and quicker 

to view and read.  

Expert One suggested shortening the qualitative definitions in order to increase the 

usability of the rubric in a shorter time frame.  He also addressed reducing the number of 

qualitative definitions per criteria by suggesting to, “Break the criteria out.  For Textile 

Design-Quality of Patterns, you may say A through C will become its own criterion and D 

through F is another criterion.” 

Analysis of results suggest modifying the rubric format to decrease rubric length and 

increase rubric ease of use. 

4.4.3.3. Rubric Validity: Evaluative criteria and qualitative definitions 

All three experts agreed that the rubric was valid in terms of the content and 

formatting of the evaluative criteria and qualitative definitions.  When discussing the 

qualitative definitions, Expert Two stated she had no disagreement with the placement of the 

qualitative definitions per scale level, and that the qualitative definitions were carried 

throughout each scale level parallel for each feature or criteria.  Expert One evaluated the 

rubric has having strong validity, if users were given enough time and training in order to 

effectively process the rubric.   

The benefit is in terms of validity, you clearly explained things, give examples and 

give very good detail.  If the users are able to hold all that in their minds, or refer to 
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the rubric repeatedly, or have time to process it, I would think that you would have 

strong validity because of that.  

Expert Three also stated that the terminology used in the quantitative descriptions was 

descriptive enough to clearly differentiate quality levels, but did question why alphabetical 

labels were used as that could confuse users.  

 The theme of terminology, especially in discussion of conflicting and redundant 

wording, was brought up in the interview with Expert One.  He commented that some of the 

qualitative definitions per criteria were quantitative, or objective, while others were 

qualitative, or subjective.  He also recommended explaining or including examples of 

qualitative terminology, such as average, which could be interpreted quantitatively.   

Expert Three commented that she found the qualitative definitions balanced across each 

qualitative definition and not difficult to comprehend.  She also addressed the issue of the 

number of qualitative definitions by changing the format, otherwise, students may think they 

need to meet every sub-criteria. 

 Analysis reveals the rubric evaluative criteria and qualitative definitions are valid in 

terms of format and terminology, but suggests clarifying terminology that could be 

interpreted in a different manner than intended.  

4.4.3.4. Scoring Scale 

The theme of scoring was discussed during expert interviews, regarding the label and 

format of the scoring scale.  Expert One said that the labels of Expectations, and what 

constitutes Meets or Exceeds Expectations, would vary according to the assessment context, 

for example the type of course, the course objectives, and over a span of time. 
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Theoretically you would imagine that a student who was new to the field, or new to 

the program, or new to the college, is very unlikely to exceed or be above 

expectations.  So, to say that they are below expectations when it is more of a 

developing method, that's just something to think about.  

Experts also questioned the lowest scale point of No Attempt, which had an option of one or 

two points and used different phrasing than the rest of the scale.  The highest point on the 

scale, Exceeds Expectations, was discussed during the interviews as being a very high quality 

level, which would be interpreted differently in varying assessment contexts.  Expert One 

said: 

Exceeds Expectations is a very high bar across all of them.  So, when you're training 

people and norming people, that's totally fine as long as people understand that there's 

no expectation that people are going to get a five or get a nine or ten.  Unless this is 

the one in a hundred student. If it's being used for grading as well as for assessment 

and improvement processes, then there's some tension between expectations.  

Because if you're on a ten point scale, people want to say "Oh, I want some students 

to get an A even though they're not the one in a hundred."  But are they going to be 

able to meet that bar?  That very, very high bar.  Which is well articulated, but, might 

be tough. 

Expert Three also questioned terminology used in the Above Expectations and Exceeds 

Expectations scale labels.  She commented that the terminology was too similar and 

suggested modifying Exceeds Expectations to “Exemplary” to differentiate between the two 
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levels:  “Not only is the project above expectations but it does everything the best it can 

possibly be done.”  

 Analysis of results suggests changing scoring terminology to a clearer semantic scale 

and adding an explanatory section on how to use the scale to grade student projects in a 

manner appropriate to students’ prior experiences. 

 

4.4.3.5. Use of rubric as a grading and scoring instrument 

Experts reviewed the rubric as a grading and scoring instrument.  Common themes 

were scoring and terminology.  Most comments were to add a guide for use, rename the 

scoring scale labels, and clarify the bulleted labels of qualitative definitions so as to make 

them distinct from alphabetical grades.  Expert Three recommended adding an explanatory 

section on how to use the rubric in terms of scoring and weighting.  She also suggested 

adding an explanatory section at the beginning of the rubric for ease of scoring and to clarify 

rubric adaptability.  Instructors could use their own weighting system by adapting the rubric 

for different assessment contexts.  Expert One reiterated the difficulty that could arise in 

assessing students due to the number of qualitative definitions, “A student could be 

exemplary on A, B, and C but may be just meeting expectations on D, E, and F, and if that's 

the case, where do you put them?”  Expert One further clarified how scoring or adapting the 

rubric for grading student work could be challenging due to the number and length of the 

qualitative descriptions.   

 Analysis of results suggests modifying the number of evaluative criteria, number and 

terminology of qualitative definitions, scoring scale labels and adding an explanatory section 

on scoring methods. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 

5.1. Discussion of Results 

Analysis of results from all three stages of the study support the use of focus groups to 

develop and evaluate a product creativity rubric.  Each stage successfully met research 

objectives.  Study participants agreed on key themes and suggested similar refinements of the 

rubric instrument.  Themes included the rubric length, building a foundation for product 

creativity with the rubric, the assessment context, formal peer-assessment and the use of dual 

rubrics.  A dual rubric for product creativity assessment was successfully developed after 

conclusion of the study.  Future research will evaluate the validity, inter-rater reliability and 

generalizability of the dual rubric.  Additional educational interventions and student focus 

groups will continue to evaluate and refine the dual product creativity rubric. 

5.1.1. Research objective one 

Research objective one was to develop a rubric instrument for assessing the creativity 

of an undergraduate design product by using a focus group of appropriate observers, or 

experts, best suited to defining product creativity assessment.  The focus group was 

considered successful in defining product creativity assessment criteria among faculty 

members in the textiles and apparel design discipline.  Results from the first stage supports 

adapting Amabile’s CAT by using an expert focus group to develop a product creativity 

rubric.  With review and input from the participating instructor, the preliminary rubric was 

adapted to meet the learning objectives of the participating textile design course.  Analysis of 

stage one reveals that although product creativity can be agreed upon by experts in the 

discipline, assessment criteria of product creativity is context-specific.   
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5.1.2. Research objective two 

Research objective two was to explore the impact of the product creativity rubric on 

students’ self- and peer-assessments of product creativity.  The two sub-objectives explored 

the impact of the rubric on students’ perceptions of and behaviors by using self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity by student focus group.  Results from the educational 

intervention were inconclusive for exploring the impact of the product creativity rubric on 

students’ perceptions and behaviors using self-assessment.  However, results do suggest that 

students’ perception and behaviors using peer-assessment would be positively impacted by 

modifying the assessment context of formal critiques.  Modifications could include more 

time for peer-assessments included in formal critiques.   

Stage two student focus group results suggest that the rubric had a positive impact on 

students’ perceptions and behaviors.  Rubrics assessing product creativity positively impact 

students’ perceptions of peer-assessments due to the educational aspect of the rubric.  

Students are able to learn what criteria they should use to assess peers, in addition to 

constructive criticism terminology.  Analysis of the student focus group suggests that the 

objectivity of the rubric positively impacts students’ perception of peer-assessment, when 

both giving and receiving peer-assessment.  Students are aware that peer-assessment 

feedback is not personal, but is instead guided by the rubric.   

Discussion of the product creativity rubric suggests that it had both a negative and 

positive impact on students’ perceptions and behaviors of self-assessment, depending upon 

assessment context and students’ perceptions of the rubric.   Students described how they 

were more likely to use the rubric as a check-list at the conclusion of a project to ensure a 
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good grade, rather than formative assessment of their project creativity.  Many students felt 

the rubric criteria were too prescriptive for the creative design process, and therefore 

perceived the rubric negatively and did not use it for self-assessment.   

The instructor’s assessment of students’ product creativity was explored for research 

objective two.  Results from the instructor’s interview support splitting the rubric into two 

versions to possibly increase use and to have a more positive perception by students.  The 

instructor said students’ skills impacted students’ perception and behavior to self- and peer-

assessment of product creativity.  Formal self- and peer-assessments could aid in the process 

and provide feedback on students’ self- and peer-assessments in addition to assessment of 

their work.   

Results from stage two support the concept that students are more likely to have a 

positive perception and use of peer-assessment during informal critiques.  Students in design 

studios find their own appropriate observers to assess their creative work from within their 

peer-group of classmates.  Selected appropriate observers, or in the students’ views, expert 

peer assessors, are chosen based on the selectee’s relationship with the peer-assessor, 

generally guided by trust and a sense of friendship.  For example, someone whom students’ 

trust will, “call my baby ugly.”  The majority of students in the student focus group (n=5) 

had been working together in creative design studios for the past three years, which may have 

positively impacted their perceptions and behaviors using peer-assessments of product 

creativity.  

  Findings from the student focus group, in addition to students’ formal self- and peer-

assessment in the textile design studio, suggest that students are more likely to have a 
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negative perception and use of the rubric for formal critiques than of informal peer-

assessments.  Result of analysis of stage two also suggests that the assessment context, such 

as time to assess, and students’ ability to peer-assess affects students perceptions of and 

behavior using peer-assessments.  Training and feedback on students’ formal peer-

assessments may address students’ abilities to peer-assess, as mentioned in the student focus 

group.   Word frequency analysis of the student focus group transcript shows that students’ 

discussion of the rubric impact on their perceptions of and behaviors using self- and peer-

assessment was dominated by terms relating to feedback.  For example, constructive, 

communication, thinking and informal were key terms used by students when discussing 

perceptions and behaviors using peer-assessments.  Refer to Figure 15. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Word frequencies student focus group 
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5.1.3. Research object three 

 Research objective three was to refine the rubric as an assessment instrument for product 

creativity using data from the student focus group, assessor focus group, instructor interview 

and expert interviews.  The third stage of the study used a triangulation method to evaluate 

the rubric instrument by sampling expert product creativity assessors, the participating course 

instructor and experts in assessment.  Content analysis found that several themes occurred 

during the interviews and discussions in all three sample groups.  Refer to Figure 16 for 

common themes and suggested modifications to the rubric instrument.  Rubric validity and 

inter-rater reliability were established.  Analysis of assessors’ scores with Cronbach’s alpha 

resulted in an acceptable degree of rubric inter-reliability during norming and found no inter-

rater reliability during assessment (Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004).  Participants’ comments 

during the focus group after assessment suggests that the assessment context, lack of 

agreement on several criteria, and no suggested weighting of scores could have negatively 

impacted inter-rater reliability.  Inter-rater reliability of the refined product creativity rubric 

will be re-evaluated with future studies. 

 Modifications to the rubric and its use in a design studio and/or curriculum were 

suggested by study participants in stages two and three.  Analysis of all three focus groups 

suggest that technological competence may affect textiles and apparel product creativity in 

undergraduate design studios more than other criteria, such as research.   
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Figure 16: Main Suggested Modifications to Rubric -- Emphasis on Impact of Technical Expertise and Creativity  

 

 

 

Students, experts, assessors and the participating instructor all commented on the 

length and terminology of the rubric instrument with an emphasis on the thoroughness of the 

rubric and number of quantitative definitions.  All groups suggested reducing the rubric’s 

length by paring down the number and phrasing of the qualitative definitions.  See Figure 17 

for a list of suggested refinements to the product creativity rubric, based upon results from 

stages one, two and three. 
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Figure 17: Common themes - Refinement of product creativity rubric  

 

 

 

The validity of the rubric was determined through content analysis of transcripts from 

stage three of the study and results from the assessor focus group.  During the assessor focus 

group, the criterion of Textile Design Quality-Patterns had the highest agreement rate.  The 

criterion of Originality reached agreement once out of four samples during the inter-rater 

reliability evaluation.  The rubric criterion with the lowest agreement rate was the criterion of 

Textile Design Quality-Collections.  Analysis of the assessor focus group suggests that the 

low level of agreement could be attributed to the assessment context, of how samples of 

students’ work were shown during the focus group, or could be attributed to disagreement 

among assessors of what defines cohesiveness in a textile design collection. 
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  All participants in stage three of the study agreed that there were no criteria or 

qualitative definitions missing from the rubric and that the rubric was very comprehensive, 

which contributed to its construct and content validity.  The redundant and complex nature of 

terminology, especially the qualitative definitions, negatively impacted the rubric’s construct 

validity.  Refer to Figure 18.  The principal investigator will assess the refined product 

creativity dual rubric construct, content and criterion validity with future studies.  

 

 

Figure 18: Research Objective Three - Rubric Validity 
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•Qualitative definitions comprehensive
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5.2. Product Creativity Rubric 

Based upon the findings of the study, further modifications were made to the product 

creativity rubric to address key themes in stages two and three.  Key themes addressed 

included rubric length, terminology, adaptability, scoring and product versus process.   

The modified product creativity rubric can be used in future courses, and can be modified 

by instructors to include specific examples, weights, and expectations of the course(s) and/or 

curriculum.   

Analysis of stages one and two results reveal support for a dual rubric from students, 

assessors and the participating instructor.  A dual textile product creativity rubric was created 

following analysis of results from stages two and three.  One rubric is a longer and more in-

depth version to explain the scoring of criteria, providing transparency of the grading process 

to students.  The second rubric is a simplified version of just evaluative criteria with highest 

level of expectations.  Instructors may modify the rubrics’ criteria, explanations and scoring 

as appropriate to studio learning objectives.  Technological competence expectations would 

vary according to studio objectives and students’ previous course-work.  An explanatory 

section was added to clarify rubric adaptability.  Refer to Appendix O: Dual Rubric - Refined 

Textile Product Creativity Rubric and Appendix P: Dual Textile Product Creativity Rubric-

Student Sheet. 
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5.3. Limitations of Study 

5.3.1. Sample size. 

5.3.1.1. Focus groups 

Small expert focus group (n=3) but an acceptable response rate of 30% out of nine 

invited faculty members.  The assessor focus group was small (n=2 and n=3); with an 

acceptable response rate of 40% for first half of focus group and 50% for second half.  Due 

to time constraints the norming sample size consisted of two student projects and the inter-

rater reliability sample size consisted of four randomly sampled student projects.  Following 

the norming and inter-rater reliability sessions with an in-depth focus group enabled 

collection of qualitative data that elaborated upon assessor’s use of the rubric.  Analysis of 

results suggests that assessment context could be the reason why Textile Design Quality-

Collection had a high rate of disagreement of scores among assessors.  Refer to Appendix H: 

Samples Used for Inter-Rater Reliability.  Assessor Two, during the norming stage of the 

assessor focus group stated, “It's difficult to do a comparison, for me, of the collection, the 

patterns and the collection, without being able to see them side-by-side simultaneously.”   

5.3.1.2. Educational intervention 

A small sample population was used due to purposive sampling needed for educational 

intervention (n=28).  Students had the rubric for a limited time frame due to school closures 

from inclement weather which caused the timing between projects to become more 

compressed as the semester continued.  Results from students’ self- and peer-assessments 

from formal critiques were inconclusive due to a large number incomplete data.  Results 

from the instructor interview and the student focus group supports students’ ability to self- 
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and peer-assess is impacted by their ability to self- and peer-assess.  The limited time for 

formal critiques during class, of at most three hours, reduced the time allowed for self- and 

peer-assessments during formal critiques.  Analysis of the student focus group and instructor 

interview suggests that this could have negatively impacted students’ self- and peer-

assessment, as they did not have adequate time to self-assess themselves or to fully peer-

assess their class-mates. 

Focus group invitations were distributed to students via e-mail after conclusion of the 

participating textile design studio, during final exams and over the summer session.  All 

invitations and reminders to focus groups had 100% non-response rate.  Due to lack of usable 

response from students who participated in the education intervention, a similar sample of 

undergraduate students, in the senior year of a textile design major, was invited to the focus 

group.  Student focus group participants all had experience with rubrics in design studios and 

used the same technologies and projects in their undergraduate career.  The focus group had 

an acceptable number of homogeneous participants (n=6) purposively sampled from an 

appropriate population. 

5.4. Implications for Future Research 

Recommendations for future research include holding a student focus group to 

develop rubric criteria, parallel to the initial faculty focus group.  Comparisons between the 

student developed criteria and faculty developed criteria could investigate a convergent or 

divergent view of assessment criteria for creative textiles and apparel products.  Future 

directions regarding assessment context can included surveying industry members in the 

textile and apparel industry regarding their product creativity criteria and expectations. 
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Industry criteria and expectations for creative products could be integrated into appropriate 

product creativity rubrics.  Authentic learning and assessment with industry-oriented product 

creativity rubrics could prepare students for entry into industry by communicating and 

teaching not only the expectations of the course and curriculum but also the expectations of 

the industry.   

The collaborative nature of studio environment makes capturing the rubric impact on 

peer-assessment difficult from an instructor and research stand-point.  Observational studies 

could be performed in order to observe students behavior using peer-assessment methods to 

determine how best to enhance the peer-assessment process.  For example, do students 

demonstrate to their classmates how to reduce colors on their computer?  Do they refer to the 

rubric in class?  Why or why not, and how could students be influenced to use the rubric 

more effectively?   

Results from the student focus group revealed students’ use of peers as appropriate 

observers for product creativity assessment.  This finding supports Amabile’s CAT for 

defining product creativity, within a collaborative design studio.  Amabile’s CAT uses 

experts’ opinions and definitions of creativity, students, while not yet considered experts, are 

a key part of the study environment and as such could be considered appropriate observers.  

Future research could explore how students define and what they expect from product 

creativity self- and peer-assessments.    

Students stated that the product creativity rubric would be appropriate for novice 

designers, or undergraduate students in their first or second year in a degree program, in 

order to support foundational knowledge.  Future studies could examine the impact of 
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scaffolded assessment on students’ perceptions of and behaviors using product creativity 

assessment.   
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APPENDIX B: FACULTY FOCUS GROUP INVITATION 

 

 

Dear Faculty Member, 

 

The College of Textiles at NC State University is undergoing research centered on the development 

and validation of a rubric for assessing student performance in Textile and Apparel Design classes.  

You are being asked to participate in two focus groups that will be scheduled approximately one to 

two weeks apart.  Although it is encouraged that you attend both focus groups, you will not be 

penalized in any way if you cannot.  Your participation in this study is voluntary and any data that 

you provide will be held in strictest confidence and your identity will not be associated with any data 

in the primary investigators doctoral dissertation or subsequent presentations or publications.   

 

The objective of this study is to evaluate the use of a rubric as an instructional tool for undergraduate 

textile and apparel design studio classrooms. 

   

The focus group will be held after the faculty meeting on ________.  Please respond if you will be able 

or unable to attend.  Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.  If you have any questions concerning this 

study, please contact me at kppolsto@ncsu.edu.    

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Katherine Polston 

 

Graduate Student 

North Carolina State University 

PhD Program, Textile Technology Management 

 

 

llparril@ncsu.edu 

 

 

Marguerite Moore, Ph.D. 

Associate Professor—NCSU 

Marguerite_Moore@ncsu.edu 

 

  

Lisa Parrillo-Chapman, Ph. D. 

Assistant Professor—NCSU  

mailto:kppolsto@ncsu.edu
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APPENDIX C: FACULTY FOCUS GROUP INVITATION  

 

North Carolina State University 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 
Design Studio Environments 

Katherine Polston 

Dr. Lisa Parrillo-Chapman & Dr. Marguerite Moore 

 

You are being asked to take part in a research study.  Your participation in this study is voluntary. You have the 

right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate or to stop participating at any time without penalty.  

The purpose of research studies is to gain a better understanding of a certain topic or issue. You are not 

guaranteed any personal benefits from being in a study. Research studies also may pose risks to those that 

participate. In this consent form you will find specific details about the research in which you are being asked to 

participate. If you do not understand something in this form it is your right to ask the researcher for clarification 

or more information. A copy of this consent form will be provided to you. If at any time you have questions 

about your participation, do not hesitate to contact the researcher(s) named above.  

The purpose of this study is to review and assess the usability of rubric instruments for assessing student 

performance in a design studio and as an instructional tool for students.  

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to allow your comments and questions during this 

meeting to be observed and recorded by Katherine Polston for research intentions.   

 

Risks 

No foreseeable risks involved with your participation in this research, choosing to participate or not will have 

no effect on your standing as an employee of NCSU. 

Benefits 

Your participation in this research will positively impact the field of design education and the understanding of 

student learning in a design studio classroom. 

Confidentiality 

The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by law.  Data will be 

stored securely by principal investigator, Katherine Polston, by retaining records on her person and in secure 

place otherwise such as locked locker or domicile.  No reference will be made in oral or written reports which 

could link you to the study. All research materials generated by yourself during the span of this research 

meeting will be kept confidential so that no one can match your identity to the materials that you provide. 

Compensation  
You will not receive anything for participating. 

Participation in this study is not a requirement of your employment at NCSU, and your participation or lack 

thereof, will not affect your job.   

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher, Katherine 

Polston, at kppolsto@ncsu.edu, or 1-512-925-2280  

 If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in 

research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Deb Paxton, Regulatory 

Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/515-4514). 

 

Consent To Participate 

“I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this form.  I agree to participate 

in this study with the understanding that I may choose not to participate or to stop participating at any time 

without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled.” 

 

Subject's signature_______________________________________ Date _________________ 

Investigator's signature__________________________________ Date _________________ 
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APPENDIX D: FACULTY FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL 
 

Focus Group 1: Rubric Instrument for Textile and Apparel Design-Facilitator’s 

Narrative 

 

Introduction: 

Thank you for volunteering to participate in this focus group.  The results from this focus 

group will contribute to a larger study at the College of Textiles at NC State University 

centered on the development and validation of a rubric for assessing student performance in 

Textile and Apparel Design classes. 

Relevance:     

A review of the literature demonstrates the value of rubrics an instructional tool for students 

and an assessment tool for instructors, particularly for assignments where grading can be 

perceived as subjective, i.e. there is more than one way to approach the problem and 

therefore there are multiple solutions rather than one correct answer.  It is the view of the 

principle investigator that a rubric will facilitate instructor grading of project based 

assignments by providing clear and explicit guidelines and examples when assessing student 

work, and will improve student learning outcomes by providing guidelines that help align 

student achievement with the instructor’s expectations. 

Participation: 

You are being asked to participate in two focus groups that will be scheduled approximately 

one to two weeks apart.  Although it is encouraged that you attend both focus groups, you 

will not be penalized in any way if you cannot.  Your participation in this study is voluntary 

and any data that you provide will be held in strictest confidence and your identity will not be 

associated with any data in the primary investigators doctoral dissertation or subsequent 

presentations or publications. 

 

Focus Group Format and Objectives: 

Focus Group 1 Objectives: 

The objectives of Focus Group 1 are to come to a consensus on the evaluative criteria for an 

Introductory Design Project rubric and the Collaboration rubric, and to determine the type, 

labels and number of levels of the scale. 

Focus Group 2 Objectives: 

The objectives of Focus Group 2 are to use the evaluative criteria and scale established in 

Focus Group 1 to develop scale descriptors for the Collaboration rubric.  

Format: 

You will first be given the necessary information on rubric terminology and components and 

will be encouraged to ask any questions you may have on rubric use and structure. 

There are three discussion points that will be covered during Focus Group 1.  You will be 

given a discussion point to ponder and then you will have time to self reflect and organize 

your thoughts by stating your opinion in a written format on the provided document. 

After everyone has had a chance to write down their opinions we will open up the discussion 

point between group members. 
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We will repeat this procedure for each discussion point. 

 

 

Rubric Terminology 

Before we begin our discussion, I’d like to go review some of the terminology that we’ll be 

using today and I’d also like to show you examples of how these terms are used in a rubric 

instrument.  

Rubric: an assessment tool that states the observable qualitative expectations for an 

assignment by a list of specific criteria the assignment should meet and the different levels of 

quality for each component criteria  

Evaluative Criteria or Traits: characteristics by which students’ work is assessed, can vary 

according to type of project and learning objectives for the course.   

Scale descriptors: examples or descriptions of expected qualities of work for each criteria or 

trait for different levels of quality.   

Scale: the number and labeling method of quality levels. Scale length can vary according to 

type of project and learning objectives for the course.  Generally scale lengths range from 

two-point scales (e.g. Acceptable/Unacceptable), up to 12-point scales.  Scales can be 

formatted as letter grades, points out of 10, points out of 100, or descriptive levels such as 

Excellent, Average, Needs Improvement or Poor. 

 

Components:  

A rubric is composed of evaluative criteria, which are the specific traits that a students’ work 

is assessed upon, and a scale for assessing each evaluative criteria at different points of 

quality along the scale.  The scale can generally range from a three point to a six point scale, 

corresponding to the number of quality levels being used in the assessment.  Scale 

descriptors are examples or descriptions of evaluative criteria at each point on the scale, or 

different levels of quality.  A sample of a rubric and list of terms is attached for your review, 

please see Appendix A.  Questions and comments about the rubric format and content are 

encouraged.  Are there any questions about rubrics before we begin?  I’ll also be happy to 

answer questions or go back over the rubric components throughout the presentation.   

Throughout the focus group we ask that you think of a typical introductory design project in 

your class and define it in one sentence.  Keep this project in mind throughout the focus 

group while discussing the rubrics’ components.  

Discussion Point 1: Evaluative Criteria for the Introductory Design Project 

We’ll first discuss the Introductory Design Project rubric evaluative criteria.  Please review 

the following examples of evaluative criteria for the Introductory Design Project rubric and: 

Weight the evaluative criteria by assigning each item a percentage point out of 100, ex. 20%. 

Re-word any evaluative criteria you think needs re-phrasing. 

Add any evaluative criteria you think are missing. 

Please note: 

If you think an evaluative criteria should not be included, you can assign 0 points. 

You can assign equal weights to evaluative criteria if you feel that they are of equal 

importance. 

The percentage point assigned to the evaluative criteria should add up to 100. 



 

161 

If you agree in theory with the evaluative criteria, but no with the wording or definition, 

please add the word or phrase you feel is best suited.   

 

Discussion Point 2: Evaluative Criteria for Collaboration 

We’ll first discuss the Collaboration rubric evaluative criteria.  Please review the following 

examples of evaluative criteria for the Collaboration rubric and: 

Weight the evaluative criteria by assigning each item a percentage point out of 100, ex. 20%. 

Re-word any evaluative criteria you think needs re-phrasing. 

Add any evaluative criteria you think are missing. 

Please note: 

If you think an evaluative criteria should not be included, you can assign 0 points. 

You can assign equal weights to evaluative criteria if you feel that they are of equal 

importance. 

The percentage point assigned to the evaluative criteria should add up to 100. 

If you agree in theory with the evaluative criteria, but no with the wording or definition, 

please add the word or phrase you feel is best suited.   

Discussion Point 3: Scale Design for the Collaboration Rubric 

What type of scale would you use for measuring an introductory design project from your 

class, if using the discussed Introductory Design Project and Collaboration rubrics?  

Be specific: for example would you stay consistent with alphabetical grading or numeric 

grading?  Would you use a shortened point scale, ie. 1-10 points, or subjective verbs, ie. 

Exemplary, Satisfactory, Poor?  Would you combine methods? Be prepared to discuss why. 

What length of scale would you use?  For example a three point versus six point scale.  Be 

prepared to discuss why. 
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APPENDIX E: CREATIVITY RUBRIC FROM FOCUS GROUP 

 
 Exceeds Expectations 

(10-9) 

Above Expectations 

(8-7) 

Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-

3) 

No attempt (2-1) 

Ideation Very high quality and 

quantity of concept 

research 

Very high quality 

breadth and depth of 

process research 

Very high quality and 

variety of inspiration 

sources 

Very effective synthesis 

of inspiration 

Very thorough journal 

documentation 

Displayed considerable 

effort  

High quality and 

quantity of concept 

research 

High quality and 

variety of process 

research 

Multiple sources of 

inspiration 

Effective synthesis of 

inspiration 

Thorough journal 

documentation 

Displayed high effort  

Expected quality and 

quantity of concept 

research 

Expected quality and 

variety of process 

research 

Expected inspiration 

sources 

Effective synthesis of 

inspiration with minor 

changes 

Expected journal 

documentation 

Displayed expected 

effort  

Poor quality and 

quantity of concept 

research 

Poor quality and variety 

of process research 

Limited inspiration 

sources 

Ineffective synthesis of 

inspiration  

Very little journal 

documentation 

Displayed little effort  

No concept research 

No process research 

No sources of 

inspiration 

No synthesis of 

inspiration  

No journal 

documentation 

Displayed  no effort 

Creative Input Sought out very high 

quality and variety of 

creative environments as 

documented in journal 

Sought out very high 

quality and quantity of 

various creative 

perspectives as 

documented in journal 

Displayed considerable 

effort  

Sought out high 

quality and variety of 

creative environments 

as documented in 

journal 

Sought out high 

quality and quantity of 

various creative 

perspectives as 

documented in journal 

Displayed  high effort  

Sought out expected 

quality and variety of  

different creative 

environments as 

documented in journal 

Sought out expected 

quality and quantity of 

various creative 

perspectives as 

documented in journal 

Displayed expected 

effort  

Lacking in quality and 

variety of  different 

creative environments 

as documented in 

journal 

Sought out poor quality 

and quantity of various 

creative perspectives as 

documented in journal 

Displayed little effort  

Did not seek out 

different creative 

environments as 

documented in journal 

Did not seek out any 

various creative 

perspectives as 

documented in journal 

Displayed no effort  
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APPENDIX E: CREATIVITY RUBRIC FROM FOCUS GROUP CONT’D 
 

Originality Highly effective 

synthesis of research 

Highly effective process 

of synthesis 

Highly original concept 

Very thorough  research 

on original concept 

Displayed considerable 

effort  

Effective synthesis of 

research 

Highly effective 

process of synthesis 

Original concept 

Thorough research on 

original concept 

Displayed high effort  

Expected synthesis of 

research 

Effective process of 

synthesis with minor 

changes 

Semi-original concept 

Expected research on 

original concept 

Displayed expected 

effort  

Ineffective synthesis of 

research 

Highly effective 

process of synthesis 

Unoriginal concept-

majority copied or 

adapted 

Poor research on 

original concept 

Displayed little 

considerable  

No synthesis of research 

No process of synthesis 

Unoriginal concept-

obviously copied 

No research on original 

concept 

Displayed no effort  

Process Used tools, technology 

and mediums in a very 

sophisticated manner. 

Used design and 

construction process to 

achieve something very 

different from the 

expected 

Used tools well beyond 

expected methods 

Went well beyond set 

criteria 

Displayed considerable 

effort  

Used tools, technology 

and mediums in a 

sophisticated manner. 

Used design and 

construction process to 

achieve something 

different from the 

expected 

Used tools beyond 

expected methods 

Went beyond set 

criteria 

Displayed high effort  

Used tools, technology 

and mediums in an 

expected manner. 

Used design and 

construction process to 

achieve something 

suitably different from 

the expected 

Used tools in expected 

methods 

Met set criteria 

Displayed expected 

effort  

Did not successfully 

use tools, technology 

and mediums in an 

expected manner. 

Used design and 

construction process to 

achieve the expected. 

Did not successfully 

use tools in expected 

methods 

Met few set criteria 

Displayed little effort  

Did not attempt to use 

tools, technology and 

mediums in a 

sophisticated manner. 

Did not attempt to use 

design and construction 

process to achieve 

something different from 

the expected 

Did not attempt to use 

tools beyond expected 

methods 

Did not meet any set 

criteria 

Displayed no effort  

Design 

Principles 

Demonstrate very high 

comprehension of design 

principles 

Highly effective 

application of design 

principles  

Displayed considerable 

effort  

Demonstrated high 

comprehension of 

design principles 

Effective application 

of design principles 

Displayed high effort  

Demonstrated acceptable 

comprehension of design 

principles 

Expected application of 

design principles  

Displayed expected 

effort  

Demonstrated poor 

comprehension of 

design principles 

Ineffective application 

of design principles 

Displayed little  

No comprehension of 

design principles 

No use of design 

principles  

Displayed no effort  
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APPENDIX E: PRODUCT CREATIVITY RUBRIC CONT’D 
 

 Exceeds Expectations 

(10-9) 

Above Expectations (8-

7) 

Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-

3) 

No attempt (2-1) 

Textile 

Design 

Quality-

Collection  

Highly cohesive 

collection with harmony 

and variety. For example, 

the patterns are unified by 

common theme, style, 

and/or repetition of 

design elements (such as 

line quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but each pattern 

is very unique from one 

another 

Patterns in the collection 

share a very strong, 

cohesive color story. For 

example the palette has 

both repetition and 

variety in hue, value 

and/or intensity across all 

patterns, all colors are 

harmonious, all colors 

enliven the design, and all 

colors are very effectively 

placed in motifs and 

designs 

Cohesive collection 

with harmony and 

variety. For example, 

the patterns are unified 

by common theme, 

style, and/or repetition 

of design elements 

(such as line quality, 

shape, scale, texture) 

but each pattern is 

unique from one 

another 

Patterns in the 

collection share a 

strong, cohesive color 

story. For example the 

palette has both 

repetition and variety in 

hue, value and/or 

intensity across most 

patterns, most colors are 

harmonious, most 

colors enliven the 

design, and most colors 

are very effectively 

placed in motifs and 

designs 

Moderately cohesive 

collection with some 

harmony and variety but 

needs improvement. For 

example, the patterns are 

unified by common 

theme, style, and/or 

repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but most patterns 

are unique from one 

another 

Patterns in the collection 

share a moderately 

cohesive color story. For 

example the palette has 

some repetition and 

variety in hue, value 

and/or intensity across 

most patterns, half of the 

colors are harmonious, 

half of colors enliven the 

design, and half of colors 

are very effectively placed 

in motifs and designs 

Poorly cohesive 

collection with little 

harmony and variety. 

For example, the 

patterns are not unified 

by common theme, style, 

and/or repetition of 

design elements (such as 

line quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but few patterns 

are unique from one 

another 

Patterns in the collection 

share a weak cohesive 

color story. For example 

the palette is lacking 

both repetition and 

variety in hue, value 

and/or intensity across 

most patterns, few colors 

are harmonious, few 

colors enliven the 

design, and few colors 

are effectively placed in 

motifs and designs 

Un-cohesive collection 

with unity and contrast. 

For example, not unified 

by common theme, style, 

and repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but each pattern is 

not unique from one 

another 

Patterns in the collection 

do not share a cohesive 

color story. For example 

the palette has no 

repetition and variety in 

hue, value and/or intensity 

across no patterns, no 

colors are harmonious, no 

colors enliven the design, 

and no colors are 

effectively placed in 

motifs and designs 
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APPENDIX E: PRODUCT CREATIVITY RUBRIC CONT’D 
 

Textile Design 

Quality 

-Patterns 

All patterns incorporate very 

strong motifs.  For example,  

multiple motifs and motif 

variations (scale, direction, 

combinations) are used, all 

motifs are well designed and 

incorporate variety and 

repetition in use of design 

elements such as color, 

shape and line  

Patterns incorporate very 

strong repeat structures.  For 

example all motifs are well 

placed; all patterns have no 

unintentional striping or 

obvious repeat lines, patterns 

demonstrate spatial 

complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation of 

color intensity and value,  

pattern structures do not rely 

on basic software repeat 

functions such as mirroring  

Pattern layouts very 

effectively apply the 

principles of design such as 

balance (for example the 

balance of motifs and colors 

within pattern), proportion 

(for example relationship of 

motifs’ scales), rhythm (for 

example repetition and 

variety of motifs and colors 

in pattern), emphasis (for 

example focal points within 

pattern where the eye is 

drawn complimented by 

Most patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  For 

example,  multiple motifs 

and motif variations 

(scale, direction, 

combinations) are used, 

most motifs are well 

designed and incorporate 

variety and repetition in 

use of design elements 

such as color, shape and 

line 

Patterns incorporate strong 

repeat structures.  For 

example most motifs are 

well placed; most patterns 

have no unintentional 

striping or obvious repeat 

lines, patterns demonstrate 

spatial complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and 

value,  pattern structures 

do not rely on basic 

software repeat functions 

such as mirroring  

Pattern layouts effectively 

apply the principles of 

design such as balance (for 

example the balance of 

motifs and colors within 

pattern), proportion (for 

example relationship of 

motifs’ scales), rhythm 

(for example repetition 

and variety of motifs and 

colors in pattern), 

Half of patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  For 

example,  multiple motifs 

and motif variations (scale, 

direction, combinations) are 

used, half of  motifs are well 

designed and incorporate 

variety and repetition in use 

of design elements such as 

color, shape and line 

Patterns incorporate effective 

repeat structures.  For 

example half of motifs are 

well placed; half of patterns 

have no unintentional 

striping or obvious repeat 

lines, patterns demonstrate 

spatial complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation of 

color intensity and value,  

pattern structures do not rely 

on basic software repeat 

functions such as mirroring  

Pattern layouts semi-

effectively apply the 

principles of design such as 

balance (for example the 

balance of motifs and colors 

within pattern), proportion 

(for example relationship of 

motifs’ scales), rhythm (for 

example repetition and 

variety of motifs and colors 

in pattern), emphasis (for 

example focal points within 

pattern where the eye is 

drawn complimented by 

Few patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  For 

example,  multiple motifs 

and motif variations (scale, 

direction, combinations) are 

not used, few motifs are 

well designed and 

incorporate variety and 

repetition in use of design 

elements such as color, 

shape and line 

Patterns incorporate weak 

repeat structures.  For 

example few  motifs are 

well placed; few patterns 

have no unintentional 

striping or obvious repeat 

lines, patterns do not 

demonstrate spatial 

complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and value,  

pattern structures rely on 

basic software repeat 

functions such as mirroring  

Pattern layouts ineffectively 

apply the principles of 

design such as balance (for 

example the balance of 

motifs and colors within 

pattern), proportion (for 

example relationship of 

motifs’ scales), rhythm (for 

example repetition and 

variety of motifs and colors 

in pattern), emphasis (for 

example focal points within 

No patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  For 

example,  multiple 

motifs and motif 

variations (scale, 

direction, 

combinations) are not 

used, no motifs are well 

designed and 

incorporate variety and 

repetition in use of 

design elements such as 

color, shape and line 

Patterns do not 

incorporate repeat 

structures.  For 

example no motifs are 

well placed; all patterns 

have unintentional 

striping or obvious 

repeat lines, patterns do 

not demonstrate spatial 

complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, 

variation of color 

intensity and value,  

pattern structures rely 

on basic software 

repeat functions such as 

mirroring  

Pattern layouts  do not 

apply the principles of 

design such as balance 

(for example the 

balance of motifs and 

colors within pattern), 

proportion (for example 



 

166 

spaces where the eye can 

rest) and unity (for example 

cohesiveness within a 

pattern) 

Very high level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the patterns. 

For example no pixilation, 

motifs very well cleaned 

after color reduction, no 

stray lines or pixels, correct 

resolution 

Very effective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample demonstrated 

through correct file format, 

working within all color 

parameters for specific 

sampling technologies, color 

testing and sampling during 

design process with critical 

review   

 

emphasis (for example 

focal points within pattern 

where the eye is drawn 

complimented by spaces 

where the eye can rest) 

and unity (for example 

cohesiveness within a 

pattern) 

High level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. For example few 

pixilation, motifs well 

cleaned after color 

reduction, few stray lines 

or pixels, correct 

resolution  

Effective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample demonstrated 

through correct file 

format, working within all 

color parameters for 

specific sampling 

technologies, color testing 

and sampling during 

design process with 

critical review   

spaces where the eye can 

rest) and unity (for example 

cohesiveness within a 

pattern) but needs few 

improvements 

Moderate level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the patterns. 

For example some pixilation, 

motifs semi-cleaned after 

color reduction, some stray 

lines or pixels, incorrect 

resolution on some designs 

Moderately effective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample demonstrated 

through mostly correct file 

format, working within most 

color parameters for some 

sampling technologies, color 

testing and sampling during 

design process with critical 

review   

pattern where the eye is 

drawn complimented by 

spaces where the eye can 

rest) and unity (for example 

cohesiveness within a 

pattern) and needs 

significant improvements 

Low level of digital design 

craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. For example much 

pixilation, motifs not well 

cleaned after color 

reduction, many stray lines 

or pixels, incorrect 

resolution on most designs  

Ineffective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample demonstrated 

through incorrect file 

format, working within few 

color parameters for 

specific sampling 

technologies, few color 

testing and sampling during 

design process with critical 

review   

relationship of motifs’ 

scales), rhythm (for 

example repetition and 

variety of motifs and 

colors in pattern), 

emphasis (for example 

focal points within 

pattern where the eye is 

drawn complimented 

by spaces where the 

eye can rest) and unity 

(for example 

cohesiveness within a 

pattern) and needs 

significant 

improvements 

No digital design 

craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. For example 

much pixilation, motifs 

not well cleaned after 

color reduction, many 

stray lines or pixels, 

incorrect resolution on 

all designs  

No color management 

in translating digital 

design to physical 

sample demonstrated 

through incorrect file 

format, did not work 

within color parameters 

for specific sampling 

technologies, did not do 

color testing and 

sampling during design 

process with critical 

review   
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APPENDIX E: PRODUCT CREATIVITY RUBRIC CONT’D 

 Exceeds Expectations 

(10-9) 

Above Expectations (8-

7) 

Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-

3) 

No attempt (2-1) 

Presentation  Very professional verbal 

presentation. For 

example, presenter is very 

well prepared, content is 

very well organized and 

understandable, all 

assigned content is 

thoroughly covered, time 

limitations are precisely 

observed 

Visual presentation 

communicates design 

process (inspiration, 

theme and development 

of patterns) very 

effectively. For example, 

inspiration and theme are 

very clearly and 

creatively communicated, 

source of motifs/pattern 

elements is very clear 

Textile patterns are very 

effectively displayed as 

main focus of visual 

presentation. For 

example, all fabric 

samples are optimally 

sized/shaped to show off 

patterns, all fabric 

patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with 

board and mounting,  all 

Professional verbal 

presentation. For 

example, presenter is 

well prepared, content 

is very well organized 

and understandable, 

most assigned content is 

thoroughly covered, 

time limitations are 

precisely observed 

Visual presentation 

communicates design 

process (inspiration, 

theme and development 

of patterns) effectively 

and creatively. For 

example, inspiration 

and theme are clearly 

and creatively 

communicated, source 

of motifs/pattern 

elements is clear 

Textile patterns are 

effectively displayed as 

main focus of visual 

presentation. For 

example, most fabric 

samples are optimally 

sized/shaped to show 

off patterns, most fabric 

patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with 

Semi-professional verbal 

presentation. For example, 

presenter is semi-well 

prepared, content is 

mostly organized and 

understandable, most 

assigned content is 

covered, time limitations 

are observed 

Visual presentation 

communicates design 

process (inspiration, 

theme and development of 

patterns) in an expected 

creative manner. For 

example, inspiration and 

theme are semi-clearly 

and creatively 

communicated, source of 

motifs/pattern elements is 

mostly clear 

Textile patterns are 

displayed as main focus of 

visual presentation. For 

example, half of fabric 

samples are optimally 

sized/shaped to show off 

patterns, half of fabric 

patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with board 

and mounting, half of 

fabric samples are neatly 

Unprofessional verbal 

presentation. For 

example, presenter is 

poorly prepared, content 

is mostly unorganized 

and not understandable, 

little assigned content is 

covered, time limitations 

are poorly observed 

Visual presentation did 

not communicate design 

process (inspiration, 

theme and development 

of patterns) effectively 

and creatively. For 

example, inspiration and 

theme are not clearly 

and creatively 

communicated, source of 

motifs/pattern elements 

is not clear 

Textile patterns are in-

effectively displayed as 

main focus of visual 

presentation. For 

example, few fabric 

samples are optimally 

sized/shaped to show off 

patterns, few fabric 

patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with 

board and mounting, few 

Very unprofessional 

verbal presentation. 

For example, presenter 

is not prepared, 

content is unorganized 

and not 

understandable, no 

assigned content is 

covered, time 

limitations are not 

observed 

Visual presentation 

did not attempt to 

communicate design 

process (inspiration, 

theme and 

development of 

patterns) effectively 

and creatively. For 

example, inspiration 

and theme are not 

communicated, source 

of motifs/pattern 

elements is not clear  

Textile patterns are not 

main focus of visual 

presentation. For 

example, no fabric 

samples are optimally 

sized/shaped to show 

off patterns,  no fabric 

patterns are carefully 
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fabric samples are neatly 

mounted - no fraying, 

wrinkles or sagging 

Care has been taken to 

arrange all board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. For 

example, some graphic 

elements are mounted or 

matted to create depth 

and interest, each board is 

very well composed with 

effective use of space 

Very high attention to 

detail in visual 

presentation For example, 

all items (fabrics, 

inspiration images, 

mounting, etc.) used in 

the storyboards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use, all 

graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape, all items 

are carefully and securely 

attached without bubbles 

or wrinkles,  there are no 

stray marks, smudges or 

glue stains, all boards are 

unified by use of design 

elements and principles, 

ready to submit for 

competition or portfolio 

board and mounting, 

most fabric samples are 

neatly mounted - few 

fraying, wrinkles or 

sagging 

Care has been taken to 

arrange most board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. For 

example, some graphic 

elements are mounted 

or matted to create 

depth and interest, each 

board is well composed 

with effective use of 

space 

Visual presentation has 

a high level of 

craftsmanship.  For 

example, most  items 

(fabrics, inspiration 

images, mounting, etc.) 

used in the storyboards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use, 

most graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape, most  

items are carefully and 

securely attached 

without bubbles or 

wrinkles,  there are few 

stray marks, smudges or 

glue stains, most boards 

are unified by use of 

mounted - some fraying, 

wrinkles or sagging 

Care has been taken to 

arrange most board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. For example, 

some graphic elements are 

mounted or matted to 

create depth and interest, 

each board is well 

composed with effective 

use of space 

Visual presentation has an 

average level of 

craftsmanship.  For 

example, half of  items 

(fabrics, inspiration 

images, mounting, etc.) 

used in the storyboards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use, half 

of graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape, half of  

items are carefully and 

securely attached without 

bubbles or wrinkles,  there 

are some  stray marks, 

smudges or glue stains, 

half of boards are unified 

by use of design elements 

and principles, ready to 

submit for competition or 

portfolio with minor 

changes 

fabric samples are neatly 

mounted - many fraying, 

wrinkles or sagging 

Care has not been taken 

to arrange most board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. For 

example, few graphic 

elements are mounted or 

matted to create depth 

and interest, each board 

is poorly composed with 

ineffective use of space 

Visual presentation has a 

low level of 

craftsmanship.  For 

example, few  items 

(fabrics, inspiration 

images, mounting, etc.) 

used in the storyboards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use, few 

graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape, few  

items are carefully and 

securely attached 

without bubbles or 

wrinkles, there are many 

stray marks, smudges or 

glue stains, few  boards 

are unified by use of 

design elements and 

principles, ready to 

submit for competition 

aligned straight with 

board and mounting, 

no fabric samples are 

neatly mounted - all 

fraying, wrinkles or 

sagging 

Care has not been 

taken to arrange all 

board components for 

an effective visual 

presentation. For 

example, no graphic 

elements are mounted 

or matted to create 

depth and interest, 

each board is poorly 

composed with 

ineffective use of 

space 

Visual presentation 

has no craftsmanship.  

For example, no items 

(fabrics, inspiration 

images, mounting, 

etc.) used in the 

storyboards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care 

in preparation and use, 

no graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an 

appropriate size and 

shape, no items are 

carefully and securely 

attached without 

bubbles or wrinkles, 

there are many stray 
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Texture mappings are 

very well executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. For example, 

shadows are realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

matches textile design 

samples, images mapped 

are clear and without 

pixilation, scale is correct 

to show textile design as 

sampled, pattern color 

and direction match 

samples shown 

 

design elements and 

principles, ready to 

submit for competition 

or portfolio 

Texture mappings are 

well executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. For example, 

shadows are 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

matches textile design 

samples, images 

mapped are clear and 

with minimal pixilation, 

scale is correct to show 

textile design as 

sampled, pattern color 

and direction match 

samples shown 

Texture mappings are 

semi-well executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. For example, 

some shadows are 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

matches textile design 

samples, images mapped 

are unclear and with 

minimal pixilation, scale 

is incorrect to show textile 

design as sampled, pattern 

color and direction match 

half of samples shown 

or portfolio with major 

changes 

Texture mappings are 

poorly executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. For example, 

shadows are not 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

poorly matches textile 

design samples, images 

mapped are unclear and 

with much pixilation, 

scale is incorrect to 

show textile design as 

sampled, pattern color 

and direction match few 

samples shown 

marks, smudges or 

glue stains, no boards 

are unified by use of 

design elements and 

principles, not ready to 

submit for competition 

or portfolio 

Texture mappings are 

very poorly executed 

to convincingly 

communicate fabrics 

in end use. For 

example, shadows are 

not realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

does not match textile 

design samples, 

images mapped are 

unclear and with much 

pixilation, scale is 

incorrect to show 

textile design as 

sampled, pattern color 

and direction match no 

samples shown 
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APPENDIX F: ASSESSOR FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL 

 

Rubric Instrument for Textile and Apparel Design-Facilitator’s Narrative 

Introduction: 

Thank you for volunteering to participate in this focus group.  The results from this focus 

group will contribute to a larger study at the College of Textiles at NC State University 

centered on the development and validation of a rubric for assessing student performance in 

Textile and Apparel Design classes. 

Relevance:     

A review of the literature demonstrates the value of rubrics an instructional tool for students 

and an assessment tool for instructors, particularly for assignments where grading can be 

perceived as subjective, i.e. there is more than one way to approach the problem and 

therefore there are multiple solutions rather than one correct answer.  It is the view of the 

principle investigator that a rubric will facilitate instructor grading of project based 

assignments by providing clear and explicit guidelines and examples when assessing student 

creative work, and will improve student learning outcomes by providing guidelines that help 

align student achievement with the instructor’s expectations. 

Participation: 

Your participation in this study is voluntary and any data that you provide will be held in 

strictest confidence and your identity will not be associated with any data in the primary 

investigators doctoral dissertation or subsequent presentations or publications. 

Focus Group Format 

First Stage-Introduction to Rubric and Training: 

First, we will pass out a rubric that will be used for assessing samples of student work.  We 

will have a short training session in order to familiarize you with the rubric and how you use 

it to assess or grade students’ creative work.   

Second Stage- Practice: 

Next, you will individually practice using the rubric to assess samples of students’ work. 

Please use the forms provided and clearly label which sample you are assessing (ex: Practice 

Sample 1). 

Third Stage-Assessing samples of students work: 

We will then take a moment to answer any questions you might have or clarify any issues.  

Then you will be asked to individually use the rubric to assess six to eight samples of 

students’ work. 

Fourth Stage-Discuss: 

During the last stage we will have a group discussion about the rubric instrument and 

assessing student work with the rubric.    

Sample Questions: 

How effective was the rubric for assessing student work?   

How easy to use was the rubric for assessing student work?   

How effective was the rubric for assessing the creativity of student work?   

How easy to use was the rubric for assessing the creativity of student work?   

How would you assess the creativity student work without the rubric?   
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What changes would you make to the rubric and why? 
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APPENDIX G: ASSESSOR FOCUS GROUP HANDOUT 

 
Rubric Terminology 

Before we begin our discussion, I’d like to go review some of the terminology that we’ll be 

using today and I’d also like to show you examples of how these terms are used in a rubric 

instrument.  

Rubric: an assessment tool that states the observable qualitative expectations for an 

assignment by a list of specific criteria the assignment should meet and the different levels of 

quality for each component criteria  

Evaluative Criteria or Traits: characteristics by which students’ work is assessed, can vary 

according to type of project and learning objectives for the course.   

Scale descriptors: examples or descriptions of expected qualities of work for each criteria or 

trait for different levels of quality.   

Scale: the number and labeling method of quality levels. Scale length can vary according to 

type of project and learning objectives for the course.  Generally scale lengths range from 

two-point scales (e.g. Acceptable/Unacceptable), up to 12-point scales.  Scales can be 

formatted as letter grades, points out of 10, points out of 100, or descriptive levels such as 

Excellent, Average, Needs Improvement or Poor. 
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APPENDIX G: ASSESSOR FOCUS GROUP HANDOUT 

 

Focus Group-Sample Number:                             

 

Points/10 Comments 

Research    

Originality   

Textile Design 

Quality-

Collection  

  

Textile Design 

Quality-Patterns 

  

Presentation    
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APPENDIX H: SAMPLES USED FOR INTER-RATER RELIABILITY 
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APPENDIX I: STUDENT FOCUS GROUP INVITATION 
 

North Carolina State University 

Textile Technology Management 

 

Dear Student, 

 

The College of Textiles at NC State University is undergoing research centered on the development 

and validation of a rubric for assessing student performance in Textile and Apparel Design classes.  

You are being asked to participate in a focus group.  Your participation in this study is voluntary and 

any data that you provide will be held in strictest confidence and your identity will not be associated 

with any data in the primary investigators doctoral dissertation or subsequent presentations or 

publications.   

 

The objective of this study is to evaluate the use of a rubric as an instructional tool for undergraduate 

textile and apparel design studio classrooms. 

   

The focus group will last for two hours and will be held in 4404 on                   . Please respond if you 

will be able or unable to attend.  Participants will win a free yard of custom digitally printed fabric.  

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.  If you have any questions concerning this study, please contact 

me at kppolsto@ncsu.edu.    

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Katherine Polston 

 

Graduate Student 

North Carolina State University 

PhD Program, Textile Technology Management 

 

 

Lisa Parrillo-Chapman, Ph. D. 

Assistant Professor—NCSU  

llparril@ncsu.edu 

 

 

Marguerite Moore, Ph.D. 

Associate Professor—NCSU 

Marguerite_Moore@ncsu.edu  

mailto:kppolsto@ncsu.edu
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APPENDIX J: STUDENT FOCUS GROUP INFORMED CONSENT 

North Carolina State University  

INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 
Design Studio Environments 

Katherine Polston 

Dr. Lisa Parrillo-Chapman & Dr. Marguerite Moore 

You are being asked to take part in a focus group to develop a rubric instrument for the Fashion and 

Textile Design curriculum.  Your participation in is voluntary. You have the right to be a part of this 

study, to choose not to participate or to stop participating at any time without penalty.  If you do not 

understand something in this form it is your right to ask the researcher for clarification or more 

information. A copy of this consent form will be provided to you. If at any time you have questions 

about your participation, do not hesitate to contact the researcher(s). 

The purpose of this study is to review and assess a rubric instrument for assessing student 

performance in a design studio and as an instructional tool for students.  

If you agree to participate in this focus group, your behavior and actions during the focus group will 

be observed and recorded using written notes and audio/visual recording devices.   Notes and 

recordings will be destroyed after the conclusion and publication of the research, which is 

anticipated to occur two years after the completion of the study.  All materials generated by yourself 

to be used by the principal investigator, Katherine Polston, for research intentions.  The focus group 

will take place for approximately 2 hours during the end of the spring 2014 semester in the College 

of Textiles. 

Risks 
No foreseeable risks involved with your participation in this research, choosing to participate or not 

will have no effect on your grade or standing in class. 

Benefits 
Your participation in this research will positively impact the field of design education and the 

understanding of student learning in a design studio classroom. 

Confidentiality 
The information in the study records will be kept confidential to the full extent allowed by law.  Data 

will be stored securely by principal investigator, Katherine Polston, by retaining records on her 

person and in secure place otherwise such as locked locker or domicile.  No reference will be made in 

oral or written reports which could link you to the study. All research materials generated by yourself 

during the span of this research meeting will be kept confidential. 

Compensation  
Participants will be entered into a random drawing for a free yard of custom digitally printed fabric.  

The drawing will occur at the end of the focus group; only participants who attend the entirety of the 

focus group will be eligible to win.  Winners will be notified at the conclusion of the focus group. 
Participation in this study is not a course requirement and your participation or lack thereof, will not 
affect your class standing or grades at NC State.  If you are an employee of NCSU; participation in this 
study is not a requirement of your employment at NCSU, and your participation or lack thereof, will 
not affect your job.   

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher, 

Katherine Polston, at kppolsto@ncsu.edu, or 1-512-925-2280  

 If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a 

participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Deb 

Paxton, Regulatory Compliance Administrator, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/515-4514). 

Consent To Participate 
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“I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this form.  I agree to 
participate in this study with the understanding that I may choose not to participate or to stop 
participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled.” 

Subject's signature_______________________________________ Date _________________ 

Investigator's signature__________________________________ Date _________________ 
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APPENDIX K: STUDENT FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL AND 

HANDOUT 

 

Student Focus Group: 

Rubric Instrument for Textile and Apparel Design-Facilitator’s Narrative 

Introduction: 

Thank you for volunteering to participate in this focus group.  The results from this focus 

group will contribute to a larger study at the College of Textiles at NC State University 

centered on assessing student performance in Textile and Apparel Design classes. 

Relevance: 

This research is designed to provide improved assessment tools for student work in Textile 

and Apparel Design.  In this regard, the research should also positively influence student 

learning.  Your candid participation in this focus group is critical to achieving this end. 

Participation: 

Your participation in this study is voluntary and any data that you provide will be held in 

strictest confidence and your identity will not be associated with any data in the primary 

investigators doctoral dissertation or subsequent presentations or publications.  Participants 

who attend the entire focus group will win a free yard of custom digitally printed fabric.  

 

Discussion  

This focus group will be asking questions about the computer-aided textile design studio.  

Are there any questions before we begin the discussion?   
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Q1: Students’ self-

assessment of product 

creativity  

(RO2-ai: Rubric’s 

impact on students 

perception of self-

assessment) 

20 Minutes 

Now we’re going to discuss how the rubric impacted your creative 

design in FTM 271. 

1. How did the use of the rubric impact your creative design?  

o Negatively or Positively? Write down negatives and positives 

and explain why (what worked well, what did not work well). 

o Did the use of the rubric impact your ability to self-critique 

throughout the design process? 

o Did the use of the rubric impact your ability to revise or improve 

your projects, for example after self-critiquing? 

o Think about when your projects were completed; how did the 

use of the rubric impact your ability to assess the overall 

creativity of your work?  

Q2: Students’ peer-

assessment of product 

creativity  

(RO2-aii: Rubric’s 

impact on students 

perception of peer-

assessment) 

20 Minutes 

Moving along, we’ll discuss your classmates’ projects in FTM 271. 

2. How did the use of the rubric impact your ability to critique your 

classmates’ projects throughout the design process? 

o How did the use of the rubric impact your ability to revise or 

suggest improvements in your classmates’ projects? 

o How did the rubric impact your ability to assess classmates’ 

work after a project was completed? 

 During the critiques? 

 During class times? 

 Outside of class? 

Q3:  Students’ 

behavior of product 

creativity assessment 

 (RO2-bi & bii: 

Rubric’s impact on 

students’ behavior 

using self- and peer-

assessment) 

20 Minutes 

Now, we’ll discuss both your own and your classmates’ projects in 

FTM 271. 

3. How did you use the rubric during the research, conceptualization, 

textile design, and presentation stages of your projects? 

o Did the use of the rubric impact your reception to criticism from 

your classmates during the research, conceptualization, textile 

design, and presentation stages? 

o Did the use of the rubric impact your ability to give criticism to 

your classmates during the research, conceptualization, textile 

design, and presentation stages? 

Q4: Improve/Refine 

Rubric 

(RO3) 

55 min. 

Lastly, we’ll be devoting the remaining time of the focus group to 

discussing the rubric. 

4. What changes would you make to the rubric and why? 

o Format? For example, the number of scale levels. (refer to 

handout if needed) 

o Content? Would you change any wording? Remove or add any 

criteria? 
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Focus Group Handout 

Rubric Terminology 

Before we begin our discussion, I’d like to go review some of the terminology that we’ll be 

using today and I’d also like to show you examples of how these terms are used in a rubric 

instrument.  

Rubric: an assessment tool that states the observable qualitative expectations for an 

assignment by a list of specific criteria the assignment should meet and the different levels of 

quality for each component criteria  

Evaluative Criteria or Traits: characteristics by which students’ work is assessed, can vary 

according to type of project and learning objectives for the course.   

Scale descriptors: examples or descriptions of expected qualities of work for each criteria or 

trait for different levels of quality.   

Scale: the number and labeling method of quality levels. Scale length can vary according to 

type of project and learning objectives for the course.  Generally scale lengths range from 

two-point scales (e.g. Acceptable/Unacceptable), up to 12-point scales.  Scales can be 

formatted as letter grades, points out of 10, points out of 100, or descriptive levels such as 

Excellent, Average, Needs Improvement or Poor.  
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APPENDIX L: NVIVO WORD FREQUENCY FOR STUDENT FOCUS 

GROUP 

 

Node A Node B Pearson correlation coefficient 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.809519 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Assessment context 0.780903 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Creative design 0.727002 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Checklist 0.709587 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.691443 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.66656 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.646816 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Creative design 0.636688 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Creative design 0.629419 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.622355 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.621059 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Feedback 0.619817 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.610931 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Standard 0.603465 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Scoring 0.597162 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.596844 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Boundaries 0.588803 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.586362 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Assessment context 0.582876 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Creative design 0.581612 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.566887 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Creative design 0.563388 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Creative design 0.546788 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Objectives 0.545479 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Creative design 0.54254 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Checklist 0.540483 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.537658 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.529449 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Assessment context 0.524385 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Foundation 0.521147 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.513024 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Creative design 0.508965 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Foundation 0.507444 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Assessment context 0.505281 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.503131 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.500969 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Boundaries 0.478929 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.476929 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Boundaries 0.469949 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.468798 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.466139 
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Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Boundaries 0.466036 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) 0.460878 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Foundation 0.460223 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Foundation 0.456293 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.44943 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.441579 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.42634 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Foundation 0.424399 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Boundaries 0.420578 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Foundation 0.414149 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.413236 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Creative design 0.408322 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.405029 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.404858 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.402318 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Creative design 0.39605 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.394012 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.392669 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.392161 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Assessment context 0.391328 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Scoring 0.385347 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Objectives 0.37711 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Scoring 0.376489 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Feedback 0.37395 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Creative design 0.372497 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Creative design 0.368831 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.368743 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.365803 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.361997 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Foundation 0.361278 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.359709 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Standard 0.355921 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Feedback 0.351484 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Checklist 0.347056 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Boundaries 0.342997 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.339597 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.33957 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Checklist 0.332669 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Creative design 0.332318 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.328552 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.32274 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.321387 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.320639 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Foundation 0.320408 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.320324 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact- Perception 0.318521 
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Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Creative design 0.318035 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.316746 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Boundaries 0.316333 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) 0.305695 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Assessment context 0.305664 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Checklist 0.301971 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Assessment context 0.301629 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Checklist 0.299828 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.299725 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) 0.299618 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Objectives 0.298735 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Assessment context 0.298523 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.293598 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Assessment context 0.29119 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Boundaries 0.287046 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.285816 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Foundation 0.28456 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.283317 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.283137 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.280217 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.279065 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.271496 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Assessment context 0.270815 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Boundaries 0.267702 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.264495 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Scoring 0.263977 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.257493 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.255374 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Boundaries 0.25521 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Boundaries 0.254923 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.253942 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.252567 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Objectives 0.250817 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) 0.250471 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.249875 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) 0.248486 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.248443 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Assessment context 0.244897 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.242673 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.239018 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.239003 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.238902 

Nodes\\Authentic learning Nodes\\Assessment context 0.233458 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.229407 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact-Behavior 0.228782 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Terminology 0.22875 
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Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) 0.227279 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Foundation 0.225123 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Objectives 0.221634 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.220541 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Checklist 0.219937 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Foundation 0.214221 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Boundaries 0.212888 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.21178 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Assessment context 0.208858 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) 0.208393 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Foundation 0.20623 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Feedback 0.205045 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Feedback 0.203647 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Scoring 0.203241 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Feedback 0.202595 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.199822 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Checklist 0.199684 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.197598 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Checklist 0.196457 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Assessment context 0.19494 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.193643 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Assessment context 0.192605 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.192107 

Nodes\\Impact- Perception Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.187217 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.185131 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Checklist 0.184964 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.18127 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Checklist 0.180615 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.180529 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Feedback 0.17813 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Boundaries 0.175796 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.174017 

Nodes\\Authentic learning Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.173306 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Objectives 0.172613 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.172143 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) 0.168321 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Objectives 0.161538 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.159292 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.158505 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.157467 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.155781 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.15554 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Objectives 0.155464 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.151565 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Feedback 0.150217 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Feedback 0.149901 
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Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.14869 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Creative design 0.148278 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.147956 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Assessment context 0.146117 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.144962 

Nodes\\Boundaries Nodes\\Assessment context 0.144424 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Checklist 0.140794 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Boundaries 0.136895 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Creative design 0.135827 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.132491 

Nodes\\Boundaries Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.129155 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Checklist 0.128585 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.128539 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Checklist 0.127466 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Foundation 0.125386 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.123007 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.121895 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Assessment context 0.118358 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.117344 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.116021 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Boundaries 0.115461 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.114807 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Checklist 0.114267 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Feedback 0.114187 

Nodes\\Impact-Behavior Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.109077 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.108957 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Feedback 0.10786 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Checklist 0.105849 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.104594 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Boundaries 0.104581 

Nodes\\Assessment context Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.103684 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Boundaries 0.102767 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.102447 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.098288 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Assessment context 0.09738 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Creative design 0.096489 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.094046 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.093161 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (-) 0.0914 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.09133 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Assessment context 0.091314 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.091298 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.091178 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Feedback 0.09089 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (+) Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.087106 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.085635 
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Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Foundation 0.081547 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Feedback 0.077308 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.075636 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.074464 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.073848 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.072846 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.071356 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) 0.062624 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Assessment context 0.06071 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.057568 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Boundaries 0.057261 

Nodes\\Self-assessment (+) Nodes\\Feedback 0.051791 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.047266 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Boundaries 0.044567 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.043873 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.043323 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Feedback 0.038119 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.036812 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Checklist 0.028543 

Nodes\\Boundaries Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.026352 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Objectives 0.025723 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.025185 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Checklist 0.022097 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.019307 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.01833 

Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.005666 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Impact on creative design (+) 0.001688 

Nodes\\Peer-assessment (-) Nodes\\Dual rubrics -0.02788 
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APPENDIX M: NVIVO WORD FREQUENCY FOR ASSESSOR FOCUS 

GROUP 

Node A Node B Pearson correlation coefficient 

Nodes\\Authentic learning Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 1 

Nodes\\Boundaries Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 1 

Nodes\\Boundaries Nodes\\Authentic learning 1 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 1 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Authentic learning 1 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Boundaries 1 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.999595 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.999595 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Boundaries 0.999595 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Standard 0.999595 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.998945 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.998945 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Boundaries 0.998945 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Objectives 0.998945 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Objectives 0.998602 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Creative design 0.997238 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.9963 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.9963 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Boundaries 0.9963 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Technology 0.9963 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Standard 0.995932 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Creative design 0.995677 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Objectives 0.995422 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.995046 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.995046 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Boundaries 0.995046 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Creative design 0.995046 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Creative design 0.994122 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Rubric length 0.801877 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Feedback 0.772697 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Creative design 0.760993 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Technology 0.747977 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Objectives 0.74471 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Standard 0.742009 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.738515 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.738515 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Boundaries 0.738515 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Terminology 0.738515 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Assessment context 0.724969 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Assessment context 0.721468 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.708614 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Assessment context 0.691125 
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Nodes\\Assessment context Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.689733 

Nodes\\Authentic learning Nodes\\Assessment context 0.689733 

Nodes\\Boundaries Nodes\\Assessment context 0.689733 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Assessment context 0.689733 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Assessment context 0.687291 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Checklist 0.684364 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Rubric length 0.67097 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Creative design 0.643768 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Creative design 0.641571 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Scoring 0.637178 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Scoring 0.632468 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Creative design 0.630982 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Assessment context 0.628954 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.628663 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Objectives 0.62653 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Rubric length 0.6239 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Scoring 0.623524 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.622279 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.622279 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Boundaries 0.622279 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Scoring 0.622279 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Objectives 0.61999 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Feedback 0.619381 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.614818 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.614818 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Boundaries 0.614818 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Rubric length 0.614818 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.613797 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Rubric length 0.613678 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Assessment context 0.597146 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Assessment context 0.592189 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Objectives 0.587133 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.58707 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.586441 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.586441 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Boundaries 0.586441 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.586441 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.585561 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.57169 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Feedback 0.563852 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Creative design 0.558943 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Feedback 0.550861 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Feedback 0.546626 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Feedback 0.546141 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.538515 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.538515 
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Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Boundaries 0.538515 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Feedback 0.538515 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.523612 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Checklist 0.519015 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Feedback 0.517282 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.50119 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Assessment context 0.485056 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.480868 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Rubric length 0.478265 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Assessment context 0.477248 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.451549 

Nodes\\Feedback Nodes\\Assessment context 0.414159 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment 0.407663 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Creative design 0.403979 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.400553 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.38158 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.376085 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.37337 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.37337 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Boundaries 0.37337 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.37337 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Objectives 0.369778 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.356449 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment 0.349618 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Creative design 0.349515 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment 0.342399 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Objectives 0.342351 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.34192 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.34192 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Boundaries 0.34192 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment 0.34192 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.338 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.335832 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.335483 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.335483 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Boundaries 0.335483 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.335483 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Creative design 0.335394 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.329606 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.306111 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Feedback 0.301892 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment 0.299505 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.292643 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Assessment context 0.269002 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.263411 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.254805 
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Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Checklist 0.246312 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Feedback 0.245239 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Checklist 0.236993 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Checklist 0.224562 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Checklist 0.214165 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Checklist 0.212863 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Checklist 0.211095 

Nodes\\Creative design Nodes\\Checklist 0.210381 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.209363 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.209363 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Boundaries 0.209363 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Checklist 0.209363 

Nodes\\Dual rubrics Nodes\\Assessment context 0.201921 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Checklist 0.162552 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.147038 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Terminology 0.146014 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Checklist 0.142589 

Nodes\\Checklist Nodes\\Assessment context 0.11915 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Rubric adaptability 0.09276 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.081147 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Assessment context 0.07238 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Standard 0.049136 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Creative design 0.047487 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0.046116 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Authentic learning 0.046116 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Boundaries 0.046116 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment 0.046116 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Objectives 0.045431 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Technology 0.044066 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0.041682 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Rubric length 0.037887 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Scoring 0.03141 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Feedback 0.030447 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment 0.025614 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Checklist 0.008096 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Product versus Process 0.007431 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Ability to peer-assess 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Assessment context 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Authentic learning 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Boundaries 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Checklist 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Creative design 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Dual rubrics 0 

Nodes\\Foundation Nodes\\Feedback 0 

Nodes\\Objectives Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Product versus Process Nodes\\Foundation 0 
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Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Rubric length Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Scaffolded assessment Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Scoring Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Standard Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Technology Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Terminology Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Time for peer-assessment Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Visual examples Nodes\\Foundation 0 

Nodes\\Rubric adaptability Nodes\\Checklist -0.007108 
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APPENDIX O: DUAL RUBRIC - REFINED TEXTILE PRODUCT CREATIVITY RUBRIC  

Textile Product Creativity Rubric 

Directions for scoring student work:  This rubric uses a ten point scoring scale divided across five levels of quality.  The instructor may modify the project 

criteria, scale points, sub-criteria, weighted percentages and examples as needed to meet the learning objectives of the class and projects.  Examples for 

sub-criteria are provided in brackets.  It is recommend that visual examples of exemplary work be provided to accompany this rubric.  

If a project does not meet all sub-criteria, points shall be split between the two points available for each level of quality.  For example if a project meets 

100% of sub-criteria for exemplary research, it receives ten points.  If a project meets 75% of sub-criteria for exemplary research, and 25% of sub-criteria 

for above expected research, it receives nine points.  However, if a project meets 75% of sub-criteria for exemplary research and 25% of sub-criteria for 

meets expectations, it receives eight points.  Instructors may use half and quarter points as needed.  

The instructor may modify sub-criteria as needed to meet course and project learning objectives.    

Refer to the accompanying project objectives to view exemplary criteria when self-assessing and peer-assessing class projects.  

 Exemplary (10-9) 
Above Expectations (8-

7) 
Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

R
es

ea
rc

h
 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

 

Well above average number 

of credible thematic 

inspiration sources were 

sought. For example, 

museum holdings, scholarly 

articles or publications 

Above average number of 

credible thematic 

inspiration sources were 

sought. For example, 

museum holdings, 

scholarly articles or 

publications 

Average number of 

credible thematic 

inspiration sources was 

sought. For example, 

museum holdings, 

scholarly articles or 

publications 

Below average number of 

credible thematic 

inspiration sources were 

sought. For example, 

museum holdings, 

scholarly articles or 

publications 

No credible thematic 

inspiration sources were 

sought. For example, 

museum holdings, 

scholarly articles or 

publications 

All sources were well 

documented 

Majority of sources were 

well documented 
Half of sources were well 

documented 

Minority of sources were 

well documented 

No sources were 

documented 

All sources were cited 

correctly 

Majority of sources were 

cited correctly 

Half of sources were cited 

correctly 

Minority of sources were 

cited correctly 

No sources were cited 

correctly 

Demonstrated considerable 

effort invested in finding 

quality sources 

Demonstrated high effort 

invested in finding quality 

sources 

Demonstrated expected 

effort invested in finding 

quality sources 

Demonstrated little effort 

invested in finding quality 

sources 

No effort invested in 

finding quality sources 

Highly effective synthesis 

of inspiration into cohesive 

theme 

Effective synthesis of 

inspiration into cohesive 

theme 

Expected synthesis of 

inspiration into cohesive 

theme 

Ineffective synthesis of 

inspiration into cohesive 

theme 

No synthesis of 

inspiration into cohesive 

theme 
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 Exemplary (10-9) 
Above Expectations (8-

7) 
Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

O
ri

g
in

a
li

ty
 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

 

All selected inspirations 

are highly novel providing 

very rich creative 

potential. 

More than half of selected 

inspirations are highly 

novel providing very rich 

creative potential. 

Half of selected 

inspirations are highly 

novel providing very rich 

creative potential. 

Less than half of selected 

inspirations are highly 

novel providing very rich 

creative potential. 

No selected inspirations 

are highly novel 

providing very rich 

creative potential. 

All aspects of textile 

designs are unexpected, 

innovative and novel for 

selected theme 

Majority of aspects of 

textile designs are 

unexpected, innovative 

and novel for selected 

theme 

Aspects of textile designs 

are expected for selected 

theme 

 

Aspects of textile designs 

are not unexpected, 

innovative nor novel for 

selected theme 

 

Aspects of textile designs 

are not appropriate for 

selected theme 

 

Highly original 

interpretation of theme 
Mostly original 

interpretation of theme 

Expected interpretation of 

theme 

 

Unoriginal interpretation 

of theme 

No interpretation of 

theme 

All motifs are designer’s 

original work 

Most motifs are 

designer’s original work, 

some attributes copied or 

adapted from existing 

concepts 

Some motifs are 

designer’s original work, 

most attributes copied or 

adapted from existing 

concepts 

Motifs are not designer’s 

original work, all are 

copied or adapted from 

existing concepts 

Designer did not attempt 

original work, all motifs 

are obviously copied from 

existing concepts 

Highly innovative 

approach to textile design 

collection 

Innovative approach to 

textile design collection 

 

Expected approach to 

textile design collection 

 

Non-innovative approach 

to textile design collection 

 

No attempt at creating a 

textile design collection 

 

End uses are highly 

innovative but suitable 

application of textile 

design and material 

End uses are innovative 

but suitable application of 

textile design and material 

End uses are moderately 

innovative but suitable 

application of textile 

design and material 

End uses are not an 

innovative but suitable 

application of textile 

design and material 

No end uses for textile 

design specified and 

material 
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 Exemplary (10-9) Above Expectations (8-7) Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

D
es

ig
n

 Q
u

a
li

ty
-C

o
ll

ec
ti

o
n

 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

Highly cohesive collection 

with harmony and variety. 

[Patterns are unified by 

common theme, style, 

and/or repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but each pattern is 

very unique from one 

another] 

Cohesive collection with 

harmony and variety. 

[Unified by common 

theme, style, and/or 

repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but each pattern is 

unique from one another] 

Moderately cohesive 

collection with some 

harmony and variety but 

needs improvement. 

[Unified by common 

theme, style, and/or 

repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but most patterns 

are unique from one 

another] 

Poorly cohesive collection 

with little harmony and 

variety. [Not unified by 

common theme, style, 

and/or repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but few patterns 

are unique from one 

another] 

Un-cohesive collection 

with unity and contrast. 

[Not unified by common 

theme, style, and 

repetition of design 

elements (such as line 

quality, shape, scale, 

texture) but each pattern is 

not unique from one 

another] 

Patterns in the collection 

share a very strong, 

cohesive color story. 

[Repetition and variety in 

hue, value and intensity 

across all patterns, All 

colors are harmonious, all 

colors enliven the design, 

and all colors are very 

effectively placed in 

motifs and designs] 

Patterns in the collection 

share a strong, cohesive 

color story. [Some 

repetition and variety in 

hue, value and intensity 

across most patterns.  

Most colors are 

harmonious, most colors 

enliven the design, and 

most colors are very 

effectively placed in 

motifs and designs] 

Patterns in the collection 

share a moderately 

cohesive color story. 

[Repetition or variety in 

hue, value or intensity 

across most patterns. Half 

of the colors are 

harmonious, half of colors 

enliven the design, and 

half of colors are very 

effectively placed in 

motifs and designs] 

Patterns in the collection 

share a weak cohesive 

color story. [Lacking both 

repetition and/or variety in 

hue, value and/or intensity 

across most patterns. Few 

colors are harmonious, 

few colors enliven the 

design, and few colors are 

effectively placed in 

motifs and designs] 

Patterns in the collection 

do not share a cohesive 

color story. [No repetition 

and variety in hue, value 

and intensity across 

patterns. No colors are 

harmonious, no colors 

enliven the design, and no 

colors are effectively 

placed in motifs and 

designs] 
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 Exemplary (10-9) Above Expectations (8-7) Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

D
es

ig
n

 Q
u

a
li

ty
-P

a
tt

er
n

s 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

 

All patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  

[Multiple motifs and motif 

variations (scale, 

direction, combinations,) 

all motifs incorporate 

variety and repetition in 

use of design elements] 

Most patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs. 

[Multiple motifs and motif 

variations (scale, 

direction, combinations,) 

most motifs incorporate 

variety and repetition in 

use of design elements] 

Half of patterns 

incorporate very strong 

motifs.  [Multiple motifs 

and motif variations 

(scale, direction, 

combinations,) half of  

motifs incorporate variety 

and repetition in use of 

design elements] 

Few patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  [Few 

motifs and motif 

variations (scale, 

direction, combinations,) 

few motifs incorporate 

variety and repetition in 

use of design elements] 

No patterns incorporate 

very strong motifs.  

[Single motif and no 

variations (scale, 

direction, combinations,) 

motifs do not incorporate 

variety and repetition in 

use of design elements] 

Patterns incorporate very 

strong repeat structures.  

[All motifs well placed; 

no patterns have 

unintentional striping or 

obvious repeat line; 

patterns demonstrate 

spatial complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and 

value;  pattern structures 

do not rely on software 

functions such as 

mirroring] 

Most patterns incorporate 

strong repeat structures. 

[Most motifs well placed; 

few patterns have 

unintentional striping or 

obvious repeat lines; 

patterns demonstrate 

spatial complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and 

value; some pattern 

structures rely on software 

functions such as 

mirroring] 

Patterns incorporate 

effective repeat structures.  

[Half of motifs well 

placed; half of patterns 

have unintentional striping 

or obvious repeat lines; 

patterns demonstrate 

spatial complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and 

value;  half of pattern 

structures rely on software 

functions such as 

mirroring] 

Patterns incorporate weak 

repeat structures. [Few 

motifs well placed; most 

patterns have 

unintentional striping or 

obvious repeat lines; 

patterns do not 

demonstrate spatial 

complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and 

value;  most pattern 

structures rely on software 

functions such as 

mirroring] 

Patterns do not 

incorporate repeat 

structures.  [No motifs 

well placed; all patterns 

have unintentional 

striping or obvious repeat 

lines; patterns do not 

demonstrate spatial 

complexity with 

overlapping, grouping, 

changing scales, variation 

of color intensity and 

value;  all pattern 

structures rely on software 

functions such as 

mirroring] 
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 Exemplary (10-9) Above Expectations (8-7) Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

D
es

ig
n

 Q
u

a
li

ty
-P

a
tt

er
n

s 
 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

Pattern layouts very 

effectively apply balance 

[of motifs and colors], 

proportion [relationship of 

motifs’ scales], rhythm 

[repetition and variety of 

motifs and colors], 

emphasis [focal points] 

and unity [cohesiveness] 

Pattern layouts effectively 

apply balance [of motifs 

and colors], proportion 

[relationship of motifs’ 

scales], rhythm [repetition 

and variety of motifs and 

colors in pattern], 

emphasis [focal points] 

and unity [cohesiveness]. 

Needs few improvements. 

Pattern layouts semi-

effectively apply balance 

[of motifs and colors], 

proportion [relationship of 

motifs’ scales], rhythm 

[repetition and variety of 

motifs and colors], 

emphasis [focal points] 

and unity [cohesiveness].  

Needs several 

improvements 

Pattern layouts 

ineffectively apply 

balance [of motifs and 

colors], proportion 

([relationship of motifs’ 

scales], rhythm [repetition 

and variety of motifs and 

colors], emphasis [focal 

points] and unity 

[cohesiveness]. Needs 

many improvements 

Pattern layouts do not 

apply balance [of motifs 

and colors], proportion 

[relationship of motifs’ 

scales], rhythm [repetition 

and variety of motifs and 

colors], emphasis [focal 

points] and unity 

[cohesiveness]. All need 

significant improvements 

Very high level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. [No pixilation, 

no stray lines or pixels, 

correct resolution] 

High level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. [Few pixilation, 

few stray lines or pixels, 

correct resolution] 

Moderate level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. [Some pixilation, 

some stray lines or pixels, 

incorrect resolution on 

some designs] 

Low level of digital 

design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. [Much pixilation, 

many stray lines or pixels, 

incorrect resolution on 

most designs] 

No digital design 

craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the 

patterns. [Pixilation, many 

stray lines or pixels, 

incorrect resolution on all 

designs] 

Very effective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample. [Correct file 

format, working within all 

color parameters for 

specific sampling 

technologies, color testing 

and sampling during 

design process with 

critical review] 

Effective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample. [Correct file 

format, working within all 

color parameters for 

specific sampling 

technologies, color testing 

and sampling during 

design process with 

critical review] 

Moderately effective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample. [Mostly correct 

file format, working 

within most color 

parameters for some 

sampling technologies, 

color testing and sampling 

during design process 

with critical review] 

Ineffective color 

management in translating 

digital design to physical 

sample. [Incorrect file 

format, working within 

few color parameters for 

specific sampling 

technologies, few color 

testing and sampling 

during design process 

with critical review] 

No color management in 

translating digital design 

to physical sample. 

[Incorrect file format, did 

not work within color 

parameters for specific 

sampling technologies, 

did not do color testing 

and sampling during 

design process with 

critical review] 
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 Exemplary (10-9) Above Expectations (8-7) Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

P
re

se
n

ta
ti

o
n

-C
o

m
m

u
n

ic
a

ti
o

n
 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

 

Very professional verbal 

presentation. [Very well  

prepared, content is very 

well organized and 

understandable, all 

assigned content is 

thoroughly covered, time 

limitations are precisely 

observed] 

Professional verbal 

presentation. [Well 

prepared, content is well 

organized and 

understandable, most 

assigned content is 

thoroughly covered, time 

limitations are observed] 

Semi-professional verbal 

presentation. [Semi-

prepared, content is 

mostly organized and 

understandable, most 

assigned content is 

covered, time limitations 

are observed] 

Unprofessional verbal 

presentation. [Poorly 

prepared, content is 

mostly unorganized and 

not understandable, little 

assigned content is 

covered, time limitations 

are poorly observed] 

Very unprofessional 

verbal presentation. 

[Unprepared, content is 

unorganized and not 

understandable, no 

assigned content is 

covered, time limitations 

are not observed] 

Visual presentation 

communicates design 

process very effectively. 

[Inspiration and theme are 

very clearly 

communicated, source of 

all motifs/pattern elements 

is very clear to viewer, no 

additional comments 

needed] 

Visual presentation 

communicates design 

process effectively. 

[Inspiration and theme are 

clearly communicated, 

source of all motifs/pattern 

elements is clear to viewer 

with few additional 

comments] 

Visual presentation 

communicates design 

process in a semi-effective 

manner. [Inspiration and 

theme are semi-clearly, 

source of some 

motifs/pattern elements 

not clear to viewer, several 

additional comments 

needed] 

Visual presentation did not 

communicate design 

process effectively and 

creatively. [Inspiration and 

theme are not clearly and 

creatively communicated, 

source of many 

motifs/pattern elements 

not clear to viewer, many 

additional comments 

needed] 

Visual presentation did not 

attempt to communicate 

design process effectively. 

[Inspiration and theme are 

not communicated, source 

of all motifs/pattern 

elements not clear to 

viewer, many additional 

comments needed] 
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 Exemplary (10-9) Above Expectations (8-7) Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

P
re

se
n

ta
ti

o
n

-C
o

m
m

u
n

ic
a

ti
o

n
 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

Care has been taken to 

arrange all board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. [All graphic 

elements are mounted or 

matted to create depth and 

interest, each board is very 

well composed with 

effective use of space] 

Care has been taken to 

arrange most board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. [Most 

graphic elements are 

mounted or matted to 

create depth and interest, 

each board is well 

composed with effective 

use of space] 

Care has been taken to 

arrange some board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. [Some 

graphic elements are 

mounted or matted to 

create depth and interest, 

each board is well 

composed with effective 

use of space] 

Care has been taken to 

arrange few board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. [Few graphic 

elements are mounted or 

matted to create depth and 

interest, each board is 

poorly composed with 

ineffective use of space] 

Care has not been taken to 

arrange all board 

components for an 

effective visual 

presentation. [No graphic 

elements are mounted or 

matted to create depth and 

interest, each board is 

poorly composed with 

ineffective use of space] 

Texture mappings are very 

well executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. [Shadows 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

matches samples, images 

mapped have no 

pixilation, scale is correct 

to show textile design as 

sampled, pattern color and 

direction match samples] 

Texture mappings are well 

executed to convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. [Most shadows 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

matches most samples, 

images mapped have 

minimal pixilation, scale 

is mostly correct to show 

textile design as sampled, 

pattern color and direction 

match most samples] 

Texture mappings are 

semi-well executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. [Some shadows 

are realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure 

matches textile design 

samples, images mapped 

have noticeable pixilation, 

scale is incorrect to show 

textile design as sampled, 

pattern color and direction 

match half of samples] 

Texture mappings are 

poorly executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. [Few shadows are 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure poorly 

matches textile design 

samples, images mapped 

have very noticeable 

pixilation, scale is 

incorrect to show textile 

design as sampled, pattern 

color and direction match 

few samples] 

Texture mappings are very 

poorly executed to 

convincingly 

communicate fabrics in 

end use. [No shadows 

realistically 

communicated, fabric 

drape and structure does 

not match textile design 

samples, images mapped 

are distorted by pixilation, 

scale is incorrect to show 

textile design as sampled, 

pattern color and direction 

match no samples] 
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 Exemplary (10-9) Above Expectations (8-7) Meets Expectations (6-5) Below Expectations (4-3) Inacceptable (2-0) 

P
re

se
n
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o
n

-Q
u

a
li

ty
 

W
ei

g
h

te
d

 %
: 

 

All textile patterns are 

displayed as main focus 

of visual presentation. 

[All fabric samples are 

optimally sized/shaped 

to show patterns, all 

fabric patterns are 

carefully aligned 

straight with board and 

mounting,  all fabric 

samples are neatly 

mounted - no fraying, 

wrinkles or sagging] 

Most textile patterns 

displayed as main focus of 

visual presentation. [Most 

fabric samples are 

optimally sized/shaped to 

show off patterns, most 

fabric patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with board 

and mounting, most fabric 

samples are neatly mounted 

- few fraying, wrinkles or 

sagging] 

Half of textile patterns 

displayed as main focus of 

visual presentation. [Half 

of fabric samples are 

optimally sized/shaped to 

show off patterns, half of 

fabric patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with board 

and mounting, half of 

fabric samples are neatly 

mounted - some fraying, 

wrinkles or sagging] 

Few textile patterns 

displayed as main focus of 

visual presentation. [Few 

fabric samples are 

optimally sized/shaped to 

show off patterns, few 

fabric patterns are carefully 

aligned straight with board 

and mounting, few fabric 

samples are neatly mounted 

- many fraying, wrinkles or 

sagging] 

No textile patterns main 

focus of visual 

presentation. [No fabric 

samples are optimally 

sized/shaped to show off 

patterns,  no fabric patterns 

are carefully aligned 

straight with board and 

mounting, no fabric 

samples are neatly mounted 

- all fraying, wrinkles or 

sagging] 

Very high level of 

craftsmanship. [All 

items on boards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use. All 

graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape. All 

items carefully and 

securely attached, 

without bubbles or 

wrinkles. No stray 

marks, smudges or glue 

stains. Ready to submit 

for competition or 

portfolio] 

High level of 

craftsmanship.  [Most 

items on boards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use. Most 

graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape. Most items 

carefully and securely 

attached without bubbles or 

wrinkles. Few stray marks, 

smudges or glue stains, 

Ready to submit for 

competition or portfolio 

with few improvements] 

Visual presentation has an 

average level of 

craftsmanship.  [Half of 

items on boards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use. Half 

of graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape. Half of 

items carefully and 

securely attached without 

bubbles or wrinkles. Some 

stray marks, smudges or 

glue stains. Ready to 

submit for competition or 

portfolio with several 

improvements] 

Visual presentation has a 

low level of craftsmanship.  

[Few items on boards 

demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use. Few 

graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape. Few items 

carefully and securely 

attached without bubbles or 

wrinkles. Many stray 

marks, smudges or glue 

stains. Ready to submit for 

competition or portfolio 

with major improvements] 

Visual presentation has no 

craftsmanship.  [No items 

on boards demonstrate 

professionalism, care in 

preparation and use. No 

graphics are neatly 

trimmed, an appropriate 

size and shape. No items 

carefully and securely 

attached without bubbles or 

wrinkles. There are many 

stray marks, smudges or 

glue stains.  Not ready to 

submit for competition or 

portfolio with major 

improvements] 
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Refer to Textile Product Creativity Rubric for examples and explanations 

 Exemplary Comments 

Research 

Weighted %: 

Well above average number of credible thematic 

inspiration sources 
 

All sources were well documented  

All sources were cited correctly  

Demonstrated considerable effort invested in finding 

quality sources 
 

Highly effective synthesis of inspiration into cohesive 

theme 
 

Originality 

Weighted %: 

All selected inspirations are highly novel providing very 

rich creative potential. 
 

All aspects of textile designs are unexpected, innovative 

and novel for selected theme 
 

Highly original interpretation of theme  

All motifs are designer’s original work  

Highly innovative approach to textile design collection  

End uses are highly innovative but suitable application of 

textile design and material 
 

Design 

Quality-

Collection 

Weighted %: 

Highly cohesive collection with harmony and variety  

Patterns in the collection share a very strong, cohesive 

color story. 
 

Design 

Quality-

Patterns 

Weighted %: 

All patterns incorporate very strong motifs.  

Patterns incorporate very strong repeat structures.  

Pattern layouts very effectively apply balance, 

proportion, rhythm, emphasis and unity 
 

Very high level of digital design craftsmanship is 

demonstrated in the patterns. 
 

Very effective color management in translating digital 

design to physical sample 
 

Presentation-

Communicati

on 

Weighted %: 

Very professional verbal presentation.  

Visual presentation communicates design process very 

effectively. 
 

Care has been taken to arrange all board components for 

an effective visual presentation. 
 

Texture mappings are very well executed to convincingly 

communicate fabrics in end use. 
 

Presentation-

Quality 

Weighted %: 

All textile patterns are displayed as main focus of visual 

presentation. 
 

Very high level of craftsmanship.  


