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The Logic of Taking Expert Design as Good Design

From a logical point of view some accounts of design are presented by their proponents in a manner that makes them contradictory. By this presentation, these accounts model actual design practices, which, when the models fit, are posited as methods for guiding designers towards good design. Logically this resembles the naturalistic fallacy – the fallacy to take the way things are as the way things ought to be – and the logical contradiction emerges when a case of actual design is considered that is accepted as bad design.

The reasoning behind the accounts by Nigel Cross and by Brain Lawson and Kees Dorst is sophisticated enough to avoid this contradiction, since on these accounts only some models or actual design are posited as delineating methods for good design. Yet, although tenable, it seems that also the logic behind these accounts can be analysed and at points criticised.

In this paper I present a general perspective on accounts of design for analysing the tenability of “their logic”. First I categorise accounts by means of the three general aims of demarcating design, modelling actual design and giving methods for good design, and show that accounts may relate these aims in contradictory, conservative, progressive and futuristic manners. Second I focus on the accounts by Cross and by Lawson and Dorst, and analyse the assumption that models of actual design by experts define methods for good design. I will argue that if this assumption implies the stronger position that good design cannot be different to actual (expert) design, these two accounts are to be taken as conservative on the proposed categorisation. Third I will explore the presuppositions behind this assumption looking for possible cases in which these preconditions are not satisfied.







