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 Graphic design, like many creative 
fields, has been profoundly affected by the re-
lentless release of new digital tools over the 
last several decades. Since the intersection of 
graphic design and the digital revolution, 
many educators have ascribed the value of be-
coming literate with these new modes of com-
munication (Jones, 1985; Mok, 1998; Russell, 
1998). The appropriateness of various digital 
tools remains a hot topic in contemporary de-
sign education (Amiri, 2011), and one’s peda-
gogical approach to new technologies repre-
sents a key challenge for instructors of many 
design disciplines (Souleles, 2013). 
 For example, contemporary graphic de-
sign practice has been evolving toward the use 
of increasingly interactive forms of communi-
cation. In light of this, most—if not all—
undergraduate graphic design programs now 
prepare students to be competent with both 
traditional print and interactive media to en-
gage their audiences. But even within the 

realm of interactive media, designers’ opportu-
nities are quickly changing due to these con-
tinual technological advancements. One such 
advancement is the proliferation of scripting 
libraries to support designers’ adoption of log-
ical programming as means for engaging their 
audiences. 
 In response to these changes, and in a 
move toward evidenced-based curriculum de-
velopment, this paper describes an action re-
search project that investigated logical pro-
gramming as a new competency for an under-
graduate program in Graphic Design and Inter-
active Media (GDIM). By action research, we 
mean a formal inquiry in which the research-
ers are solving an immediate problem while 
embedded in the change situation. The princi-
ple investigators of the project were the coor-
dinator of the interactive curriculum and the 
program director of the major. This major, de-
scribed in greater detail in the next section, is 
one of six Bachelor of Fine Arts (BFA) de-
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grees offered in the School of Art and Design 
at the University of Wisconsin-Stout. 
 This paper proceeds first with a descrip-
tion of the project’s background, including an 
explanation of the technology involved, as 
well as our rationale for the investigation. Fol-
lowing this, we describe a study conducted to 
better understand students’ adoption of logical 
programming as a new design tool. Next, we 
discuss the study’s key findings, and explain 
how they informed our approach to integrating 
logical programming into our curriculum. Fi-
nally, we conclude by outlining the changes 
we made to the GDIM program and illustrat-
ing our key takeaways from the project.  

 
Background 

 The GDIM program debuted as a self-
standing BFA Fall Semester of 2011, after a 
thirty-year history as a BFA in Art with a con-
centration in Graphic Design. The GDIM pro-
gram is comprised of two areas of concentra-
tion, Design and Interactive Media. The 
GDIM Design concentration emphasizes the 
development of traditional graphic design 
skills, yet also seeks to provide students with 
an introduction to Web and user experience 
design. The Interactive Media concentration 
provides students with a foundation in tradi-
tional graphic design skills, but prioritizes the 
building of digital / interactive competencies. 

Historically, our GDIM program intro-
duced students to logical programming infor-
mally. The interactive design courses in our 
curriculum prioritized learning experiences 
that allowed students to practice their visual 
layout skills, using primarily HTML and CSS. 
Students who expressed interest in logical pro-
gramming were individually provided with 
brief explanations and simple tutorials that 
outlined basic concepts. Students who sought 
more in-depth instruction were able to sched-
ule appointments during instructors’ office 
hours. However, this approach became unsus-
tainable, as student demand for this knowledge 
rapidly increased and the varied instructional 
strategies resulted in inconsistencies in stu-
dents’ knowledge. 

The computer language used for these 
learning activities was JavaScript, a program-
ming language for storing, manipulating, and 
transferring data. In the context of Web de-
sign, JavaScript is commonly combined with 
HTML, which is used to structure a site’s con-
tent, and CSS, which is used to style that con-

tent. In comparison, JavaScript allows a de-
signer to determine the behavior of a site’s 
content. 

Due to recent advances in browsers’ 
abilities to process JavaScript, designers have 
acquired increased control of a site’s behavior. 
This increased control includes both additional 
behavioral capabilities and greater accuracy 
coordinating behaviors. Likewise, the subse-
quent development of countless JavaScript 
libraries—or coding architectures enabling 
designers to “write less, do more” (“Jquery”, 
2015)—has meant the ease of determining 
these behaviors has also increased. As a result, 
JavaScript has emerged as a key design tool 
for creating media-rich interactive experienc-
es. 
 Therefore, we suspected that our pro-
gram would benefit from a new course that 
would provide our students a formal introduc-
tion to this technology. To explore this idea, 
we created JavaScript for Aesthetic Experi-
ence, an advanced studio that was offered on a 
trial basis as a “special topics” course during a 
condensed three-week session between the fall 
and spring semesters. As part of this experi-
ence, students had the opportunity to partici-
pate in a study we conducted to monitor for 
changes in attitudes toward logical program-
ming, and measure knowledge and skill devel-
opment. Below, we describe this study in de-
tail.  
 

Methods 
Our approach to this study is related to, 

but distinct from Lehni and Puckey’s (2009) 
work on the Scriptographer project. This pro-
ject involved creating a scripting interface that 
allows Adobe Illustrator® users to augment 
their illustrations via JavaScript. Lehni and 
Puckey (2010) used this interface in a series of 
workshops to explore methods of teaching 
programming to graphic design students. 
However, the results of their research are lim-
ited to students’ visual outcomes. 

Our study also considers students’ vis-
ual (and interactive) outcomes in evaluation of 
learning. But, our study had the additional 
goals of: (1) measuring the development of 
students’ conceptual and technical understand-
ing of how logical programming can be used; 
(2) monitoring for changes in students’ per-
ceived value of logical programming-related 
skills; (3) gathering student feedback regard-
ing the value of the course’s learning activi-

http://www.jaid.pub


Journal of Applied Instructional Design - Volume 8 - Issue 1   ∙   16  

 
ties. To our knowledge, no other research has 
investigated graphic design students’ adoption 
of logical programming as a new design tool 
in this way. 
 
Participants and Procedures 

The participants in the study (N = 19) 
were all undergraduate graphic design stu-
dents. Participation in the study was optional 
and anonymous. All students enrolled in the 
course elected to participate. 

All participants had previously com-
pleted two interactive design courses, Interac-
tive Design I: Intro to Web Design and Inter-
active Design II: Principles and Methods. The 
first course is designed to provide students 
with the conceptual knowledge required to vis-
ually design simple Web-based interfaces and 
the technical skills to develop these interfaces 
with HTML, CSS, and small amounts of Ja-
vaScript. The second course is designed to 
build on these foundational knowledge and 
skills through the design and development of 
more complex interfaces and the application of 
user-centered principles and methods. 
          Therefore, we designed the learning ob-
jectives of JavaScript for Aesthetic Experience 
to accommodate students with intermediate-
level interactive design knowledge and skills. 
Moreover, we crafted these objectives to con-
textualize JavaScript as a tool for extending 
students’ aesthetic opportunities as designers. 
Upon completion of the course, students were 
expected to be able to: 
1. Understand historical theory related to aes-

thetic experience. 
2. Understand historical approaches to script-

ing aesthetic experiences in the browser. 
3. Describe the advantages and disadvantages 

of using a cross-browser JavaScript li-
brary. 

4. Employ  best practices for  organizing Ja-
vaScript code for browser-based projects. 

5. Use JavaScript programmatic concepts to 
script browser-based aesthetic experiences. 

6. Apply event-oriented JavaScript to facili-
tate user interaction with browser-based 
interfaces. 

7. Apply animation-oriented JavaScript to 
determine the behavior of browser-based 
interfaces. 

8. Employ established strategies for trouble-
shooting JavaScript in browser-based in-
terfaces. 

9. Apply principles of design in creating 

browser-based aesthetic experiences. 
10. Analyze, discuss, and evaluate the aesthet-

ic experiences of browser-based interfaces. 
 

 Evaluation  of students’ success meeting 
these learning objectives occurred through 
measures such as discussions, critiques, and 
examination of individual projects and exer-
cises. 

The study protocol began with partici-
pants completing an intake survey to establish 

baseline values for their : (1) understanding of 
the relationships between interface behavior 
and aesthetic experience; (2) confidence in 
their technical skills for creating interface be-
havior; (3) perceived value of these technical 
skills. Over the following three weeks, partici-
pants engaged in multiple in-class technical 
demonstrations, completed several out-of-class 
reading assignments, and created three studio 
projects. 

We designed the studio project se-
quence to progress from prescriptive guide-
lines to student-led inquiry. The scope of the 
first project required students to incorporate 
several concepts and techniques outlined dur-
ing the in-class demonstrations. The scope of 
the second project was more flexible, but also 
required students to accommodate specific 
functionality. The scope of the third project 
was determined entirely by the student. The 
titles and descriptions for the studio projects 
follow below. 

Personalized narrative. This project 
involves building an application comprised of 
two interfaces, one to accept text-based user 
input, and one to feed back to the user a per-
sonalized experience based on his / her input. 
The project is designed to introduce students 
to several important aspects of JavaScript / 
jQuery, including working with form data, 
event handlers, simple conditional logic, and 
the query string. The project also allows stu-
dents to explore the use of animation for en-
hancing users’ aesthetic experiences. 

Interactive context. This project in-
volves building an interface that promotes user 
exploration. The project is designed to provide 
students additional experience working with 
JavaScript / jQuery to create aesthetic experi-
ences, including the use of more advanced 
conditional logic and custom functions, as 
well as other common programming concepts 
and techniques. Students individually deter-
mine the content for these interfaces. 
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Final project. This project involves 

building an interactive composition that 
demonstrates the knowledge students devel-
oped during the course. The project is de-
signed to allow students to pursue in-depth 
exploration of the aspects of JavaScript / 
jQuery most meaningful to their personal art / 
design practices. Students individually deter-
mine the content, context, and scope for these 
compositions. 
 At the end of the three-week special ses-
sion, and after completing the studio project 
sequence, participants filled out a follow-up 
survey that allowed us to monitor for changes 
from the baseline values described above and 
gather feedback regarding the value of the 
course’s learning activities. 
 
Measures 

Our examination of the studio projects 
involved three criteria: (1) concept; (2) visual 
design; and (3) interactivity. Our evaluation of 
projects’ concepts focused on students’ crea-
tivity, or the novelty and appropriateness of 
their solutions. Our evaluation of projects’ vis-
ual design was based on students’ formal use 
of the elements and principles of design. Our 
evaluation of projects’ interactivity involved 
Laurel’s (1993) frequency, range, and signifi-
cance model. In short, frequency relates to 
how often a user is able to act; range relates to 
how diverse a user’s choices are; significance 
relates to how noticeable a user’s influence is. 
Table 1 contains a breakdown of these evalua-
tion criteria and weight by project. 
 The intake survey that participants com-
pleted consisted of six questions. The first 

question asked participants to indicate how 
well they understood the relationships between 
interface behavior and aesthetic experience on 
a five-point scale (1 = none to 5 = very much). 
A second follow-up question asked partici-
pants to describe their understanding of the 
relationships between interface behavior and 
aesthetic experience. The third question asked 
participants to indicate how confident they 
were in their logical programming skills on a 
five-point scale (1 = none to 5 = very much). 
A fourth follow-up question asked participants 
to describe their understanding of common 
programmatic concepts (e.g., data types, varia-
bles, conditional statements, etc.). The fifth 
question asked participants to indicate how 
valuable they believe logical programming 
skills are to their future educational and / or 
professional goals on a five-point scale (1 = 
none to 5 =  very much). A sixth follow-up 
question asked participants to describe the val-
ue of logical programming skills relative to 
their future educational and / or professional 
goals. 

The follow-up survey that participants 
completed consisted of eight questions. The 
first six questions were repeated from the in-
take survey. A seventh question asked partici-
pants to indicate how valuable they thought 
the course’s three studio projects were in de-
veloping their understanding of the relation-
ships between interface behavior and aesthetic 
experience on a five-point scale (1 = not at all 
to 5 = very much). The eighth question asked 
participants to describe the value of the 
course’s studio projects in developing their 

Table 1 

Project Evaluation Criteria and Weight (in points) 

Project Name Concept Visual Design Interactivity 

Personalized Narrative 5 5 10 

Interactive Context 5 10 15 

Final Project 10 10 20 

Note. The weight values represent percentage points of a total grade for the course. The points 

Table 1. Project evaluation cr iter ia and weight. 
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understanding of the relationships between 
interface behavior and aesthetic experience. 

The data for the quantitative questions 
were statistically analyzed to determine the 
mean value and standard deviation for each 
question’s response. These values were then 
compared between the intake and follow-up 
surveys for questions 1 through 6 to determine 
any change. The 
data for the quali-
tative questions 
underwent a con-
tent analysis to 
identify themes 
based on partici-
pants’ language. 
The content analy-
sis was conducted 
independently by 
one author and 
verified by the sec-
ond. First, the 
main points of 
each comment were identified. Then, the vo-
cabulary used in the comment was evaluated 
for keywords related to the categories of An-
derson and Krathwohl’s (1991) taxonomy for 
learning, teaching, and assessing (Figure 1), a 

revision of Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy of edu-
cational objectives. Finally, the comments 
were coded based on category and developed 
into themes for discussion based on topic. 

 
Results 

 Explicated below are the results of the 
study we conducted to measure the develop-
ment of students’ conceptual and technical un-
derstanding of how logical programming can 
be used, monitor for changes in students’ per-
ceived value of logical programming-related 
skills, and gather student feedback regarding 
the value of the course’s learning activities. 
Included in these results are examples of the 
students’ learning outcomes and data from the 
in-take and follow-up surveys we adminis-
tered. 
 
Learning Outcomes 

Common to studio courses, students’ 
learning outcomes varied greatly focus and 
scope. Upon evaluation, all students were 
deemed to have sufficiently met the course’s 
learning objectives. Table 2 contains examples 
of student work for each studio project. Project 
grades (e.g., A, B, C) are included with the 
examples to indicate their evaluated merit. 

Table 2 

Examples of Learning Outcomes 

Title Link Evaluation 

Personalized Narrative 

Hex Codes http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/pn/yk A (Significantly exceeded requirements) 

Sorry Mail http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/pn/bk A (Significantly exceeded requirements) 

Fortune Teller http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/pn/dd B (Exceeded some requirements) 

Horror Movies http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/pn/sa C (Met requirements) 

Interactive Context 

Fireflies http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/ic/go A (Significantly exceeded requirements) 

The Moon http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/ic/vf A (Significantly exceeded requirements) 

Shapes and Sounds http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/ic/dd B (Exceeded some requirements) 

Geometric Collage http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/ic/kk C (Met requirements) 

Final Project 

Hello http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/fp/vf A (Significantly exceeded requirements) 

Rings http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/fp/go A (Significantly exceeded requirements) 

Who http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/fp/dd B (Exceeded some requirements) 

The Hunt http://atc.s83430.gridserver.com/fp/hb C (Met requirements) 

Table 2. Examples of learning outcomes, by project and evaluation. 

Figure 1. Anderson and 
Krathwahl’s taxonomy 
for learning, teaching, 
and assessing. 
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Two examples of A-work are provided to 
demonstrate the breadth of divergence in the 
student projects. 
 
Survey Responses 

The most important quantitative results 
include increases in participants’ levels of un-
derstanding of the relationships between inter-
face behavior and aesthetic experience and 
confidence in their logical programming skills. 
A summary of the data is presented in Table 3 
below. With regard to understanding, the mean 
ratings were 3.25 (SD = .91) on the intake sur-
vey, and 4.67 (SD = .48) on the follow-up sur-
vey. This change marks a 28% increase in par-
ticipants’ understanding of the relationships 
between interface behavior and aesthetic expe-
rience. 

With regard to confidence, the mean 
ratings were 2.94 (SD = .64) on the intake sur-
vey, and 3.92 (SD = .6) on the follow-up sur-
vey. This change marks a 20% increase in par-
ticipants’ confidence in their logical program-
ming skills. 

An additional quantitative result is the 
relative consistency in participants’ level of 
perceived value of logical programming skills. 
The mean ratings were 4.56 (SD = .62) on the 
intake survey, and 4.88 (SD = .32) on the fol-
low-up survey. This change marks a 7% in-
crease in participants’ perceived value of logi-
cal programming skills. 

The results indicate clear increases in 

students’ conceptual and technical understand-
ing of how logical programming can be used, 
and to a lesser extent, their perceived value of 
logical programming-related skills. One 
should note, however, that the value represent-
ing students’ perceived value of logical pro-
gramming-related skills was exceptionally 
high on the intake survey. One could also note 
the decreased standard deviation across intake 
and follow-up surveys for all questions, imply-
ing an increased coalescence of student opin-
ion. 

The most important qualitative results 
include the increase in participants’ abilities to 
articulate their understanding of the relation-
ships between interface behavior and aesthetic 
experience and the higher-level thinking activ-
ities used to describe their confidence in their 
logical programming skills. With regard to 
understanding, on the intake survey only 50% 
of the participants’ were able to articulate even 
basic understanding of the relationships be-
tween interface behavior and aesthetic experi-
ence. On the follow-up survey almost all par-
ticipants provided solid descriptions of the re-
lationships. Common amongst these descrip-
tions were the themes of integration and en-

hanced user engagement. For example , “The 
relationship between interface behavior and 
aesthetic experience is interconnected; you 
need both to engage users.” 

With  regard to confidence, on the in-
take survey almost all participants described 

Table 3 

Quantitative Survey Results: Mean Scores and Standard Deviations 

Result Category Intake Survey Follow-Up Survey Percent of 

Change 

Understanding 3.5 

SD = .91 

4.67 

SD = .48 

+28% 

Confidence 2.94 

SD = .64 

3.92 

SD = .6 

+20% 

Perceived Value 4.56 

SD = .62 

4.88 

SD = .32 

+7% 

Note. Mean scores are out of a possible five. 

Table 3. Results of quantitative survey questions. 
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their confidence in their skills being limited to 
applying other people’s JavaScript behaviors. 
On the follow-up survey 66% described their 
confidence in their skills having expanded to 
include the creation of their own JavaScript 
behaviors. Common amongst these descrip-
tions was the theme of much more to learn. 
For example, “I feel like I have a good start 
now, but there’s a lot more that can be 
learned.” 

An additional qualitative result is the 
consistency in participants’ descriptions of 
their perceived value of logical programming 
skills. On both the intake and follow-up sur-
veys participants emphatically described the 
advantage they believed logical programming 
skills would provide them. Common amongst 
these descriptions were the themes of more 
competitive job candidacy and improved per-
sonal work. For example, “I think logical pro-
gramming helps improve my resume and 
makes me stand out as a different kind of de-
signer.” 

Participants also provided useful feed-
back regarding the value of the course’s studio 
projects in developing their understanding of 
the relationships between interface behavior 
and aesthetic experience. Participants rated the 
value of the course’s studio projects a 4.7 (SD 

= .47).  Participants expressed both favorable 
and critical comments related to the course’s 
studio projects, as well as the general structure 
of the course. Common amongst the favorable 
comments were the themes of the benefits of 
self-directed projects and new perspectives on 
interactive design. For example, “I like the 
mostly open concepts that allowed me to ex-
plore what I thought was most important” and 
“I have a whole new perspective when it 
comes to creating an interface now.” Common 
amongst the critical comments were the 
themes of prefer a full semester course experi-
ence and need more demos. For example, “As 
a full semester course, there would be more 
time to push the relationship between [design 
and development] and create more compelling 
compositions” and “It would have been easier 
to understand if more demos and examples 
were provided.” 

 
Discussion 

 From the data outlined above, we present 
three key findings. We describe these findings 
in terms of educational effectiveness, student 
interest, and course / project structure. Below, 

we explain how these findings informed our 
approach to integrating a logical programming 
course into our curriculum. 
 Educational effectiveness. We contend 
that the learning activities participants experi-
enced in the course were effective in develop-
ing conceptual and technical understanding of 
how logical programming can be used. This 
conclusion is based on our review of both the 
learning outcomes from each of the course’s 
studio projects and participants’ comments on 
the follow-up surveys. Therefore, we maintain 
that a combination of in-class demonstrations, 
out-of-class reading assignments, and studio 
projects is a helpful approach for introducing 
students to logical programming. 

However, we also recognize that a sin-
gle logical programming course cannot pro-
vide students with comprehensive knowledge 
of the subject. Based on participants’ com-
ments on the follow-up surveys, we believe 
that additional learning activities need to be 
made available to allow for both the solidifica-
tion and expansion of understanding. These 
learning activities can include self-directed 
resources (e.g., online tutorials) and / or suc-
cessive coursework (e.g., refresher exercises in 
following courses). We are actively employing 
both strategies in our program. 

Student interest. We understand 
very clearly that students in the GDIM pro-
gram are interested in developing logical pro-
gramming skills, and see those skills as a sig-
nificant advantage. Frankly, the consistently 
high level of student interest we recorded on 
both the intake and follow-up surveys sur-
prised us. This finding motivated us to inte-
grate logical programming into our curriculum 
as quickly as possible. We encourage educa-
tors in other fields that are closely connected 
to technological change to consider the value 
of logical programming skills–even very basic 
skills–for students working toward careers in 
those fields. 

Course / project structure. We un-
derstand that many participants appreciated 
the course’s self-directed studio projects. This 
finding aligns with our belief that the intensely 
diverse ways of using logical programming 
require learning activities be as flexible as 
possible. Based on participants’ comments on 
the follow-up surveys, it seems the opportuni-
ty for individualized inquiry allowed partici-
pants to develop the knowledge and skills 
most meaningful to their personal practices. 
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We encourage educators in other fields who 
are interested in exploring logical program-
ming learning activities to consider structuring 
students’ inquiry to be progressively self-
directed. 

Finally, we acknowledge that a three-
week session is an exceptionally condensed 
time period for an advanced studio. It is appar-
ent from participants’ comments on the follow
-up surveys that many would have preferred 
an extended amount of time to assimilate the 
knowledge they developed in the course’s 
learning activities. Therefore, we have begun 
offering a logical programming course during 
a full semester session to further promote stu-
dents’ adoption of this technology as a new 
design tool. This extended time period also 
allows for the introduction of additional de-
mos, which was also suggested on the follow-
up surveys. 

Conclusion 
Changes to the GDIM Program 
 Historically, all students in the GDIM 
program have been required to take two inter-
active courses. Students in the Interactive Me-
dia concentration were required to take three, 
as well as two computer-science courses. As a 
result of our study, and the insight we devel-
oped related to students’ needs, we decided to 
restructure the interactive curriculum. 
 We came to understand that some stu-
dents in our program would significantly bene-
fit from an additional course to address a spe-
cific technological skill, in this case logical 
programming. Therefore, we decided to sepa-
rate the learning objectives from Interactive 
Design II: Principles and Methods into two 
courses. The user-centered objectives were 
isolated as a basis for a new User Experience 
Design course, and the remaining technical 
objectives were combined with many of the 
objectives from JavaScript for Aesthetic Expe-
rience to create a new Interactive Media De-
sign course. 
 Currently, students in both concentra-
tions continue to take Interactive Design I: In-
tro to Web Design, and are required to also 
take the new User Experience Design course. 
Students in the Interactive Media concentra-
tion are also required to take Interactive Media 
Design, as well as a revised Interactive Design 
III: Advanced Concepts. Design concentration 
students who achieve an A in Interactive De-
sign I: Intro to Web Design are able to take 
the latter courses as electives. 

Key Takeaways 
The progressively complicated nature of inter-
active media has become a fact of life for de-
sign educators of many disciplines. From the 
activities described above, we derive three key 
takeaways that we believe have the potential 
to resonate beyond the field of graphic design. 
Below, we explain them in terms of divergent 
student need, curricular flexibility, and faculty 
communication. 

Divergent student need. As the tech-
nology options to which students have access 
continue to expand, so do students’ visions. 
Graphic design represents only one discipline 
that has been significantly influenced by this 
phenomenon. We encourage educators in all 
design disciplines to try to remain vigilant in 
monitoring for divergent student need within 
their programs, and attempt to respond to this 
need in as timely of a fashion as possible. 
 Curricular flexibility. In our  revision 
of the interactive curriculum, we were remind-
ed of the acute importance of designing flexi-
ble curricula. In addressing this idea here, we 
intend to connote that a new level of curricular 
flexibility would serve well the design educa-
tors who wish not to be continually revising 
their programs and courses in light of perpetu-
al technologic developments. For our program, 
we have adopted an approach that includes 
surprisingly general objectives for official 
course documentation and an evolving list of 
specific learning goals at the syllabus level. 
This fluidity at the syllabus level promises to 
allow us to react more nimbly to the ever-
changing industry landscape. 
 Faculty communication. We believe 
that central to the ability to maintain such flex-
ible curricula is reliable communication be-
tween faculty. This may sound trite. Yet, our 
experience with this project has caused us to re
-remember the value of open lines of commu-
nication and their ability to support robust ex-
changes of ideas. 

Summary 
 This paper has described the process and 
outcomes of an action research project that 
investigated logical programming as a new 
competency for undergraduates enrolled in our 
GDIM program. This project considered the 
appropriateness, content, and structure of a 
formal introduction to logical programming as 
a design tool. It is our hope that the paper has 
proposed insights that will be valuable for oth-
ers engaged in similar considerations. 
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