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Abstract

Socio-petal spaces have proven to be crucial for students’ social life especially
in outdoor spaces and common gathering areas; however, actual design studio
seating deserves to be examined as well. In various studies, it is revealed that there
may be a correlation between seat location, seat selection and student perfor-
mance. As social interaction is among the essential qualities of design education
where training is based on table critiques and face to face discussions, studios
ideally should provide the desired interaction. This research explores the students’
preference of seating assuming that it affects the consequent success of the stu-
dent, in terms of social interaction and movement pattern, conducted in classi-
cally arranged rows and columns based studio layout, far from being ideal, where
the movement pattern among the tables and the visual field become the most
important modes of communication between students and instructors. The syn-
tactic values of tables located adjacent to windows or aisles, middle rows, or back
seats, front lines or wall corners help to determine the reason behind preference
and selection of these seats.

Integration values along with mean depth data are used to explore the socially
active and passive sections of the studio layout, while isovists are examined to
analyse the visual scope of each assigned seat. The results indicate that when the
medium is crowded the position of the tables located alongside of circulation path
gains importance. When the medium is less crowded, students prefer to prioritize
their visual scope rather than physical accessibility.
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1. Social interaction in studios

As is the case in all design programs,
studio courses constitute the essence
of architecture program. The data, in-
puts, outputs and problems of the spa-
tial design issues are alike regardless of
the scale differences. It is important for
students to see at the beginning of their
education that different variations may
occur in designs and different results
can be achieved. Since, it is essential
that each student makes original de-
sign, drawing and presentation, in a
design course multiple instructors may
be present in order for each instructor
to deal with the student individually
and supervise the project development
process, whereas the students can have
the opportunity to acquire different
design views. The design students are
distinctive with their designed prod-
ucts, the equipment they use, working
hours, patterns of behaviour and their
perceived image. Thus, design students
usually form Gemeinschaft society
thinking, working, consuming and
living together, as suggested by Dobri-
ner (1969). This method of education
necessitates a well balanced communi-
cation between the instructor and the
student as well as a sociopetal form of
behaviour where face to face seating
arrangements may be used for both
parties. However, in most cases the
advantages of this unique method of
teaching takes time for a first year stu-
dent to notice and discover.

Previous researches conducted by
Unlii et al., (2001 and 2009) indicate
that sociopetal spaces have proven to
be crucial for students’ social life espe-
cially in outdoor spaces and common
gathering areas; however, actual design
studio seating deserves to be examined
as well. There are researches examin-
ing the students’ seating preferenc-
es in relation to territorial behaviour
in various classroom layouts (Guyot
et.al, 1980; Pedersen 1994; Kaya and
Burgess, 2007; Costa, 2012). In these
studies, territoriality is regarded as
a behaviour mechanism occurred in
public territory (Altman & Chemers,
1980) which is in fact related with self
protection or defence (Sommer, 1969)
rather than visual control. Miura and
Sugihara (2011) emphasize in their
research that large-sized classrooms

may decrease the learning effect on
the basis that as the distance between
the teacher and the student increases,
it would be difficult for the student to
pay attention to the teacher. Another
study within the context of econom-
ics courses conducted by Benedict
and Hoag (2004) showed that in large
lecture rooms, students who prefer to
sit towards the front of the room, have
higher probability of receiving good
grades compared to the ones sitting at
the back. Perkins et al. (2005) conduct-
ed a seating research in the context of
a physics classroom, where they have
found that the initial seat location sig-
nificantly affected student attendance,
performance and attitudes. Through
these studies, it is seen that there may
be a correlation between seat location,
seat selection and student perfor-
mance. However, these studies are usu-
ally executed within conventional lec-
ture halls where students are assigned
either tablet arm chairs or desks where
they need to express their individuali-
ty by controlling their environment. In
case of design courses however, the re-
lationship modes of the students with
the instructors and with their peers
change extensively.

Miura and Sugihara (2011) define
studio as a place where students con-
stantly interact within a group, with
their peers and mentors. As Webster
(2008) and Dutton (1991) emphasize,
architectural education orients stu-
dents into some aesthetic and ethical
values along with specific manners and
language, in which peer motivation
gains more importance compared to
conventional lecture based methods.
Social interaction is among the essen-
tial qualities of design education where
training is based on table critiques and
face to face discussions, therefore stu-
dios should provide the formation of
desired interaction. Ideally architectur-
al school layouts are supposed to pro-
vide the optimum settings as an exem-
plar for the design students. Especially
design studio layouts equipped with
movable drafting tables, computer sta-
tions, modelling spaces and reference
shelves are considered to be a neces-
sity for widening the scope of design
intellect. However, especially in newly
established institutions, limitations of
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the classroom facilities and teaching
resources necessitate cases where the
pragmatic solutions are deemed to be
crucial. In these cases the courses vary
according to the weekly schedule with-
in the limits of the same studio space,
where classically arranged rows and
columns based seating pattern is ob-
served. This type of layout indicates
a focus on the instructor similar to a
theoretical lecture; on the other hand,
students’ seating also gains importance
on the basis of providing concentra-
tion on the individual work or keeping
uninterrupted eye contact with the in-
structor. Also, in classically arranged
rows and columns based studio layout,
the instructors’ movement pattern be-
tween the tables and the visual field of
students become the most important
modes of communication between the
students and instructors.

The layout of the physical setting
and the seating arrangements, are in-
terrelated with the user behaviour
patterns such as participation, social
interaction and consequent success.
Tables located adjacent to windows or
aisles, middle rows, or back seats, front
lines or wall corners have all various
syntactic values in terms of integration.
For example, in a study investigating
the relation between privacy prefer-
ence and the location of selected seats
in a classroom Pedersen (1994) indi-
cate that, students who chose to sit in
the back of the classroom desire to be
out of the visual field and wanted less
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involvement with others. On the other
hand, seating pattern studies searching
the best layout for prevention of cheat-
ing by Pomales-Garcia et al. (2009)
have concluded that concentric rect-
angles and look away arrangements are
better alternatives to traditional class-
room seating. Prevention of cheating
necessitates non-contact between the
students; so this situation is just the op-
posite of what is expected and desired
in a design studio. Sommer (1969)
found out that in row-and-column
arrangements student participation
in the front row and in the middle of
each row is the highest as it is indicated
in Figure 1; while for example, in the
U-shaped arrangement the class par-
ticipation was the highest among stu-
dents sitting directly across from the
instructor. Kaya and Burgess (2007)
on the other hand compare traditional
setting and U-shaped arrangement in
the context of social interaction. They
emphasize that U-shaped configura-
tion in classroom layouts generates an
increased sense of community, eases
discussion and promotes social inter-
action while, the traditional rows and
columns layout helps the concentration
especially on teacher centred lecture
based courses. In their research, they
have also concluded that in rows and
columns layout, seats that are located
on the sides are territorially claimed
compared to middle seats. This find-
ing may be similar to the situation of
this research where the assumption in-
cludes that the tables located alongside

Instructor the movement axis are considered as
syntactically integrated and therefore
are likely to be preferred by the stu-

- - - dents.
— High ille Wang, et al. (2010) emphasize that
Participation Participation Participation the needed knowledge in architectural
design studio, is dynamic and compli-
Moderate High Moderate cate(?l, in a way that an individual §tu-
Participation Participation Participation dent’s knowledge is no longef sufﬁc.1ent
to complete a good design project.
McCormick, (2004) mentions the im-
Moderate High Moderate portance of knowledge sharing and re-
Participation Participation Participation source exchange in dealing with com-
plex design projects, whereas, Chiu
and Shih (2005) emphasize the notion
Low Moderate Low of peer to peer learning, indicating the
Participation Participation Participation importance of cooperation in a design

studio as a learning alliance. These as-

Figure 1. Student participation in a classic row and column layout i | -
pects are crucial to differentiate the seat

(Adapted from Sommer, 1969).

Success in Basic Design Studios: Can seat selection be an advantage?



44

selection of a design student who has
to keep communication and social in-
teraction both with the instructors and
the peers, in order to come up with a
good design. However, during the first
few weeks of the freshman year, this
social interaction is usually not settled
yet. Unlii et al. (2001) remark that so-
cial intelligibility of a space is not fully
linked to social interaction level among
users, but it is correlated to visual ca-
pacity of the environment. Thus, the
research hypothesis assumes that re-
garding inexistent habitual attachment
to specific seats, the low levels of ac-
quaintances and yet lacking friendship
bonds, the students are free to choose
the seats they will occupy. Therefore,
this research explores the students’
preference of seating on the basis that
it affects the consequent success of the
student, in terms of social interaction
and movement pattern of instructors.
The mentioned social interaction both
with peers and instructors and the
movement pattern of instructors are
tested in an actually unfit medium for
design studio with fixed physical layout
of rows and columns.

2. Case study area and limitations
Physical characteristics of studios in
terms of shape or size, drafting table
layouts, position and width of the cir-
culation axes are among the important
aspects of social interaction between
the students and thus, seat selection.
Referring to Georgiadou’s (2003), re-
search done in the context of child care
centres, in settings where internal con-
figuration produces easily supervised
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Figure 2. Studio B221 existing layout.

areas, there seems to be less rigorous
control needed and so autonomy for
children can be offered.

This situation is similar in a design
studio context; indeed it is observed
that in studios with smaller dimen-
sions and smaller cohort sizes, it is
easier to maintain social interaction
through discussions. However this is
unfortunately not the case for this re-
search. In this research, an actually un-
fit medium for design studio with fixed
physical layout of rows and columns is
tested on the basis of students’ social
interaction and the movement pattern
of instructors.

The case study is conducted with
the freshman year basic design studio
students of Architecture and Interior
Architecture departments of Cyprus
International University; a privately
owned university with a student pop-
ulation less than 10.000 located on a
single campus. As mentioned before,
lack of physical resources necessitates
the studio to be kept in traditional
row-column layout to enable theoreti-
cal courses to be conducted in the same
location as well. As a combined hall of
two smaller units, B221 (Figure 2) is
the largest design studio of the Fine
Arts building with dimensions of 7.8
m by 24.5 m almost totalling an area
of 200 m*. Although it faces a western
sun, lacks acoustic comfort and ease
of control for the instructors, with 76
numbered drafting tables, studio em-
bodies the largest groups of students.
The studio also has a white board on
the northern wall and ceiling fixed
computer controlled equipment pro-
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jecting on this white board as well.
Therefore, in this context, any compar-
ison between different studio layouts
with differing drafting table organisa-
tion is impossible to explore. Howev-
er, behaviour patterns of two different
groups of students of two following
years are compared in a longitudinal
study.

In this aspect it is also important to
mention that in this research, the in-
structor group delivering the course
and the studio remained the same
while students changed. The data con-
cerning the seating preference of the
students gathered from weekly photo-
graphs taken throughout the first few
weeks of the basic design studio cours-
es in the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 fall
semesters. Photos from the 3rd, 6th,
9th and the 12th week of the semester
are matched with the drafting tables
the students preferred to sit and the
grades that they have for that specific
week’s studio assignment. The selec-
tion of these weeks based on the exclu-
sion of initial and final weeks to ensure
attendance and midterm exam weeks
because of a different time schedule.
Keeping the distance of three weeks
apart between the photos also made it
possible for students to forget about the
photo shooting and select their seats in
a more randomly manner.

The sample groups were all students
of architecture and interior architec-
ture departments however, cohort size
of 2009-2010 was twice larger than the
following year. This is due to the aca-
demic decision of separation of lec-
tures into groups for a more flexible
weekly schedule. When the number of
students enrolled is smaller than the
number of available seats, their scope
of preference widens, and it would be
possible to differentiate the logic be-
hind seat selection. However when the
cohort size is just barely equal to the
number of seats available, then the first
come first served rule applies, as it was

Table 1. Basic Design Studio conception.
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seen in the case of 2009-2010 fall se-
mester students’ seat selection.

Basic design studios introduce a to-
tally new world for the student with
its own values and behaviours. It is
important for students to see at the
beginning of their education that dif-
ferent variations may occur in designs
and different results can be achieved.
As the studio is conducted with three
to five instructors depending on the
number of students, instructors take
turns on attending to each student in-
dividually and students can have the
opportunity to receive different design
opinions. Thus, receiving critics from
different instructors consolidates what
the instructors have been pointing
out. Therefore, students interaction
and visual contact within the studio
space, both with peers and instruc-
tors were the crucial aspect of the re-
search. There were two policies of the
researched basic design studio; one of
them was to integrate basic design with
space using short-term and daily stud-
ies that would create a design identity
on an individual basis and the second
one was to plan longer-term projects of
team work that would create a sense of
belonging, shown in Table 1. Therefore,
it is assumed that for the daily assign-
ments students would seek social inter-
action with the instructors by means of
table critiques. On the other hand, the
assumption is opposite for the short
term group studies. The students select
seats within close vicinity of the group-
members to bond with them, while
they disregard social interaction with
the instructors. However, in this re-
search only the results of daily assign-
ments are explored.

Students who have failed in at-
tendance and the ones who had not
submitted more than one of the as-
signments of the observed week were
excluded from the sample set. A total
of 72 student grades from 2009-2010
fall semester and 36 student grades

Design Methods

Individual Work
Studio

Teamwork

Aims

Development of a Designer Identity

Development of Sense of Belonging
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from 2010-2011 fall semester are com-
WWhpared on the basis of their daily in-
dividual applications, and the syntactic
values of the seat positions that they
have selected with regression analysis
and Spearman’s rho correlation test in
SPSS.

3. Space syntax methodology and
analyses

Space syntax is defined as the set of
rules that generate different spatial ar-
rangements (Hillier and Leaman, 1974;
Hillier et al., 1987). Space syntax is also
used as a theory and a method in order
to define the structural environment.
According to this theory, there are re-
lations among the exterior forces and
the social forces, which generate the
forms. As for the architectural point of
view, space syntax helps to understand
the interaction of design objectives and
characteristics with social restrictions
and formal possibilities. The essential
concept of syntactic approach assumes
that the interior and exterior geometry
of spaces are shaped according to cer-
tain cultural considerations and these
forms also affect social relations in one
way or another. According to Hanson
& Conroy Dalton (2007), space syntax
is built on three distinct spatial units,
each having a different representation.
These are the axial lines, convex spaces
and visual fields called as isovists. Axial
lines denote movement as movement is
essentially a linear activity. Social inter-
action on the other hand, necessitates
a convex space in which all points of
space can be seen from all other points,
or users. Using convex shapes, and ax-
ial lines, space syntax data can be cal-
culated mathematically in order to rep-
resent, quantify and interpret spatial

configuration and visual perception.
The University of Michigan registered
software, Syntax 2D is used in for the
analyses of the mentioned syntactic
properties. In this research integration
values along with mean depth data are
used to explore the socially active and
passive sections of the studio layout. In
an architectural layout, integration de-
notes the socio-petal aspects, whereas
the depth denote the opposite, almost
hidden sections of the layout. On the
other hand, visual scope that describes
the visual area and the visual boundary
of the users is another determinant to
be considered. An isovist is the direct-
ly visible area within the space and the
visual field changes when people move
around in spaces. Therefore, both the
visual scope of the instructors if seat-
ed on the assigned seat and the visual
scope of the students on the preferred
seats reveal the seen/unseen sections of
the layout.

When working with syntactic as-
pects, the initial concern was the
movement of instructors and the ac-
cessibility of drafting tables by peers or
instructors. The assumption was that
the instructors can give table critiques
or the student may stand up and go to
the instructor or any other peer’s table
for interaction. In this scenario, the po-
sition of the unmovable tables within
the rows and columns layout was im-
portant. The drafting tables acted as
blocking walls and they can only be
reached by moving the assigned stools
in front of them. Therefore, the inte-
gration analysis of the studio layout is
calculated according to the blockage of
the drafting tables (Figure 3). The ta-
bles just adjacent to circulation path in
the centre and the ones with a room in

Figure 3. Studio B221 integration analysis.
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Figure 5. Visual scope of each seat assigned for students.

front of them for an instructor to stop
by and comment are assumed to be
more accessible and therefore, should
be initially preferred by students who
seek interaction with the instructors or
peers through movement.

The second concern on the oth-
er hand, was the visual scope of each
stool, i.e., the students themselves, in

relation to instructors or peers (Fig-
ures 4 and 5). In this scenario, the
sitting mode was taken into consider-
ation. Thus the positions of tables are
neglected, as if the floor was raised to
table height, while the position of the
stools and so the students sitting on
them, gained importance. The assump-
tion here is again the students who
seek interaction especially with the
instructors would select the seats with
wide visual range or other seats to keep
an eye on the peers in case they come
up with something interesting or such.
Although the isovists have the capabil-
ity of showing a visual scope of 360°,
selected isovist nodes are all positioned
to face the board, thus the instructors.
In order to maintain this, the stools are
considered as the blocking objects with
students sitting on them. Therefore
student’s default visual field is set to be
towards the front to communicate with
the instructors and sideways to com-
municate with peers.

The last concern here was the actual
visual scope of the instructor in sitting
mode (Figure 6). Although this specific
position provides a single datum, it was
considered important especially for the
social interaction between the instruc-
tor and the students selecting seats
from the front rows. Therefore, this
analysis is conducted solely with the
thirty four seats that are within the vi-
sual scope of the instructor. However, it
is also interesting to see that as the stu-
dents sitting next to the corridor seats
at the back of the studio can still keep
their eye contact with the instructors
as well as their peers (Figure 5) con-
sistent with the high integration values
of these seats and longer isovist perim-
eters. On the other hand, students on

Success in Basic Design Studios: Can seat selection be an advantage?
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Figure 6. Visual scope of the instructor.

the back seats are completely hidden
from the instructor’s view while their
large isovist area enables them to keep
visual contact with their peers.

4. Conclusions and discussion

The integration results show the
accessibility of the tables, while the
isovist parameters show visual scope
of the students, as well as the instruc-
tor. Correlation results from the daily
assignment average on the predeter-
mined weeks vs. the related seat’s syn-
tactic values are conducted separately
for the fall semesters of both academic
years. In all of the analyses, the stu-
dents’ grades are considered as depen-
dent variables, while the syntactic val-
ues are independent. The results of the

regression analysis are shown in Table
2. Regression analysis is investigat-
ed with the R values with significance
between -1 and +1. It is assumed that
the third week results would indicate a
rather random range owing to lack of
lesser prior experience, while following
weeks would fall into a better range of
correlations.

Therefore, according to Table 2, in-
tegration level and success relationship
is only seen on the relatively crowded
group’s early settlement. The isovist
area values of the seats present no cor-
relation with grades, while isovist pe-
rimeters, i.e. the farthest distance that
can be seen while working on the table
are worth noting. Although the values
shown in the table can be regarded

Table 2. Fall semester regression analyses from both academic years with df=75.

integration isovist area isovist perimeter
R=0.225 R=0.131 R=0.101
3rd week 2009-2010 (p=0,05=0,05) (p=0,26>0,05) (p= 0,384>0,05)
grades | 02011 R=0.146 R=0.093 R=0.189
(p= 0,208>0,05) (p= 0,422>0,05) (p= 0,101>0,05)
R=0.017 R=0.062 R=0.221
sthweek | 20002010 (p= 0,88750,05) (p= 0,595>0,05) (p= 0,055>0,05)
grades | 02011 R=0.143 R=0.034 R=0.335
(p= 0,218>0,05) (p= 0,770>0,05) (p= 0,03<0,05)
p p P
R=0.07 R=0.001 R=0.093
9th week 2009-2010 (p= 0,551>0,05) (p=0,996>0,05) (p= 0,423>0,05)
grades 2010-2011 R=0.134 R=0.02 R=0.144
(p= 0,248>0,05) (p= 0,863>0,05) (p= 0,215>0,05)
p p p
R=0.201 R=0.073 R=0.306
12th 2009-2010 (p= 0,082>0,05) (p=0,529>0,05) (p= 0,007<0,05)
week
grades ~ R=0.159 R=0.062 R=0.305
2010-2011 (p= 0,169>0,05) (p= 0,596>0,05) (p= 0,007<0,05)
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as mild correlations, the significance
of isovist perimeter values versus the
grades of sixth and twelfth weeks of
both years is interestingly striking.

When we compare the outcomes
in the Spearman’s rho, the correlation
between the 3rd week grades of the
2009-2010 fall semester with integra-
tion values shows a high significance
with r(76) = 0.428, p < 0.01, comply-
ing with the regression analysis results
of Table 2. However, integration vs the
grades of this year are striking. We see
correlation between the integration
and 6th week grades of the 2009-2010
fall semester as r(76) = 0.284, p < 0.05,
whereas 9th week grades and integra-
tion correlation is r(76) = 0.319, p <
0.01, and lastly comparing 12th week
grades, a strong correlation appears
as r(76) = 0.456, p < 0.01. This situa-
tion indicates that when the medium
is crowded and early seat selection is
crucial for interaction with instructors,
then the position of the tables located
alongside of the circulation path gains
importance.

On the other hand, for 2010-2011
fall semester, where the seat selection
options were more diverse than the
previous year, there appears to be a
strong negative correlation with iso-
vist perimeter, in the 6th week grades
r(76) = -0.359, p < 0.01, indicating that
the students have selected seats on the
front rows and mainly next to wall or
window. While the 3rd and 9th week
results don’t show significance again
complying with Table 2, there appears
to be another inverse correlation for
isovist perimeter in 12th week as r(76)
= -0.369, p < 0.01 indicating a simi-
lar seat selection with the 6th week.
The similar situation is also seen in
the comparison with grades of the 9th
week of 2009-2010 fall semester; where
it gives us a negative correlation of r(76)
= -0.250, p < 0.05. Inverse correlation
means that there’s a relation between
the isovist perimeters and the failure of
the students instead of success.

The instructor’s visual scope as
shown in Figure 6, however, has not
presented the expected correlations.
Spearman correlations between the
syntactic properties of the 34 seats that
fall within the scope of the instructor’s
visual field and the actual grades of the
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students who have selected these seats
initially showed that visual field of the
students with respect to their proxim-
ity to seated instructors had no impact
on the grades. While isovist area and
isovist perimeter presented no connec-
tion to the obtained grades, isovist cir-
cularity showed a negative correlation
of r (34) =-0.353, p < 0.05, from the 6th
week of 2010-2011 fall semester. Bene-
dikt (1979) describes isovist circularity
as another measure of compactness or
complexity of the visual field like area
and perimeter which don't change ac-
cording to vantage point. This result
may imply that if given a variety of
seat choice, the students prefer to have
a small amount of visual contact with
the instructors rather than a full scope
or none. While the extent of this visu-
al contact is more important than the
width of visual range, it still does not
give any valid information about the
success level of the student.

Although the unequal size of cohort
may necessitate cautious interpreta-
tions, there are still some interesting re-
sults to be discussed. The results of the
research imply a relationship between
the seat selection and grades, in terms
of physical and visual accessibility. The
integration based correlations are seen
mainly in the 2009-2010 fall semester
where the student group is large, and
sitting on the preferred table is a matter
of coincidence, unless the student in-
tentionally comes to the studio earlier.
In the case of 2010-2011 fall semester
however, since the number of students
are almost half of the number of seats,
the students of this group have a wider
range of selection. It is seen that these
students prefer to take first rows for a
higher level of social interaction with
the instructors, seats alongside the cir-
culation axis for easy access and seats
alongside the wall or window for lon-
ger visual scope.

It is also discerned that, different co-
hort sizes also seem to affect the success
of the basic design education. The ideal
ratio of design studio lecturer per stu-
dent changes between 8-15 according
to semester and level of design com-
plexity, however, it is seen that meet-
ing the quantity requirements does not
automatically satisfy the desired design
quality. Having a group with cohort
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size not exceeding 35 opposed to a
larger group also verifies the test results
as well. When the students have an op-
portunity to select seats from a variety
of tables, they prefer to prioritize their
visual scope rather than accessibili-
ty; however this visual scope is most-
ly related with peer vision or general
panorama of either studio or exterior
space. While in design studios success-
ful students show no significance in
seat selection unlike theoretical lecture
halls, average and upper average stu-
dents prefer easy access to instructors’
circulation paths and instructors’ visu-
al field by selecting front rows.

It was also assumed that the val-
ue of isovist area would be important
as it denotes the width of the visual
scope; however the results showed no
significance. This would have been
more important maybe in a lecture
hall, where a clear view of the board
or stage would be prioritized. Howev-
er, the nature of any design studio also
involves the movement of students as
well as the instructors. Since usually, it
allowed eating and drinking during the
studio hours, the students select their
tables for a longer period than any lec-
ture based course. Therefore average or
unsuccessful students seem to attach
importance not to the easy accessibility
of their tables either by the instructors
or their peers but instead they prefer to
have a longer visual axis, so as to con-
trol the instructors or their peers. That
is why, for example if there is someone
important for them, who is getting a
critique from the instructors, they can
easily come to listen as well, or check
if someone is using a different material
or having a better model. This situation
also confirms the importance of infor-
mation sharing and peer to peer learn-
ing through social interaction especial-
ly in design as denoted by Wang, et al.
(2010); McCormick, (2004); Chiu and
Shih, (2005). It may also be concluded
that, regarding the student interaction
thus desired peer to peer collaboration,
traditional seating pattern with acces-
sible movement routes, without walls
and column like barriers that hinders
visual scope can still be safely used in a
studio layout.
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Temel Tasarim Stiidyolarinda basar::
Yer secimi bir avantaj olabilir mi?

1. Stiidyolarda sosyal etkilesim

Tiim tasarim programlarinin esa-
s tasarim  probleminin  verileri,
¢iktilar1 ile sorunlarinin incelendigi
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rin egitimlerinin baslarindan itibaren
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nuglarin olabilecegini gorebilmeleri
gerekir, ¢iinkii 6grencilerin 6zgiin ta-
sarim, ¢izim ve sunum yapmasl esas-
tir. Bu nedenle, tasarim stiidyolarinda
6grencilerin 6zgilin tasarim stireglerini
tek tek ele alacak, projenin gelisimini
denetleyecek ve 6grencilerin de kendi-
lerinden farkli tasarim goriislerini ala-
bilecekleri birden ¢ok egitmen bulu-
nabilir. Bu tiir bir egitim yontemi yiiz
yiize oturma diizenleriyle disadéniik
davranist oldugu kadar, egitmenler ile
ogrenciler arasinda dengeli bir iletisim
kurulmasini da gerektirir. Ancak ¢ogu
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ri tarafindan farkedilmesi zaman alir.
Ogrencilerin {iniversite binalarindaki
sosyal davranislari, birbirleriyle olan
sosyal etkilesimleri ve toplanma alan-
lar1 ozellikle tasarim programlar: agi-
sindan son derece onemlidir. Ancak,
Miura ve Sugiharanin (2011) 6grenci-
lerin arkadaslar1 ya da egitmenleri ile
stirekli olarak etkilesimde olduklar1 bir
yer olarak tanimladiklari stiidyolarin
oturma diizenleri de arastirilmaya de-
gerdir. Sosyal etkilesim masaiistii eles-
tirilere ve yiiz ylize tartismaya dayanan
tasarim egitiminin temel ozelliklerin-
dendir, bu nedenle stiidyolar istenen
etkilesimi saglayabilmelidirler.
Ogrencilerin ¢esitli simif diizenle-
rindeki oturma tercihlerini goriis ala-
nindan ¢ok savunma odakli egemenlik
alan1 davranigina baglayan ¢alismalar
bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alismalarda biiyiik
oOlgekli siniflarda 6grenci ile egitmen
arasindaki uzaklik arttik¢a 6grenme-
nin giiglestigi, on siralarda oturan
ogrencilerin arka siralarda oturanla-
ra oranla daha yiiksek notlar aldig,
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yer se¢imi aligkanliginin devama ve
performansa etki ettigi gibi sonuglara
vartlmigti. Ancak bu calismalar her
ogrenciye kolcakli bir sandalye veri-
len ve bireyselligi hedefleyen kuramsal
icerikli derslerin verildigi geleneksel
dersliklerde yiritilmistir. Tasarim
stiidyolarinda ise Ogrencilerin gerek
arkadaglariyla gerekse egitmenlerle
farkli iliskileri vardir.

Mimarlik okullarinda stiidyo diizen-
lerinin hareketli ¢izim masalari, bilgi-
sayar donanimlari, maket tezgahlar
ve referans kiitiiphaneleriyle 6grenci-
ye ornek olmasi beklenmekle birlikte,
ozellikle tasarim egitimine yeni bas-
layan kurumlardaki bazi kisitlar daha
yararct ¢ozlimleri gerektirebilir. Ayni
stidyonun kuramsal dersler icin de
kullanildig1 geleneksel sira diizeninde
olusturulmus mekanlarda odak nokta-
s1 egitmendir ve egitmenin masa dizi-
leri arasinda dolasirken 6grenciler ile
kuracag1 goz temasi 6nemlidir.

Fiziksel mekandaki oturma diizeni,
sosyal etkilesim, derse katilma ve kul-
lanicinin basarist ile iligkilidir. Pencere
veya koridor yanindaki oturma ele-
manlari, On, orta ve arka siralarin her
birinin biitiinlesme degerleri farklidir.
Mahremiyet odakli bir ¢aliymada Pe-
dersen (1994) arka siralarda oturan
ogrencilerin goriis alanindan ve diger-
leriyle etkilesimden uzak olmayi tercih
ettiklerini, Pomales-Garcia ve digerleri
(2009) ise, herkesin birbirinden farkl
noktalara baktigi merkezi dikdortgen
diizenlerin kopya ¢ekmeyi engelledigi-
ni one siirerler. Oysa, bu tiir bir diizen
etkilesimi azalttign ya da engelledigi
icin tasarim stiidyosunda istenenin
tam tersidir. Diger yandan, geleneksel
sira dizisiyle olusturulmus dersliklerin
U diizenle kargilastirildigr calismalar-
da (Sommer, 1969; Kaya ve Burgess,
2007), 6n ve orta siralardaki 0gren-
cilerin derse katiliminin daha ytiksek
diizeyde oldugu ancak bu tiir ortam-
larda odak noktasinin egitmen oldugu,
U diizende ise egitmenin tam karsisin-
daki 6grenciler daha katilimciyken or-
tamin kendisinin tartismay1 ve sosyal
etkilesimi 6zendirdigi savunulur.

Tasarim stiidyosunda gerek duyulan
bilginin dinamik ve karmagik yapisi
nedeniyle 6grenciler arasinda bilgi ve
kaynak paylagiminin 6nemi artmak-
ta (Wang ve dig., 2010; McCormick,

2004) ve akranlar arasi 6grenme ile
meslegin 6ziindeki disiplinler arasi
caligma aliskanligi olugsmaktadir. Bu
nedenle, gerek egitmenler gerekse ar-
kadaslar ile iletisim kurmay: saglaya-
cak yer secimi iyi bir proje ortaya ko-
yabilmek agisindan 6nemlidir. Ancak
birinci sinifin ilk haftalarinda sosyal
etkilesim heniiz tam olarak kurulma-
muistir. Bu arastirmanin hipotezi heniiz
belirli yerlere karsi olugsmamis olan
aliskanlik, kurulmamais sosyal ve arka-
daslik baglari nedeniyle 6grencilerin
yer seciminde daha bagimsiz olacaklar1
ve sabit diizendeki bir stiidyoda kura-
caklar1 sosyal etkilesimin basarilarin
etkileyecegidir.

2. Arastirma alani ve kisitlar

Kolayca denetlenebilen sinirli or-
tamlardaki kiigciik gruplar arasinda
sosyal etkilesimin olusmasi daha ko-
laydir ve tasarim stiidyolar1 agisindan
da bu istenen bir 6zelliktir. Ancak bu
arastirma icin secilen alan tim bu
ideal sartlarin disinda kalan bir stid-
yodur. Geleneksel sira diizeninde 76
¢izim masasi alabilen 200 m*lik bu
stiidyo, Ozel bir iiniversitenin birinci
sinif mimarlik ve i¢ mimarlik 6gren-
cileri ile ardisik iki yil yapilan temel
tasarim dersinde kullanilan ve kisitl
fiziksel kaynaklar nedeniyle kuramsal
derslerin de aymi yerde yiritildaga
bir mekandir. Egitmen grubunun ayni
kaldig1, 2009-2010 ve 2010-2011 giiz
yariyillarini iceren caligmada, 3, 6, 9
ve 12. haftalarda ¢ekilen fotograflarla
ogrencilerin yer segimleri belirlenerek
bu haftalara ait uygulamalarda aldikla-
r1 notlarla karsilastirilmustir. Incelenen
iki yariyildaki 6nemli bir fark da 72 ve
36 6grenci ile ikinci yila ait 6grenci sa-
yisinun ilk yilin yarisi kadar oldugudur.
Yer se¢imi havuzunu etkileyen bu fark
sonuglara da yansimistir. Ogrencilerin
egitmenlerle ve arkadaslariyla fark-
I1 sosyal etkilesim alanini kullanacag:
varsayilan giinlik uygulamalar, stiidyo
oturma diizeni, egitmenlerin dolasim
aks1 ile goriis agilarinin dizimsel de-
gerleri regresyon analizi ve Spearman
korelasyonlari ile karsilagtirilmigtir.

3. Mekansal dizim yontemi ve anali-
zleri

Mekansal dizim cesitli mekansal dii-
zenleri tireten kurallar dizisi olarak ta-
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nimlanabilir (Hillier ve Leaman, 1974;
Hillier ve dig., 1987). Hanson ve Con-
roy Daltona (2007), gére mekansal di-
zimde farkli gosterim bicimleri olan ti¢
birim bulunur; bunlar hareket belirten
aks cizgileri, sosyal etkilesim belirten
digbiikey mekanlar ve gorsel kapsami
belirten esgoriis alanlaridir. Mimari
diizende biitiinlesme degerleri disado-
niikligl, derinlik ise gizli alanlar1 be-
lirtir. Bu calismada ¢izim masalarinin
dolasima ve erisime olanak saglayan
dtizenlerini arastirmak i¢in biitiinles-
me degerleri, sosyal etkilesim igin ise
gerek egitmenlerin gerekse ogrencile-
rin oturur durumdaki esgoriis alanlari
dikkate alinmistir. Cizim masalarinin
erisilebilirligi ve egitmenlerin masalar
arasindaki dolasgim aksinin biitiinles-
me degerleri i¢in masalar sabit kabul
edilmis, her bir taburenin goriis ala-
ni1 i¢in ise masalarin konumu goézardi
edilmis ve en genis goriis acis1 arasti-
rilmistir. Egitmenin goriis agisina giren
masalar ayrica analiz edilmis ve 6zel-
likle stiidyonun arkalarinda yer alan
masalardaki o6grencilerin egitmenin
goriis agisindan tamamen gizlenmele-
rine ragmen arkadaglariyla goz kontagi
kurmaya devam ettikleri i¢cin bu masa-
lar1 tercih ettikleri goriilmustiir.

4. Sonuglar ve tartisma
Yapilan analizlerde G6grencilerin
notlar1 bagimli degisken, dizimsel ve-
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riler ise bagimsiz degisken olarak ele
alinmistir. Tablo 2de verilen sonugla-
ra gore, bagar1 ve biitiinlesme degeri
iliskisi ancak kalabalik grubun ilk haf-
talarinda gortlmistiir; buna ragmen
Ogrenci sayisinin neredeyse masa sayl-
sina esit oldugu bu dénemde sonuglar
rastlantisaldir. Bir sonraki yilda ise, se-
cenek ¢ok daha fazlayken, orta diizeyin
tstiindeki Ogrencilerin egitmenlerle
etkilesim i¢in 6ndeki masalari, kolay
erisim icin dolasim hatt1 boyundaki
masalari, genis goriis agisi i¢in ise pen-
cere veya duvar kenarlarindaki masala-
r1 tercih ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Ogren-
cilerin segenekleri fazla oldugu zaman
tiziksel erisim yerine genis goriis ala-
nint tercih ettikleri; ancak bu genis go-
riis alaninin onceliginin arkadas ya da
manzara oldugu, egitmen etkilesimiyle
iliskili olmadig: goriilmiistiir.

Egitmenlerin esgoriis alanlarinin
ogrenci yer secimi ve basarisiyla belir-
gin bir iliskisi gortilmezken, stiidyo ku-
ramsal derslere oranla icinde daha cok
zaman gegcirilen bir yer oldugu igin,
esgoriis cevresi her iki yil sonuglarinda
da ozellikle orta ve diisiik diizeyde ba-
sarili ogrencilerin tercihleri agisindan
anlamlidir. Bu aragtirma tasarim siireci
acisindan ideal olmamakla birlikte, eri-
sim kolaylig1 saglanabilen geleneksel
masa diizeninde olusturulmus stiidyo-
larin da hala kullanish olmaya devam
ettigini gostermektedir.
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