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ASSESSING THE SPACIOUSNESS OF INTERIORS

Vacit imamoglu

This article is mainly based on the work done by the author towards a Ph.D
dissertation * at the University of Strathelyde, Glasgow, from 1972 to 1975. In
order to have an idea about the general framework of the thesis a brief
explanation may  be useful to the reader,

The research carried out, aimed to understand the meaning and structure of
spaciousness of interiors and its relationship to some architectural variables
like, window size, window position, room proportion. The exploratory studies
aimed to understand the significance of the concept for assessing interiors
and fo gain some insight as to which variables need to be considered
in the future experiments. These studies, consisting of open—ended
questionnaires, card-sorting, survey of newspapers, suggested that spaciousness
was an important construct on which people often based their descriptions and
evaluations of interiors and that it was closely related to such variables as size,
clutteredness and the general atmosphere of interiors.

After this general investigation of the topic, the first part of the main study
concentrated on the experimental assessment of specific variables related to the
concept. The first experiment of this group explored the effect of furniture
density on the spaciousness evaluations and size estimation of rooms. ! The
results indicated that size and spaciousness were related but were referring to
different concepts. An overfurnished room was assessed as being less spacicus
than both an empty and a furnished one; as for the size estimations, an empty
room was seen laxger than an overfurnised one,

The next two studies examined the relationship beiween the function and
desirable degree of spaciousness of rooms. Of these, the results of the first’
experiment indicated that people desire to earry out “intimate-personal”
"social'' and "public” activities in Interiors with different degrees of spaciousness
from the ileast to the most, respectively. The second one, which verified the
early findings, was designed to clarify the results of the first experiment by
controlling the number of people involed in the three groups of activities.

The last group of situdies in this pari, aimed fo examine the effect of
window size, window position and room proportion on spaciousness evaluation
of rooms. Affer a number of exploratory studies in real rooms, two main
experiments were carried oui with 1/10 scale, adjustable models 4 Results of
these experiments indicated that, (a) rooms with windows on the short walls
were assessed as being more spacious than the ones with windows on the long
sides, and (b) rooms with smaller windows appeared less spacious.
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The following part of the research, which will be reported in this article, is
concerned with the construction of a scale to measure the spaciousness of
interiors, After construction of the scale, the last group of experimental studies
ufilized this scale aiming to get more specific information about the
spaciousness and crampedness factors, The experimental studies examined the
effects of such variables as: mediums of presentation (a real room, its 1/10 model,
and its colored slide); organization (or orderliness) of furniture; window size,
window position and room proportion; day versus night-time, open versus closed
curtaing; user-ncnuser  differences; and types of activities camried out in
interiorss'4.

SPACIQUSNESS OF INTERIOR SPACES

Oune of the controversial issues of the 2(‘]1"]:l century architecture is eoncerned
with the concept of spaceS. No matter how different viewpoints are held, there
is a growing interest in understanding and better utilization of space. It seems
that the most outstanding. architects of this century were the ones who were
particularly sensitive to man-environment relationship and deeply concerned
with the functional and aesthetic aspects of space. This intuitive sensitivity of
master architects might perhaps hecome more explicit and widespread as a result
of an inecreasing concern in the present-day architects and enpvironmental
psychologists to understand man-etwironment relationship better and to examine
various dimensions of architectural space.

Interior spacesand rooms in everyday life are the basic units of architectural
design. They are the enclosures for activities (living, working, ete,) in a building,
the most important reason for the building. The success of the interior spaces
are largety responsible for the suceess of the architectural design.

Semantic studies in environmental psychology in the early 1970's often pave
way to a spacerelated spaciousness or enclosedness dimension either -
independent of other factors as in the cases of Kashmar, Collins, Honikman,
Markus, et al., Acking and Kiiller, and Kiiller, or confounded with evaluative
factors as in the cases of Canter, and Hetsberger. ® This common dimension of
various research projects-spaciousness- isa derivative of "space.” It is widely
used in everydaylife and architectnre to desctibe and evaluate spaces, meaning
"the state or quality of being wide, spacious or commodious; exiensiveness of
area or dimensions, roominess' 7. "containing much space, amply large”.8 In
other languages, similar concepts signify width and openness and are closely
related to the quality and amount of space. © The faet that a notable amount of
house advertisements in newspapers and estate agencies employ the word
spaciousness generously implies that the significance of this word for deseription
and evaluation of inferiors is intuitively sensed and put to use by
practitioners, 10

A number of researchers have dealt with the problem of spaciousness directly or
indirectly and have related it to one or a few of the following features of
interiors: Window size, interior illuminance, color of surfaces, room size and
proportion, furniture density, etc.!1 Some other research projects showed or
implied a positive correlation between satisfaction and spaciousness, 12
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SPACIOUSNESS - CRAMPEDNESS SCALE

The advantages of scales in environmental psychology were spelled out by a
number of authors: Kashmar constructed a semantic scale for description of
interiors; Canter and Wools for appraisal of interiors, Kiiller, on the other hand,
developed a scale applicable to both interiors and exteriors, 13 These scales, no
matter how little usage they had in architecture, shed some light on our
understanding and evaluation of interiors and motivated further studies. The
present study stemmed from the same common ground with the hope that
development of a spaciousness scale would not only clarify the meaning of
spaciousness, hence space - but also provide a descriptive tool to evaluate inferiors,

The construction of Spaciousness —Crampedness Scale (SCS) was carried out in
five stages, each of which will be discussed separately.

STAGE 1: SELECTION AND RATINGS OF DESCRIPTIVE ADJECTIVE
PAIRS ON APPROPRIATENESS TO DESCRIBE THE SPACIOUSNESS OF
A ROOM,

Method: A pool of 151 adjective pairs thought to be related to
spaciousness were obtained from a pilot work and varicus other sources, to be
rated on their appropriateness to describe the spaciousness of a room,1% Ten of
the 151 adjective pairs were duplicated to assess the internal consistency of the
ratings. Thus, the total Lst presented for rating consisted of 161 pairs of
adjectives. One hundred and thirty five subjects (94 males, 41 females), consisting
of graduate and undergraduate psychology and architecture students from the
University of Strathclyde and some Glaswegian office workers served as raters.
Each adjective pair (e.g., large-small, pleasant-unpleasant) was rated on ils
appropriateness to describe the spaciousness of & room om an 1li—point
(extremely inappropriate—extremely appropriate) scale. The subjects were also
given the option of using question marks to designate any unclear pairs.

Results: To obtain a measure of internal consistency, correlation
coefficients of the 10 duplicated pairs were computed. Since the variables did
not have a normal distribution, and a farge number of cases were classified into
2 relatively small number of categories, Kendall's tau coefficients were used. 15
Tau values were significant beyond. 001 level for each of the ten duplicated

pairs. The combined correlation for the total subject sample gave a mean "z
value of 8,24, which is significant beyond the .00003 level.

Means, standard deviations and the number of gquestion marks were found for
aach of the 161 pairs of adjectives to obtain the central tendency of
appropriateness values, the amont of subjects’ agreement and clarity of meanings
of the adjective pairs. To be eliminated, an adjective pair either

(i} had a mean below 7.00, the first "appropriate’’ point on the 11—point
scale, or

had a standard deviation of 3,16 (variance of 11.00) or larger, or

had 9 or more question marks. When these criteria were applied, 31
adjective pairs remained. 18

(i1)
(ifi)
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STAGE 2: SELECTION AND EVALUATION OF INTERIOR SLIDES IN
TERMS OF 'SPACIQOUSNESS'

Method: From a large pool of colored slides, 36 slides of interiors (living

rooms, offices, exhibition halls, etc.) were selected. Half of the slides represented
the 'spacious' and the other half 'not spacious’ or 'eramped’ interiors.

A 4—point (very spacious, spacious, not spacious, not spacious at all) scale was
used to evaluate the spaciousness of each slide. The subjects were 25 office
workers (18 male, 7 female) and 38 undergraduate students (31 male, 4 female).

Results: The mean rating for each slide was caleulated for office workers
and students separately. The mean ratings of these two groups of subjects were
strikingly similar. The Pearson produet—momnent correlation applied to the mean
ratings of the slides gave an "r'' of .950 (number of slides 36) which is sipnificant
beyond the .001 level. The five slides that were rated as the most spacious and
the five that were rated as the least spacious by both subject groups were
selected to be used in the third stage.

STAGE 3: RATINGS OF SELECTED SLIDES WITH THE FINAL LIST OF
BIPOLAR ADJECTIVE PAIRS

After a pilot study, selected slides were shown {o 21 office workers (10 male, 11
female) and 66 undergraduate architecture students (58 male, 8 female).

Each subject evaluated each of the 10 slides on a 7T—point scale in terms of the
31 adjective pairs selected in Stage L. Subjects' evaluations on the 31 adjective
pairs were converted intc numerical scores of 1 to 7 (1 representing the
undesirable end of the scale e.g., small, cluttered, etc., and T referring to the
desirable one, e.g., large, uncluttered, ete.). Firstly, the mean values for each of
the 31 adjective pairs were calculated for each of the 10 interiors based on the
judgements of 87 individuals. These mean values then constituted the bases for
two correlation matrices, for the five most spacious and the five least spacious
interiors. The application of the Mc¢ Quitty's Elementary Linkage Analysis to
each group of interiors gave way to meaningful clusters of adjective pairs. 17
Hence, a further analysis, factor analysis of the data was undertaken.

STAGE 4: FACTOR ANALYSIS

Tne two correlation matrices for the five most-spacious and five least-spacious
interiors caleulated in the previous stage were subjected to two separate principal
component analyses and rotated to orthogonal, simple structure by the varimax
method,

Spacious Interiors

The varimax rotated solution for spacious rooms initially gave way to 6 factors,
but the interpretation of these factors was very difficult. Therefore, fewer
number of factors were rotated: 5, 4, 3 and 2 factors. Among these the 3-factor
solution was considered the most meaningul one, 18 Table-I shows the adjective
pairs that have factor loadings of .30 or greater for the spacious rooms, for the
3-factor solution. These factors accounted for 47.7% of the total variance.
Factor I accounted for 46% of common vatiance, Factor II for 27% and Factor
I1I for 27%.
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Spaciousness Factor I — Appeal. The first factor_is related to the attraction,

charm or appeal of the interiors. It caries a pleasantness and perhaps a
homeliness character; "how much at home one might have felt in the interiot"
or "how appesaling, atiractive or charming” the room seems to the individual,
The variables that were unrelated to this factor were the ones concerned with
the size and the funetion of the interiors.

With its high loadings and evaluative character, this factor seems to correspond
to Kashmar's 'sesthetic appeal', Canter's and Kiiller's "pleasantness’,

Hersberger's 'space—evaluation”, or Collin's "'aesthetic evaluation' factors. 1°

Spaciousness Factor II — Planning: The second factor is related to the planning

aspects of the interiors; its organization, balance and coerdination, Although,
it has zerc or near-zero loadings on variables related to size, crowding and
lighting of the space, it has some adjective pairs loaded together with the first
factor; hence carries a pleasantness or appeal nature, as well; but. it s mainly
concerned with the organization and fitness of the room to its function, its
scale, balance and coordination; simply its planning,

Spaciousness Factor III — Space Freedom; The third factor seems to encompass,

on the one hand,the feeling of ''roominess'" as well as the physical size or
"largeness” of the interior; on the other hand, the crowding and eclutteredness
of spaces. In other words, it is made up of mainly two aspects: (a) size (roomy,
large)} and (b) clutteredness. Thus, it can be considered a ''space freedom"
factor. (As would be expected, this factor has low loadings on items of both
the appeal and planning factors.)

Not Spacious Interiors

The varimax rotated solution for "'not spacious” rooms (from now on called
“eramped'') also gave way to six initial factors. Due to the difficulty of
interpretation of these factors, fewer number of factors were yotated: 5, 4, 3
and 2 factors. Among these, the 5—factor solution seemed the most meaningful
one. Table II shows the adjective pairs that had factor loadings of .30 or greater
on each factor of the 5—factor solution, These five factors accounted for 58.4%
of the total variance. Factor I accounted for 30.8% of the common variance,
Factor I for 20.7%, Factor 111 for 18.7%, Factor IV for 17.8% and Facior V
for 12% of the common variance. The last factor, due to its low variance was
considered insignificant and was not taken into consideration in interpretation
of factors and in scale consfruction,

Crampedness Factor 1 — Planning: As is seen in Table I, this factor shows a
planning and organizalion dimension, It, more or less, corresponds to the
spaciousness Factor 11 and has also been called the "planning’ factor.

Crampedness Factor II — Physical Size: Table II shows that the highly loaded

first three items of this- factor are quite distinct from the rest of the variables
of this factor, It was these three adjective pairs that labeled this factor: "physical

size .

Crampedness Factor III — Clutteredness: Factor III seems to imply both a

judgement of fuliness, emptiness with regards to people and items in a room, as
well as, a perceived adequacy of size of interiors. Because of the apparent
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importance of the items relating to crowding and chittering, this factor has
been ealled as the "clutteredness' factor.

Crampedness FactorIV — Appeal: This factor seems to indicate the feeling of

"goziness'', “comfort”’,liveableness'' ofaninterior: how attractive, charming or
appealing the room seems to the individual. Like the first factor of spaciousness,
this factor kas been named as the "appeal’ factor,

The results of factor analyses indicated that for a room to be spacious, first of
all, it must be appealing, then well planned and finally must have space freedom.
On the other hand, planning seems to be the most important factor for
crampedness: for a room to be cramped, it must be poorly planned, it must fail
to satisfy the functional requirements, it must be too small for that particular
function (physiecal size factor); in addition to these, the number of people or
the number of items in the space must seem excessive (clutteredness factor);
and finally it must look unappealing.

On the bases of the results obtained, one can speculate that every interior must
at least score low on crampedness scale (not cramped); the failure of this
condition means the failure of proper functioning of the space. On the other
hand, high values on the spacicusi.ess scale means that the particular interiot not
only fits functional and physical reguirements, but also gives some emotional
satisfaction or comfort to the occupants.

STAGE 5: SELECTION OF THE FINAL ADJECTIVE PAIRS FOR
SPACIOUSNESS AND CRAMPEDNESS SCALES (5-C-5)

The task in the last stage of scale construction was the selection of the items {or
adjective pairs) that were most discriminative and representative of each of the
spaciousness and crampedness factors. These items would then constitute the
§-C-5. One concern in constructing the scales was to have the maximum
reliability using the minimum number of items. This was accomplished by using
the alpha reliability coefficient.?® By using this technique together with factor
analysis, it was possible not only to explore the dimensionality of the
spaciousness — crampedness domain, but also to decide on the number of items
required in order to measure each dimension or factor at an appropriate level
of reliability.

The items writtenin capital letters in Tables I and 1 represent the final adjective
pairs that were selected by using the alpha appoach to represent each of the
spaciousness and crampedness factors, Alpha reliability values for Spaciousness
Factors I, II and Il were, 89 (n=4), .86 (n=5), and .79 (n=8), respectively, and
for Crampedness Factors I, I1, III, and IV, they were .86 (n=4), .33 (n=3), .83
(n=5), and .86 (nh=3), respectively.

At the end of this final stage a $-C-§ consisting of 19 adjective pairs was
obtained, Taken separately, the spaciousness scale consisted of 17 items while
the crampedness one was made up of 15 items; 13 items were common to both
scales. In order to see an application of the scale, the following experiment is
reported, '
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AN EXPERIMENTAL USAGE OF §-C-S: EVALUATION OF 1/10 SCALE
MODELS AS A FUNCTION OF FURNITURE DENSITY AND
SPACIOUSNESS - CRAMPEDNESS FACTORS.

As was reported elsewhere.the effect of furniture density on the subjective
2L V. IMAMOGLU, The effect of furniture  pyaluation of spaciousness (and estimation of size) was studied with real rooms,
densit the subjecti lnati f . s .
soaciousne and estimation of sme of woms, DY Using a 7-point “cramped—spacious” scale.?! In the present study, the
Architectural _ Psychology, ed. R.XKiller, effect of furniture density was again examined by utilizing the spacicusness and
Stroudsburg, _ Feansylemnia: - Dowded, . onpnednecs scale, this time in 1/10 scale models. The aim of the present

Hutehinson and Ross lns, 1973, pp. 341352, 1
experiment was two fold:

{a} to examine the relationship between furniture density and spaciousness
more thoroughly in terms of the three spacicusness and four crampedness
factors; and

(b} to find out the degree to which the previously obtained relationship
(between furniture densily and spaciousness) would be valid for a 110
scale mode] of a different interior,

Method: Twenty—two male subjects have served in each of the three
experimental conditions, One—to—ten scale model of a conference room was
used as stimulus. As can be seen in Figure 1, it was either empty or furnished
or over—furnished in the three conditions of the experiment, Each subject was
asked to observe the interior of the model through its aperture and to rate it
in terms of the 19 adjective pairs iisted in a random order.

Fig. 1The plans of the 1/10 scale model in
the smply, furnished and overfurnished
conditions.

Results: Each subject's ratings on each of the 19 adjective pairs were
vonverted into two sets of numerical scores (for spaciousness and crammpedness)
of 1 to 7. Then for each subject the mean scores of the adjective pairs for each
of the three spaciousness and four crampedness factors were caleulated. These
two sets of seores for each subject were then usad in the two separate analyses of

variance for factorial designs.

Spaciousness; The differences between the mean values of the three
experimental conditions were analyzed by an ANOVA for iwo—way factorial
desipns with repeated measures on one factor. The results indicated that both
the main effect of furniture density (F=10,61, df = 2, 63; p {.001) and that of
spaciousness factors (F = 7,51, df = 2, 126; p {.001} as well as their interaction
{(F=8.15, df = 4,126; p {.001) were highly significant.
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The main effect of furniture density indicated that the mean spacicusness
evaluations varied significantly in the three experimental conditions. As can be
seen in Figure 2, in the empty condition the overall mean evaluation (of the
three spaciousness factors) was 4,95; in the furnished condition it increased to
5.12; whereas in the overfurnished conditionit dropped to 4.15; hence yielding
an inverted U—shaped function, Separate t—test analyses indicated that the
mean spaciousness evaluation of the overfurnished condition was significantly
different from that of both the empty (t = 3.60, df = 42, p {.001) and the
furnished conditions (t = 3,94, df = 42, p { .001); on the other hand, the
difference between the empty and furnished conditions was not significant.
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The main effect of spaciousness factors will not be congidered since it does not
mean much without considering the interaction between the factors and the
furniture density. As can be seen in Figure 2,the interaction showed that in
the empty condition the model was evaluated relatively higher on Factor III
(space freedom) than Factors I and Il (appeal and planning, respectively). In
the furnished condition the mean values of Factors I and IIl did not show any
significant change, whereas that of Factor II showed a tendency to increase
which was very close to being significant (t = 2.00,df= 42, p {.1, for the
difference between the mean values of Factor Il in the empty versus furnished
conditions). In the overfurnished condition, on the other hand, the mean values
of all three factors seemed to decrease, with that of Factor III relatively more
than the others. Separate t—test analyses in fact showed that only the decrease
observed in Factor IIl was significant (t = 7.19, df = 43, p { .001; for the
ditference in the mean Factor III values for the furnished versus overfurnished
conditions); however, the decrease observed in the mean values of Factor I in
the overfurnished condition was approaching significance (£ = 1.78, df = 42,
pl.1) ' '
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Fig. 3Mean  evaluations of interiors aa

function of the levels of furniture density

&and crampedness factors.

Crampedness: The differences between the three conditions of the
experiment in ferms of crampedness factors were again analyzed by an
ANOV A for factorial designs. The resulls indicated that the effects of furniture
density (F = 14 .33, df = 2, 63; p (.001) and its interaction with crampedness
factors (F = 12. 44, df = 6,189; p { .001) were significant, As can be seen in
Figure 3, the crampedness evaluation of an interior did not vary significantly for
empty and furnished conditions. On the other hand, the mean crampednes
value for the overfurnished condition varied highly significantly from those
of both the empty and the furnished conditions { t = 4.84 and =4.39,
respectively, each with 42 df and p { .001), Thus, overfumnishing appears to
have a strong role in making an interior more cramped.
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As for the interaction effect, separate t—iest analyses indicated that, the mean
values of both the appeal and the clutteredness factors in the overfurnished
condition varied signiflcantly from those of the furnished as well as the empty
conditions (the t values for the difference between the furnished and
overfurnished conditions being t = 7.31, p {.001 and t = 2.11, p {.05, for
Factors IIT and 1V, respectively, each with 42 df), As is clearly seen, the most
affected factor by overfurnishing was the clutteredness,

Discussion; The results indicated that the empty and furnjshed interiors
did not differ in terms of spacicusness factors, although there was a slight
tendency for the furnished room to be evaiuated as being better planned.
Overfurnishing, on the other hand, seemed to affect the space freedom factor
very strongly; although not significant, the mean value of the appeal factor
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also showed a tendency to decrease. Thus an overfurnished interior appears
to be dlightly less appealing but more notably as having less space freedom than
a furnished one,

As for the crampedness evaluations, the overfurnished room was seen as being
more cramped than both the empty and the furnished ones. A consideration of
the specifie crampedness factors indicated that the factors mainly responsible
for this finding were clutteredness and appeal factors, the former relatively more
so than the latter. The overfurnished condition was evaluated as being
significantly cluttered and less appealing than both the empty and the furnished
conditions.

The results showed that an overfurnished interior was perceived as being less
spacious than both an empty and a furnished one. This finding is highly
supportive of the results of the earlier experiment.22 Figure 4 shows the
striking similarity of the shapes of the functions obtained in the earlier and
present experiments. This similarity becomes even more interesting in view of
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the fact that the former study was carried out in a full—size office room while
the present one utilized a 1/10 scale model of a conference room which differed
in size and nature from the former. Although the results are similar, the present
experiment, due to the usage of S-C-8, a more descriptive tool, provided more
specific information on diffetent components of spaciousness and crampedness
construcets, '

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE SCALE

The development of §-C-8, one of its examplary demonstration above and other
studies using the scale implied that spaciousnens is a powerful and reliable
construct bringing together important aspects of an interior, its appeal and
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pleasantness in general; its planning and organization; its physical size with
respect to the type of activity and the numbey of people who will be involved in
that acﬁvity.23 In other words, spaciousness judgments of interiors take inio
account not only the affective aspects of spaces but also their intricate
functional sides, Hence, spaciousness scale can be considered a general evaluation

scale for interior spaces.

This scale, when properly utilized, can give a detailed and complete picture of
how people feel and think about &n interior space. In addition, it enables us to
make comparisons of interiors of similar nature {e.g. choice between a number
of interior design schemes), Another usage of the scale may be its utilization as
a standard evaluation measure for interiors of comparable functions.

When used by other researchers, S-C-5 as a general evaluation tool, may lead to
improved communication on different problems of interiors. In addition to that,
pecple in the field, architects, interior designers, space managers and perhaps
behaviour scientists, can possibly find practical use for this type of scale in
understanding, utilizing and designing better interiors. This common tool, in
turn, may bring the researchers and practicing professionals together in solving
complex, ever increasing problems of interior spaces,
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.TABLE 1 — VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS ~
SPACIOUS ROOMS

Distribution of variables on different factors. All loadings which after rotation
show loadings }.30 have been included (¥)

Adjective pair I If I
REPELLING — INVITING 79 B35 -
UNCOMFORTABLE — COMFORTABLE 76 31 -
DISTURBING — RESTFUL .14 32 -
Unimaginative — imaginative ' 74 - -
Unimpressive — impressive 12 - -
Harsh lighting — soft lighting .69 - -
UNLIVABLE — LIVABLE B4 - -
Static space — dynamic space 053 - —
Cozy — monumental —583 — .39
Single purpose — multiple purpose 51 - -
Disorganized — organized - 12 -
POORLY ORGANIZED — WELL ORGANIZED A8 .84 —
Non~functionat -~ functional - b1 -
POORLY SCALED — WELL SCALED 45 B89 -
POORLY BALANCED — WELL BALANCED .87 B9 —
UNCOORDINATED -- COORDINATED .35 BT =
POORLY PLANNED - WELL PLANNED 53 b4 -
Poor lighting — good lighting - 48 -
Dark — light — 46—
Inadequate size — adequate size - 42 37
CRAMPED — ROOMY - - 67
TINY — HUGE -3 - .68
SMALL — LARGE . — — .65
RESTRICTED SPACE — FREE SPACE .36 - .61
CLUTTERED — UNCLUTTERED - — .85
CROWDED — UNCROWDED — - .55
CLOSED — OPEN - - .53
NARROW — WIDE . .60 - 52
Restricted — unrestricted 45 — .50
Fuil — empty - - 46
Poor acoustics — good acoustics 31 — —
Proportion of total variance in % 219 13.0 128
Proportion of common variznce in % 46 27 27

(*) Pairs written in capita'ﬂ letters are the ones yemained in the final stage of seale
construction.
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ITABLE 11 — VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR LOADINGS -
NOT — SPACIOUS ROOMS

Distribution of variables on different factors. All loadings which after rotation
show loadings ) .30 have been ineluded. (¥)

Adjective pair I Il Im 1w v
POORLY PLANNED — WELL PLANNED 4 - - = =
POORLY ORGANIZED — WELL ORGANIZED g2 - 38 — -
UNCOORDINATED — COORDINATED M- - = =
POORLY BALANCED — WELL BALANCED - - - -
Diserganized — organized .69 — 41 — -
Poorly scaled — well scaled KLyI- - - -
Unimpressive — impressive b4 832 - - -
Poor acoustics — good acoustics 49 - - - -
Non—funetional — funectional A48 - - - -
Unimaginative -— imaginative AT—- - = 37
SMALL — LARGE - 81 - - -
TINY — HUGE - .18 - - -
NARROW — WIDE Y i A
Single purpose — multiple purpose - b8 - - -
Static space -~ dynamic space - 48 - - -
Restricted space — free space - 46 - - -
Restricted — unrestricted B0 40 — - -
FULL — EMPTY - - .81 - —
CROWDED — UNCROWDED - = 73 - -
CLUTTERED — UNCLUTTERED ST- 7 - -
CRAMPED — ROOMY - — 46 51 — —
INADEQUATE SIZE — ADEQUATE SIZE 40 32 49 — —
Cozy — monumental - - - -13-
UNCOMFORTABLE — COMFORTABLE AT — = 65—
UNLIVABLE — LIVABLE A48 — -~ .64 —
Harsh lighting ~- soft ligting - - - 60—
Repeiling — inviting A48 —  — 58 —
DISTURBING — RESTFUL 40 ~ 45 BT —
Dark — light - - - = .80
Poor lighting — good lighting - - -  — 78
Closed — open - 46 — — 53
Proportion of total variance in % 18.0 12.1 10.9 104 7.0
Proportion of common variance in % 30.8 20.7 18.7 17.8 12.0

(*) Pairs written in capital letters are the ones remained in the final stage of
seale construction.
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OZET -

1C UZAMLARIN DEGERLENDIRILMESI

Uzam (veya mekan), icinde bulundufumuz yiizyl mimarlarinin en cok sdziinii
edip tartighfi kavramlardan biridir, Uzamn ¢esitli boyutlanna duyulanilgi ve
daha iyi kullamiimas i¢in gabalar yalmz mimarhkta degil, ona yakmn alanlarda
da girilmektedir.

Mimari psikolojide ig uzamlan ele alan aragtirmalarn bixgofunda uzam Sneml
bir kavramsal boyut ofarak gorilmektedir. Son 15—20 yilda ¢esitli mimari ¢ev-
relerin anlagilmasi ve degerlendirilmesi igin yapilan semantik ¢ahgmalarda da
uzam boyutu dnemlibir yer tutmaktadir. Bu boyut Ingilizcedeki “spacious' ve
Tiitkce'deki ferahlik kKavrami ile yakindan ilgilidir. Bircok galigma, ferahhfin
uzama iligkin olumlu, kisa, 5z bir kavram oldugunu gdstermigtir. Bu kavrami, gi-
derek i¢ uzamu, aynniilan ile anlaimak ve uzam deferlendirmesinde bir arag
olarak kullanmak izere, Ingilizce'de Spaclousness—Crampedness—Scale (SCS)
adli bir duygusal anlam Slgegi geligtirilmigtir,

Bes agamada gergeklestivilen olgefin ilk agamasmda biruzamn ferahhfim
anlatmak igin kullanfacak ¢ok sayida sifat ¢ifti se¢ilmis buntarin ferahlik kav-
rarmmi anlatinaye uygun olup olmadiffy gesitli gruptan insaplara degerlendirtil-
mistir, Degerlendirme sonunda "anlatim igin uygunluk", “anlam eciklifn”, de.
nekler arasy benzerlik"' Sleiitleri kullamlarak; ‘“‘ferahhi betimlemeye en uygun
olacak 31 sifat ¢ifti elde edilmigtir.

Ikinei agamada gok sayida "slide" arasindan ferah ve ferah olmayan ic uzamlari
en tyi simgeleyen 36 slide secilmis ve bunlarn ferahlikt dereceleri gegitll gruptaki
insanlara degerlendirtilmigtir. Bu deferlendirme sonunda ferahlikta en yiiksek ve
en diigiik degerler alan beger slide elde edilmistin.

Ugiineli agamada ise segilen 10 slide, ilk basamakta elde edilen 31 sifat ¢ifti ile
iki grup insana degerlendirtilmis, elde edilen ikl korelasyon matrisine uygulanan
Me Quitty'nin temel iligki goziimlemesi anlamh sonuglar vermigtir, Claligmanin
dbrdiineii agamasinda eldeki korelasyon matrislerine faktor analizi uygulanmmg ve
ferah uzamlar i¢in iig, ferah olmayanlar igin ddirt etmen elde edilmigtir,

Ferah uzamlan belirleyen etmenler:
1, Cekieilik

2, Planlanma

3. Oezgiirliik

Ferah olmayanlan belirleyenler ise;
1, Planlanma

2. Fiziki dlgit

3. Siksiklik ve

4. Cekictlik
tmenteri olmugtur.

Olgek geligtirmedeki son agamada, en az sayida sifat gifti ile en fazla giivenirligi
saglamak igin Cronbach'in ""alfa" glivenilirlik katsayis1 kullanilarak her bir etmen
yeniden ele alinmig ve 8-C-S vi olugturan 19 sifat ¢ifti belirlenmistir. Oniic cifti
ortak olmak iizere, ferahlik Slgegi 17, sikinti vericilik Slgegi 15 smfat ¢iftinden
olugmugtur.
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Elde edilen bu Gl¢egi kullanarak yapilan birgok deneysel ¢aligmadan biri - egya
yofunlufuna iligkin olam - makalede sunulmugtur. Bir toplantt odasimn 1/10
modehi {i¢ ayrl kosulda (bos, désell ve sikigik) ayn denek gruplan tarafindan de-
gerlenditilmistir. Fazla egya ile doldurnlmug kosuldaki oda, bog ve az egya ile
disenmise kiyasla daha az ferah goriilmiistiir,

Bu degerlendirmede "ferahlik™ Glgeginde “'dzgiirlik™, “sikint1 vericiik” Glgegin-
de ise "'stkigikhik" ve "¢ekicilik'' boyutlart etken olmug, denekler hu koguldaki
oday1 dahg az Szgiir, daha az cekici ve daha sikisik olarek algilamugtar,

Eide edilen sonuclar digek geligtivilmeden yapiloms benzer bir deneyin sonugla-
n ile karsilagtinlmig, ofis olarak kullanilan gercek bir odada yapilan Snceki de-
ney ile makalede sunulan deney sonuclar biiyiik benzerlik gostermigtir, Yaluz,
Bleek Kulianilarak yapilan deney sonuclan dlgefin cegitli etmenlerine iligkin da-
ha ¢ok ve aynntil bilgi elde edilmesini saglarmsgtiy.
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