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Abstract  

In architecture, perception based studies about building facades have 

become more popular. In recent studies, mostly residential buildings and 

business center type of buildings had been selected as target buildings. 

The lack of study of the perception of the facades of religious structures 

has created the basic motivation for this work. In the current study, the 

facade features of (Seljuk period, Ottoman period and Republic period) 

some important mosques from different periods were evaluated 

according to the adjective pairs of complexity, preference and 

impressiveness variables. Also, whether or not the general views of the 

mosques represent Islamic religion and their level of arousing curiosity 

were questioned. For this purpose, in the study, a total of 16 mosques 

were used. The results obtained from the participants as architect and 

non-architect are given. It is seen that the participant architects show a 

statistically more negative approach compared to those who are non-

architects in the perceptual evaluations of the facades of the mosques for 

complexity variable. On the other hand, there was no statistically 

significant difference between the participants' evaluations of 

preference and impressiveness variables (at p <0.05 level).  
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INTRODUCTION  

The values that buildings represent in terms of architecture 

depend on many elements. The most important of these factors is 

the building facade. The meaning that the architect attributes to 

the building is often understood from the facade of the building. 

The urban space and the building facades consisting of vertical 

and horizontal components determining the limit of the building 

potentially reflect the character of the architect in many different 

dimensions. The building facades reflecting the architect's 

character also give information especially about the space that it 

bounds and the spirit of the city it is in. Krier (1993) defines the 

facades of buildings as the walls that limit the urban spaces where 

exterior turns into interior or the intersection (interpenetration) 

areas where the function changes whereas he classifies the facade 

as a membrane actually separating the spirit of the city and the 

spirit concealed at the essence of the building in a distinguishable 

way.  The building facade can also be defined as an interface 

between the architectural space and the urban space. 

By analyzing the architecture facade from different angles, it is 

possible to have important knowledge in architectural form. The 

building makes sense of itself through the dialogue between the 

facades and inside. The items on the facade often point to the 

beliefs, concepts, and ambitions of the architect that the architect 

wants to attribute to the building. According to Robert Venturi 

meaning to be assigned to the building facade is very important 

and if necessary, this meaning must be attributed to the facade by 

using non-architectural elements. Norman Foster, on the other 

hand, shows the facade more as a means of control and display. 

Facade, which reveals the identity of the building, communicates 

with the environment, people through the signs it carries. The 

facade is read by a human through the eye, which is the most 

effective sense organ in the reception of an external stimulus of 

the human brain, and related visual perception. On the facade, all 

the secret and nonsecret codes the architect wants to give are 

perceived by the person within a short time and the meaning in 

architectural construction begins with the signs given by the 

structure, the primary indicator. The perception of human 

regarding the facade occurs by interaction with the facade, getting 

information as a result of this interaction and putting this 

information in his mind as a whole of experience and then using 

it. Baytin (1994) and Füeg (1981), state that an architect needs to 

know in advance what effect the vision will bring about and what 

reaction it will receive in order to be able to reflect what he or she 

wants to tell, to see what kind of impressions he or she will obtain 
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from geometric forms and the architecture can only exist through 

the human that can perceive. 

There are numerous studies in the literature that have become 

more popular in the last two decades in which the effects of 

building facades and the building interiors on people are 

evaluated. In these studies, the studies were conducted on how 

the physical properties of spaces affect people's perception-

behavioral evaluations. In all of the studies, (Evans, 2003; 

Tsunetsugu et al., 2005; Küller, 2002; Kobayash and Sato, 1992; 

Noguchi and Sakaguchi, 1999 and Dunn and Hayes, 2000) 

associating the socio-emotional reactions of people with buildings 

and interiors, it has been seen that the physiological response of 

the human being is interrelated with the visual environment and 

space design. 

In the studies on building facade and interior perception, mostly 

dependent variables were used such as preference, complexity 

and impressiveness variables. For example some researchers 

(Berlyne, 1974; Herzog ve Shier, 2000; Imamoglu, 2000; Stamps, 

2003; Devlin and Nasar, 1989; Kaplan et al., 1972; Nasar, 1983; 

Akalın et al., 2009; Wohlwill, 1968 and Crozier, 1974) examined 

building visuals facade using the variable of complexity and 

preference.  

In perceptual studies in literature, the comparison of age, gender, 

education level as well as architects and non-architects groups 

have been made. In the study conducted by Hershberger (1969) 

that entered the literature for the first time, the perception 

differences between architects and non-architects were 

examined. Later, various studies were carried out on the basis of 

this study (Hershberger ve Cass, 1974; Groat, 1982; Devlin & 

Nasar, 1989; Nasar, 1989; Stamps, 1991; Imamoğlu 2000, Akalın 

et al., 2009). In the study carried out by Brown and Gifford (2001) 

to determine the perception differences between the designer and 

the user where the effect of social factors in perception is studied, 

it has been found that the education got creates differences in 

perception. Similarly, Gifford et al. (2000, 2002) examined in their 

study that architects, as compared to non-architects, have a 

different approach to aesthetic evaluations of building facades 

physically and emotionally. As a result, both groups were found to 

have different emotional evaluations on the building characters. 

The common result obtained from studies is that architects' 

evaluation is more critical than non-architect groups.  

In the studies conducted on the perception of building facades, 

mostly residential buildings and business centre type of buildings 

were selected as examples. In particular, the lack of study of the 
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perception of the facades of religious structures has created the 

basic motivation for this work. In accordance with this purpose, it 

has been aimed to determine in which direction the literature will 

be supported by the data obtained through mosque images, in 

terms of concepts such as preference/liking, complexity and 

impressiveness variables makes a difference in the perception of 

mosque images. For this purpose, the data obtained through 

mosque visuals will be investigated in terms of the preference, 

complexity and impressiveness variables. Thus, it will also be 

determined whether architectural education makes a difference 

in perception of mosque images. 

MATERIAL and METHOD 

 
The mosques are the symbol of the second largest religion, Islamic 

religion, in the world and used as places of worship with different 

designs that are built differently according to the climate 

conditions, periods, countries and architectural trends within the 

geographical boundaries where the Islamic religion is spread. In 

this study, it has been aimed to determine the effects of mosques 

on the perceptual performance of architects and non-

architects/laypersons. In the first phase of this study, Arslan and 

Yıldırım (2017) examined the effect of age, gender and education 

level differences on participants’ evaluation of the same mosque 

visuals. In this study, the differences between perceptual 

evaluations of architects and non-architects will be evaluated. The 

choice of participants, digital photographs used in the study, the 

design of research study and statistical evaluation methods are 

explained below respectively. 

50 architects and 50 non-architects participated in this study 

randomly selected from among the people living in the central 

settlement area of Konya. In this study, besides historic museums 

from the past, 16 different mosque examples built according to the 

modern architectural insights have been dealt with. Mosque 

samples from Turkey have been examined in three sub-groups. In 

the 1st group, the mosques of the 10th - 14th centuries, which are 

within the present-day borders of Turkey (Anatolia), representing 

the Seljuk architecture which was a trend created by the Seljuk 

Empire; in the 2nd group, the examples from the Ottoman 

architecture, which was a created by the Ottoman Empire, which 

dominated a very wide area in the world including the territory of 

Turkey since the end of 14th century until the 20th century have 

been studied. In the 3rd group, the new modern era mosques of the 

Republic of Turkey after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire have 

been examined. The only parameter in the selection of mosques is 

the construction periods. The digital photograph of the facade 

views of a total of 16 different mosques used in the survey study 
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was manifolded in the sizes of 130 x 180 mm2 colorful and high 

quality (600 dpi). The numerical distribution of the mosques 

divided into 3 groups is shown in Table 1 and the digital 

photographs of the mosques sorted according to periods are given 

in Figure 1. 

Table 1. Numerical distribution of mosque  

Group Mosque Group Name Historical Period Sample 

Number 

1. Group Seljuk Architecture 10-14 centuries 5 

2. Group 
Ottoman 

Architecture 
14-20 centuries 5 

3. Group 
Republic Period  of 

Turkey Architecture 
20 centuries - 6 

Total Mosque Number 16 

On the basis of research hypotheses, dependent variables were 

dealt with in two dimensions and these were measured using a 

detailed survey. The survey form used consisted of two parts: the 

first part asked for general information such as the age, gender, 

education and job of the participants. The second part consisted 

of a five-point semantic differential scale about participants' 

perceptual evaluations of the facade characteristics of the 

mosques. The participants then had to evaluate the importance of 

each of the bipolar adjective pairs on a 1–5 semantic differential 

scale where 1=beautiful and 5=ugly. The technique of altering the 

sets of items consisting of three different adjective pairs from 

positive to negative, as previously done by Berlyne (1974), 

Imamoglu (2000), Akalin-Baskaya and Yildirim (2007), Akalın et 

al. (2009, 2010) and Arslan and Ceylan (2012) was adopted to 

reduce the probability of respondents simply marking the scale on 

either end of the extremes. The semantic differentiation scale is 

not intended to measure only one dimension of the perceived 

space; it is an important scale enabling many qualities to be 

measured in one go and allowing objective assessment of 

subjective assessments. Survey data were obtained in about 2 

months by face-to-face interviews at home and workplaces of 

participants in 2015. The surveys were applied to the participants 

at different times of the day including weekdays or weekends. The 

participants completed the survey in approximately 20 minutes. 
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Alaeddin Mosque, 

NİĞDE,TURKEY 

Eşrefoğlu  Mosque, 

KONYA, TURKEY  

İplikçi Mosque, 

KONYA,TURKEY 

 
 

 

Divriği Ulu Mosque, 

SİVAS,TURKEY 

Alaeddin Mosque, 

KONYA,TURKEY 
 

 Group 1 - Samples of Seljuk Architecture 

 
 

 

Aziziye Mosque, 

KONYA,TURKEY 

Yıldız Hamidiye Mosque, 

İSTANBUL, TURKEY 

Ortaköy Mosque, 

İSTANBUL,TURKEY 

 

 

 

Selimiye Mosque, 

EDİRNE,TURKEY 

Sultan Ahmet Mosque, 

İSTANBUL, TURKEY 
 

 Group 2 - Samples of Ottoman Architecture 

 

,

  

TBMM Mosque, 

ANKARA, TURKEY 

OSB Mosque, BURSA, 

TURKEY 

Gazi Emir Mosque, 

İZMİR, TURKEY 

 

 

 

Ahmet Hamdi Akseki 

Mosque, ANKARA, 

TURKEY 

Dört Minareli Mosque, 

KIRŞEHİR, TURKEY 

Sekine Hatun 

Mosque, KONYA, 

TURKEY 

Group 3 - Samples of Republic period 

 

Figure 1. The digital photographs 

classified according to the periods of the 

mosques (Arslan and Yıldırım, 2017) 
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In this study, the participants' perceptual evaluations of the 

facades of the mosques were considered as "dependent variables”. 

There are many factors that influence the participants' 

perceptions of facade features of the mosques. From these factors, 

"the mosques of different periods" and "job" were considered 

"independent variables". These two identified independent 

variables were grouped as; X1: The facade features of the mosques 

(Seljuk period, Ottoman period and Republic period), X2: Job 

(Architect and Non- Architect). Percentage values, arithmetic 

mean and standard deviations of the data obtained in the study 

were calculated and Cronbach Alpha reliability tests of data were 

performed. Single variance analysis (ANOVA) was performed to 

test whether the differences between dependent and independent 

variables were statistically significant at P < 0.05 level. To 

compare the significant means of the variance in the analysis, the 

data is presented in graphic form. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this study, the facade features of (Seljuk period, Ottoman period 

and Republic period) some important mosques from different 

periods were evaluated according to the adjective pairs of 

complexity, preference and impressiveness variables.  Also, 

whether or not the general views of the mosques represent 

Islamic religion and their level of arousing curiosity were 

questioned. For this purpose, in the study, a total of 16 mosques 

were used, with at least the photographs of 5 mosques from each 

group. The results obtained from the participants with the help of 

a survey are given below, respectively. 

The reliability of the semantic differential scale including 

perceptual evaluations of participants about facade features of the 

mosque was tested with Cronbach alpha and the results are given 

in Table 2. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of all 

adjective pairs used in the study is 0.83. In the previous studies, 

the scale coefficients over 0.70 were accepted reliable (Cronbach, 

1951; Kaplan and Saccuzzo, 2009; Panayides, 2013). In this 

context, is scale was also found reliable.  

Table 2. Results of reliability analysis of the dependent variables 

Dependent 

Variables 
Scale Items  Item Reliability 

Scale  

Reliability  

Preference beautiful - ugly 0.78 

0.83 
Complexity simple - complex 0.82 

Impressiveness 
impressive - 

unimpressive 
0.70 

Note: For each dependent variable, the scale reliability is provided. 
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In this part, the differences between the perceptual evaluations of 

participants about the facade characteristics (Seljuk period, 

Ottoman period and Republic period) of the mosques according to 

the dependent variables were statistically tested. According to 

this, the mean and standard deviation values of dependent 

variables were determined in 3 groups (preference, complexity 

and impressiveness). The results are given in Table 3. 

Table 3 shows that it is determined that differences among the 

perceptual evaluations of the facade attributes of the mosques 

varies according to the various professional status (architect and 

non-architect). From the evaluation of the means it can be seen 

that non-architect participants have a more positive perception of 

the facade attributes of the mosques for complexity variable than 

architect participants.  

Table 3. Means and standard deviation values of the dependent variables 
according to professional status of participants 

Dependent 

Variables 

Professional Status 
Total 

Architect Non-Architect 
Ma SD M SD M SD 

Preference 2.27 1.13 2.28 1.17 2.28 1.13 

Complexity 2.85 1.19 2.69 1.16 2.82 1.19 

Impressiveness 2.59 1.21 2.69 1.18 2.61 1.21 

Notes: M: Mean, SD: Standard Deviation.  a: Variable means ranged from 

1 to 5, with higher numbers representing more negative responses. 

The differences between the perceptions of facade attributes of 

the mosques in terms of professional status (architect and non-

architect) were also tested using ANOVA (Table 4). According to 

the results given in Table 4, the differences between the 

dependent variables including the perceptions of the facades in 

terms of participants’ professional status was found to be 

statistically significant (at a level of p < 0.05) for complexity 

variable. Consequently, it can be said that the differences between 

the participants’ professional status have a significant influence 

on perceptual evaluations and participants from the non-

architects evaluated mosque facades more positive than the 

architects. This result, which belongs to the complexity variable, 

was previously reported by Akalın et al. (2009). However, this 

result does not support the result of İmamoğlu (2000). As 

Imamoglu (2000) has mentioned, non-architecture students, in 

comparison to architecture students, in general rated house 

façades (both traditional and modern) as more complex, 

especially for the perceived maximum complexity level. Gifford et 

al (2000) has shown that architects and non-architects base their 

emotional assessments on almost entirely different sets of 
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objective features, which as he suggests, help to explain why the 

aesthetic evaluations of both groups are virtually unrelated.  

Table 4. ANOVA results of the dependent variables in terms of the professional 
status of participants 

Dependent Variables 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Squares 
F Results 

Preference 

Between Groups 0.026 1 0.026 0.020 0.888ns 

Within Groups 3501.173 2698 1.298   

Total 3501.199 2699    

Complexity 

Between Groups 11.148 1 11.148 7.843 0.005* 

Within Groups 3835.112 2698 1.421   

Total 3846.261 2699    

Impressiveness 

Between Groups 4.208 1 4.208 2.867 0.091ns 

Within Groups 3959.885 2698 1.468   

Total 3964.093 2699    

Notes:  F: F Value,  df: Degree of freedom,  * p< 0.05 is the level of 

significance,  ns: not significant. 

On the other hand, there was no statistically significant difference 

between the participants' evaluations of preference and 

impressiveness variables (at p <0.05 level). This result supports 

the preference result of the previously published Imamoğlu 

(2000). The differences between participants’ perceptions of the 

mosque facades for dependent variables (preference, complexity 

and impressiveness) depending on their professional status 

(architect and non-architect) are illustrated in Figure 2. 

 

The effects of interactions between independent variables 

(participants’ professional status and mosque groups) depending 

on participants’ perceptions of facade features of the mosques for 

dependent variables (preference, complexity and 

impressiveness) were tested using the MANOVA. According to the 

results given in Table 5, the main effects (participants’ 

professional status and mosque groups) and the two-way 

interactions for participants’ professional status * mosque groups 

(at a level of p < 0.05) were found to be significant.  

Figure 2. Effects of professional 
status of the participants to the 
dependent variables   
Note: Variable means ranged from 1 

to 5, with higher numbers 

representing more negative 

responses 
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Table 5. MANOVA of the independent variables 

Notes:   F: F value,    df: Degree of freedom.  

 ** p< 0.01 and * p< 0.05 are the level of significance. 

 

CONCLUSION   

The followings have been aimed in this study: to determine the 

effect of the facade characteristics of the mosques of different 

periods on perceptual evaluations of people through mosque 

images; to compare the results obtained with respect to the 

variables of preference, complexity and impressiveness; to 

determine whether architectural education makes a difference in 

the perception of mosque images.  

According to the results, the differences between the dependent 

variables including the perceptions of the facades in terms of 

participants’ professional status was found to be statistically 

significant (at a level of p < 0.05) for complexity variable. On the 

other hand, there was no statistically significant difference 

between the participants' evaluations of preference and 

impressiveness variables (at p <0.05 level).  

The study shows that the participant architects show a 

statistically more negative approach compared to those who are 

non-architects in the perceptual evaluations of the facades of the 

mosques for complexity variable. This result was previously 

reported by Akalın et al. (2009), but does not support the result 

published by Imamoglu (2000). These results may be due to the 

fact that the group of non-architect participating in the survey 

considered the religious structures more symbolically. Also, 

architects know the existence of more and more different 

buildings may have caused them to respond more positively than 

non-architects in different types of mosques.  
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