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ARTICLE INFO Extended ABSTRACT
Article History: . ACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES: A continuous and comprehensive learning process
Received 2020/06/10 depends on the proper teaching method in every pioneer education system. The
Revised 2020/10/21 i evaluation process of architectural designs is meant to judge the designs. It measures the
Accepted 2020/12/28 i ratio of variable criteria in the design from the desired aspect and then evaluates it. Due
Available Online  2022/09/22 ito the pivotal role of judgment in the architecture curriculum, if the evaluation process
iis unclear and no productive criticism ambiance is provided, personal interpretations or
Keywords: %unrelated demands to educational goals may distort the judgment process and prevent
Design Process i the flourishment of the students’ development and talents. If the judgment criteria are
Architectural Learning iknown, the students’ gradual quantitative and qualitative progression will be achieved,
Architectural Design {increasing their scope of the understanding of the architectural education system and its
Final Evaluation i representation method. The present research was conducted to recognize the indicators

Students’ Learning Processprocess §:and criteria affecting the evaluation of university architectural designs as a part of the

istudent’s learning process to provide a better evaluation method that is more accurate
i and objective. The comprehensive education process in teaching is investigated in learning

e your device toscan %and assessment. In the current study, the role of the architectural design evaluation in
ilearning and improving students’ scientific knowledge is investigated.

E E ETHODS: This research uses a mixed-method (qualitative-quantitative), and it

i is considered applied research. The statistical population comprises 15 faculty

§members at Shahid Beheshti University, Tehran University, Iran University of Science and

E %Technology, and Shahid Chamran University of Ahwaz. A systematic, non-random sampling

imethod was applied, and the samples were selected according to the educational fields

idue to the importance of scoring and its direct effect on the research results. Bearing

{in mind that students are one of the most important factors in the evaluation process,

i the students’ opinions were considered in the architectural design evaluation. Therefore,

Q §:the master’s students of Architectural Design (3) of Islamic Azad University, Ahwaz

i Branch, were selected as the statistical population. Data was collected using a Likert scale

i questionnaire. In order to assess the research model, the results were analyzed using SPSS

i software and applying the Spearman Correlation Test, and in order to assess its validity,

§the Friedman test was used to prioritize the variables. Experts’ grading was considered in

¥ ithe final assessment of the architectural design projects. The results obtained from the

i questionnaires effectively provide proposed strategies and score the criteria and judgment
rules of the architectural design projecects.
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39

Number of Figures

T INDINGS: The research findings showed a significant difference between 4 components

affecting the final product. The impact ratio of each one on the final product is different.
= %The results showed that studies and technical knowledge, with a correlation coefficient
Number of Tables iof 0.535 and a significance level of 0.04, have the highest impact on the final product.

9 i This component has been the most important and effective factor in the final product.
iThe other effective factors are design skills, design process development, and initial
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?knowledge. The initial knowledge component has the least impact on the final product
i compared to other components. The results of Friedman’s ranking test showed that the
i sub-component in the analysis and interpretation of final results, presentation technique,
i and replica has the highest average rank. These sub-components have been the most
{ important sub-component affecting the judgment of university projects. Then there is the
design idea, creativity and form of the building, the subject, and the ability to analyze and
i present. The results show that these sub-components have the highest impact on the final
i judgment of the designs compared to other sub-components. And the sub-components
{ of the impact ratio of planning and functional design and oral presentation have the least
impact on the final judgment of the designs. The weighted index of 5 main components
 affecting the judgment of final designs based on the ranking of sub-component tests is the
i final product, study and technical knowledge, design skill, design process development,
and primary knowledge, respectively.

ONCLUSION: According to the conducted studies, evaluation seems to have an

important and valuable place in the learning process. If students are dissatisfied with this
process, it will have a devastating effect on their learning. In this regard, holding “learner-
i centered” sessions was suggested to evaluate the design process during the semester and
{increase students’ learning. Since the highest scores were given to learning in classroom
! evaluation, specialization, and roundtable discussion, it is recommended that the professors
collaboratively hold their design classes and invite professional architects as experts to make
i students more familiar with the market in the initial sessions. The students should be able
i to choose their professor among the studio professors to reduce the student’s confusion
! after the initial class sessions and the student’s familiarity with the professors’ viewpoints.
It is better to hold classroom evaluation sessions in a participatory and roundtable manner,
iand students of various levels attend the classrooms. This research suggests strategies
i for professors and decision-makers for architectural design judgment, reducing students’
i stress and worries and increasing their self-confidence in the architecture design studio.
Suggestions for architectural evaluation and policy making are made to promote the level of
i architecture education and ultimately train students and competent architects.

{ HIGHLIGHTS:

- Strategies are proposed for judging projects that include: Step 1: Provide student forms
i with assessment and evaluation steps, Step 2: Assessment the student design process
i during the semester, Step 3 : Evaluation of the final product, stage 4: Review of assessment
i and evaluation results.

i~ The design process should be “learner-centered” during the semester, holding class
sessions by two or three professors to make students more familiar with their point of
i view, inviting professional architects as professionals in the profession, giving form How
i to assessment the design process during the semester and evaluate the product at the
end of the semester to students to become more familiar with the judging of architectural
: designs.
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Table 1. Comparison of general evaluation theories and architectural evaluation

Theorist Categorization, definition and concepts
Bloom et al 1- Diagnostic evaluation, 2- Developmental evaluation, 3- Total evaluation
Hows 1- Targeted or utilitarian approach, 2- Multi-oriented or intuitive approach
Ralph Tyler ~ Educational evaluation model based on a process of seven steps 1- Determining general objectives and
Research Goals, 2 Classifying the goals, 3- Expressing the goals by behavior (Being measurable) 4-
g Finding situations which can achieve the goals, 5- Preparing measurement methods, 6- Collecting data
§ related to learners' performance, 7- Comparing performance data with behavioral goals (Worthen,
= Sanders, 1987).
_E Pravios The so-called "difference pattern" model, based on which the evaluation includes decision-making based
= on determining the degree of differences in the comparison of the status quo with the desired situatio(Mir
= Riahi, 2006).
E L.R. Gray Regardless of the choice of model, evaluation in all cases has the following basic components: L.R.Gray 1-
g Determining goals and objectives, 2- Selecting or preparing measurement tools, 3- Defining or selecting
g appropriate strategies and methods to achieve goals, 4 - Stages of implementation and actions, 5- Analyzing
&) and interpreting the results (Raiss, Dana,1991).

Webster Judgment methods divide the projects of students into 7 various categories: 1. Evaluation by the professor,
during the project, 2. Group presentation of works, 3. Peer evaluation, 4. Personal evaluation, 5. Traditional
judgment method, 6. Written judgment of professors, 7. Evaluation by the professor (about the project
completeness).

- Janet MarKus  In the evaluation of design projects, two procedures are proposed: 1- Student-centered process, 2- Teacher-
2 centered process.

E Hamid Nadimi ~ To evaluate design, two patterns or approaches can be identified: object-oriented approach and interpretive
= approach.

£ Sameh and Arbitration in architecture is generally formed in two steps: a) determining the appropriate tool for judgment
3 zadi (with specific goals), b) measuring the success rate in achieving those specific goals.

% Hassanpour et~ Nine types of evaluation and assessment will be applied in the student design process: such as individual
= al criticism, peer criticism, group criticism, public criticism, written criticism, seminars, discussion and
5 criticism session, form criticism and collective criticism (Hassanpour et al., 2011).

2

2 Seymour Eigh Assessment Techniques: 1- One-on-one critique on the desk, 2- Workshop (coach and classmates), 3-
% Evaluating the colleagues (written), 4- Evaluating the colleagues (verbal), 5- Traditional judging panel, 6-
Z One-on-one evaluation (Teacher and Student), 7- Written Assessment (Professor) 8- Self-Assessment

(Written)
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Table 2. . Types of evaluation methods

Methods Evaluation features
Individual The desk critique involves an active twenty to thirty minute one on one dialogue between the student and studio
critique (Desk  instructor which acts as an often daily or twice weekly form of critical feedback on both the student’s process and
Critique) product surrounding the design problem. During the desk critique, the studio instructor reviews the student's
progress in solving the design problem by reviewing the student’s preliminary sketches, two and three dimensional
drawings, detail drawings, and physical study models. Often these products are required by the instructor;
sometimes the choice of the appropriate representation of the solution is left up to the student depending on their
level of skill and knowledge.
Formative One of the most common methods of criticism that allows students to learn how to critically evaluate their work is
Critique interim delivery (Alizadeh Miandoab, Akrami, 1397, 53).
(Interim Critique which usually takes place at some interim stage during a project/module before work is submitted for
Critique) summative assessment. This is the most common form of critique session that giving students feedback which can
allow them to learn to critically evaluate and move forward with their work. It will stop students taking more care
to grades.
Summative Critique sessions where grade is given for the work. Researches shows that students often find these critics
Critique (Final  frustrating as they are not able to act on any feedback given in order to improve the project art/design work.
Critique) Tutors state that the critics is to teach students how to evaluate and reflect on their work and develop their own

critical judgment, not be told what is wrong or right. The purpose of the critique needs to be made clear to
students.

Peer Critique

These are critics run by the students group with the tutor acting as a facilitator. Usually the student group is divided
into smaller groups and the group critiques the work of those in their own group or those in another group. Students
need to be given agreed criteria to critique against. The tutor as facilitator feeds into the discussion where there may
be questions. Peers then may give feedback to the group verbally or often through written comments given to the
individual student through nameless sheets. Peers critics can be feedback given by members of the same project/
module group or invited students from higher level of the course.

Group Critique
(Expert
Critique)

It is the most common form of the critique sessions. Group of students take part in a criticism by one or more tutors.
These can range in time from a series of short half hour session with a small group of students and tutor to all day
session for a large group of students and tutors. Usually students will present their work in front of their tutors and
peers and receive feedback which can be from tutors only. These critics are usually tutor led. Students can see that
teachers have variety of perspectives and can have apparently contradictory positions and show disagreement
between teachers in critique. This is important since this shows there is not just one true way.

Public Critique

Weritten Critique

Where an invited professional from industry or other department is part of the critics panel. Students can give
external experience from external perspective and feedback.

The criteria for comments have to discuss before criticizing. This type makes chance to give more explanation on

(May be Online  each comment and also makes it easier to think about feedbacks. This can be use in peer’s critique and they will

Form) give their idea more honest when they are not in face to face situation. All comments can only be accessed by the
individual student and tutor.

Seminars These types of critique sessions usually take place around a table in a non-hierarchy situation and this will lead to

Panel Discussion

more participation from shy students and quieter members.

The panel is employed by discussing the projects which are selected randomly or intentionally by the instructors
without knowing which student it belongs to. These discussions, which are carried out in a participatory atmosphere,
are effective mediums of learning. This format provides feedback to the students indirectly, and avoids the critic to
be taken personally. It is preferred at the first stages of the design process in the upper levels of education, which
then leaves its place to formal jury. The function of this type of review is specifically important in the beginning of
design education since the objective of design studio for beginning students is not limited with experiencing the
design, but also providing basic terminology and notions of design .
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Table 3. Form 1

Grades

A Clear attainment of all course objectives,
showing complete and comprehensive
understanding of the course content, with
development or relevant skills and
intellectual initiative to an extremely high
level.

Interpretation

B Substantial attainment of most course
objectives, showing a high level of
understanding of the course content, with
development of relevant analytical and
interpretive skills to a high level.

C Sound attainment of some major course
objectives, with understanding of most of
the basic course content and development
of relevant skills to a satisfactory level.

D Some attainment of a range of course
objectives, showing a basic understanding
of course content with development of
relevant skills.
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Strategies set for judging university architecture

designs

Indictor for assessment the design process

r Studies

Technical studies and
knowledge

)

Design

S |

Primary
knowledge

Design skills

[ Criteria for evaluating the final design product ]

Advances in the design Final product

process evaluation

KDevelnping and \

classifying goals and

K Functional design (steps \

and implementation)

-The idea appropriate to

strategies appropriate to
the topic of the project

- Finding situations that
make it possible to
achieve goals.

- What quiddity? and the
ability to analyze and
present them

- Awareness of different
methods and ways of
design

L A

- Expressing goals in a
behavioral way (measurable)

- Awareness of the factors
that shape the design (climate
and culture)

- Paying attention to
technical principles,
installation and structural
systems

-Adjusting environmental
conditions

- Logical and functional
realism

- The connection between the
bed and the environment

- Design location has 9

dimensions (space, body
shape, nature, landscape,
community, perception, time,
function, management)

the theme of the design

- Process-Design
creativity

- The shape of the
building New and non-
repetitive building form

- Looking at history

- Imagination and
foresight

4

.

4

\

- The amount of KComparing the performance da(a\
corrections and the way y .

g 6 with behavioral goals
of expressing the design

process - Satisfaction and value of product

. . design
- Written evidence of =

previous architectural
projects and exercises

-Logical connection between map
and method

-Participation and -Oral expression (active presence
continuous presence in
studio and sketch

programs

and accompaniment with words)
-Analyzing and interpreting the

results
- The degree of adherence
to a specific design
process

-Presentation and power of the
show (replica)

-Technique and presentation
method

- The relationship

between the goals of the
pro_]e(ft an.d itz (hcx?ry of - Product - Design creativity
planning in the project

- Teaching etiquette

A

Fig.1. The final model designated for the evaluation of project at the university
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Table 4. Form 2

Grades A B C D E

Major All All' Most Some Few or
objectives none
achieved

Minor All  Most Some Some Few or
objective none
achieved
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Table 5. Form 3
Grades Major objectives Minor objectiy
achieved achieved
A(Excellent) All All
B(Good) All Most
C(Averag) Most Some
D(Poor) Some Some
E(Fail) Few or none Few or none
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Fig.3. Level of learning from a variety of evaluators’
opinions

392 5 =59b ol 0b aleS lgmils |

AiS et e bl Sloids Gl glg il o
Obgzzils el a2 F L 0 a S 5 biles
kil g = (bl e 1 =0k r i
Ole 0S5 9ol 0, S e S g (omaasS
ol Sl Lmosen (mled Jmsrs 0 =S8k
Al o Sledbl Jols v o8Bl cnims s
s ools Jlaml gl aslowl aS o, 5 s zils g
4 =50k sl 9 a8 5l S A S g il
P P B VW E N WS YN . PRV FPA DN
OLgziild (gl oo 0018 00 g iils [ A Sl
SLa)lS 9t sl 63,555k o plosl a4 0L5

28,8 ol (V) 6 )as b lsmsiils 5,2 YA s
L g o0 (5,508 cledll Losls (5515, 5l oy
iyt ypd (Koo 5 SPSS (5 )Lol (gla l38le 5 S_oS
iyt s i (6 )05 13l (o8 93 5
FSSam e a8 I8 Jliod 1o 0 e iy
o)‘g_o.b M wj.o S oozl )l_....d LF'L’))‘ 9
KU PG RN S BN B K PSS SOV I IS R
Sy g b, pie cline dy y i Cel yiissd aal,
Sl omef O3l |l (Koo (39 5en
3 O s bl ol solail Ly (guinca gyl
) ol sy ealons Lnsi e (ol o)
u’_OJ.u p_e(o LS)LA.LA ‘f").‘a LSLM)B)) &5)5“) .‘4_1‘5..0 9
uu)j_aT 6L_~u‘) )J 60)_3)15 6Lb)l51b‘) d_ﬁl)‘ 49 03—

Q)‘Qﬁ‘so )5_...45

Wosls Julos o loassly

Lol olys Glemidls olus Iy

Jlo jo as ol )l wlid IS gemmiils YA slass
k) o)l (bl )l5 ly90 b u—’)-’" RSNty
390 5 s Al i aia il OS] (a0 (A
sle s, )—*-’b on Gl eSS )8 L‘”QT S
Aty sl 12 9 Oligze il (695 7 (gl idise
Gl ool S 4y (Sl Cp 2l 9 Arghy
= Dpg—ots GlySiee |y by SV
Dg—od Jlodi 9 ganailo

ol alay oo sl szel fbgmeiils oo o £+
3 4—3)j° s> =l b ol andy o a s
=B oanmo il ol oo 0o auds> Clas
E9—250 35— 13 Glygls B Dlosgs g bgmiils
sboles Sl (Do b syglo Al o b

a S obgmiile 38T cul jasin ¥ JSi jo 4S
"'\_;'))S ‘-’l—"a-" ‘) 3)‘9—94_4)&

601
50
401
"
c
e
4
& 307
a
201
10
T T T l T T
The student " The student All of them
presenting the project 1€ jurors ;"&:‘;’::\f‘"‘ presenting the

project/ The student
at the jury

Fig.1. Students expect these people should benefit more
in critique

0"

LI BRaN |

c

l 4

(S -

[y

[ 1]
b

I’

23

I

\o
(73




‘A‘h.' ] PR
-7 C e
A}‘\r:"’&\ ’.2 X

99

s |l o 4 P
O g (S 3 et gl § (S gl

ol

s

A1 Slxio /) 0yl 1Y 0599 . 1P bl g yle

oo g >lo

ool s 1) 05 3 059, L5 09— sols @bl Loyl
24 else Jlpw 4 plgmiils o o> ]
s aslal bwgs g )lene slsosn (o)
ol b Al b a8 ilse Ly a5 e )3
sl Sanivs lwer o> 4> L5 05 oo d g
Dglad (6,90 it do dzgl L cwadlols 1) lawgie
odupo s ol oyl eme di Sy ija—ol A wlip o
5 glad sl )l Lo 5 gyl gom (09— at e
39,5 Ol a5 Cl (g pgls Ly 0 0y S (glad
Sl b e ol dlas Ly g —asd pwlas
N8 b e g Ghgaea | SglB ol gl
Ol olgmisls slaslasi! S, OBl g a2 o
Oy ol aslieds (5l Sld> Yool 0,0 s ales
sl 4y 059, s SIS g 009 lgmile gl o
05, 5 Lanl oo 5] e el Ls o2 ools , S
Golmome (e (g idls oo 0 YA ol il 4y
S b sylene lmoion (bl o 1) Gl
=l 5o pbsm—ails o8 5 pae cle o as o
bl blps g bl og— g lona slnojy
> )50 5l 8 el oo Loneli a5 el
b o> g9b Lo plojen wLd 5 (59l
w9 el phgamils amy (b)) (KeSr 5 byl
45 09 se gy (Hlej Jale ol sal g 4SS
el (5913 o9y o clagm tils 5y9 5
5o Hele plgieds Laojyy Sgludd v ge 1B 5o

PSP UL JC S E RN W] ISR S PR

OS5 am Lol (ST o)y gl
ails bl (bsaasls uST ol Jliw 58 DS
Slds (Jlie jedoay absged o |y il Yo
C)l_»o‘ 5 Wais oy > gllaz gl ila g |3
ad> oz bl eles ol Hlasledbl Ly g 0ss,SS
sl 4_§.u‘ l_> ] OOH b_elf o)‘..\_:‘d.: QM)S
aid_wgoas wilaglasl 7 bsleldssl ol
5 giils 3L oledbl i Jlas —an 39—
Lazsb izl s 60,05 (9l pus 5S9035
IDJ_C ‘ w-’)u\.t 09_75 sOt;-».u‘ ul-ﬁ.f OJ cw_é.;éx.‘iéw‘
&l bl B e i ilai g bygel 4y 4 Ble
Als co (5 =T 0L pac

W b sl e a plgemtils el 1Sy

=V bgaiils .ol 55 a3 paeg il Lol oo
o5 5 el sl oy e ey saile ol
bsg goeiily 15 Joud 5l laabl pae wobiul lawgs
PECISIRVONEY ANV NS A S
o o 4 ST LS i g 0
3=l b bgmeiils plw Jolie asll 6l 0 ol
e 5,5 155 o3l oyl b 5l i pae
Loyl an Comd oledsl 5l 6 YL s a5 gasll

Oml e bl )l ol eoslsl o o =ik
S5 IS LolSiail g ) lismials 45 Eul o lats
ploul aes Las I ) 0g 5 adilolas chglad ¢ 0 W55 ol |
A > a S o b a S Laglasa Solas wes
O a5l Bas w0l L cl Gy (g
2 2l Jmgo 09 gt plgmtils gl sl
sl LMl 5 5T 3l sl 5 s,
Gclas Lad el e g a5 050 50
i 1y ol sloan 5o ailiwlin 5 00— g isls 4
sortils e oL ,) el Liylyd g 0iS o Jars

Al dnlgs

4.00 ] — ==
3.00 — ] ] —
@
°
o
= 2007 ]
1.00
T T T T T T T T T
Individual Interim  Final Peer Expert Public Written Seminars Fanel
critique (Desk Critique Critique  Critique Critique  Critique  Critigue (May Discussion
Critique) be Online
Form)

Fig.4. Assess your learning levels in different types of
sessions
U S P ) Fp e St K R SERWIN ~Y Ry | b
R R O»))j] Al 3O =) (_S'me”g—“

LQA.JAT o 6)LQM ‘5_>‘).|a 6L‘°°35ﬁ, (é_’la))l -\
0,5 o0 g (Sl azr o
Fasloo—b o bl
Sl o\))J g.:l_7L».i‘ ‘) h.A—MJLth HQ)LHA‘

) [ S W PR FPE S AW R PR

g Lo S olsaill) bhwgte Gl b
oy 0)lye gl ay (hjgel (bl 4 Sl 4y
S0y 5 e Co i e 3510y 0 (B0l
Olorm 5 &85 ojlail - Lais jse 4 1) (5550]
iyl oslo m o (hjgel eany o)l y0 Dgludd 4
48,5 Ojge iigel Slaal Gl sy gy
J—ol> (89 2l e 950l eab 5
=l o) lge cgme—iils Wafm Ol 095 oo
a5 0pd (bl S gel tils (Hee g (oole
Gl d9—dior (i gl b (Plly ) lene 43>
B R T
sl 5l 6l ol ol g L]
bl e 4 Lo sl e a S ainals Lkl
(R0 503 (i 3l AT 20 o Slgiiey g Wiloa
S )l sla e Ly g ai 3l ar_ls 3L



Sl 559l wal P 43 (T S 3 53l ST D (59318 SRS gy

AD—1+¥ lriuo /1 0 i \Y 0,388 + 1P (sl g ket

SPSS I 8ls 5 ,o compute g ws Lo |, Laayss
Ol ataly (o) o g ol 3l 0SS l—’
oyl i pd Sl (il Jgmamme o ailie ¥ 5l
SAS 5l aalze ¥ oo ol las Laausl ol solaul
Lol ols 8929 (5 1o sixe glay —lys JB_:am —
(7 Jgo=)

(=2 Hiils 5 lllae 4 S o oo o Lt @l
o/ f L;)‘JI_ZM c]a_w 9 < [OYD M gz_’).ao l_>
adlie (ml g o)l (e Jomame o |y 50 G i
= Jsazme o dole (5 f5e 9 Jle o it
gy O pdion =1 Oyl ol 5o oSl
Al 8 gam slaas; o adel 2l g 1k
=l Jomame o 1) 7530 o 1S 4]yl Al adlie
Sl K0 sleadlie Ly aslae yo

IR RRPS A INCEN [ B R XN WA RS
Pkl el 6l (S ol pud y etidslosel
oledl g aso,S ol 1) )5 YL o caslnl ol
adlwl mbjlegou ;o ) oo i a, a S au Sl
Bl 0gg p3Y Cobla
slpailio 1 plas a1l § bl ol 5o
s lalllan g 4yl ils asll adl iy o
oS A b asgy st 5 (b O lee
iy byt ye gl o 5 A e S VTLYLY
293 S e an Y o (ol Jyae (b))
Slodiged o> g od b aseiie Lo pite g5 ulu
sloaddse jlplas o ;50 o) Cgz aslllans 5
5 b Sl (8 Sl azrgi gl il
el (ol Jymazme o (o2l ag) 0 iy

Table 6. Pearson correlation analysis

Primary knowledge  Technical studies and Design skills Advances in the design
knowledge process
Final product 0.003 0. 535% 0.526%* 0.510*
(Spearman correlation)
Significance level 0.992 0.04 0.04 0.05

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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Table 7. Friedman test result for ranking

subcomponents
Row Subcomponents Average

1 Analyzing and interpreting the 11
results

2 Presentation and power of the 10.67
show

3 replica 10.67

4 The idea of design, Creative and 10.5

building form
5 What quiddity and ability to 9.73
analyze and present them
6 The connection between the bed 9.63
and the environment
7 Number of corrections and 9.30
attendance of students
8 Research objectives and 9.10
classification of objectives in
evaluating the design process

9 Imagination and foresight 8.37

10 Satisfaction and value of product 8.03
design

11 Awareness of different methods 7.83

and ways of design
12 The relationship between goals 7.37
and theorizing
13 Product performance and 7.20
behavioral goals
14 Impact of productivity of past 6.87
elements
15 The impact of planning and 5.90
functional design
16 Oral expression 3.83
Chi Square = 60.435 df=15  p=0.00
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Table 8. Final proposed indicators for evaluating the process of architectural designs in the university

Weight Fail Grade
index
Indictor for assessment the design process
Studies % 38.40
Primary knowledge %14.30
-Developing and classifying goals and strategies 3.64
appropriate to the topic of the project
Finding situations that make it possible to 3.64
achieve goals
What quiddity and ability to analyze and 3.89
present them
Awareness of different methods and ways of 3.13
design
Technical studies and knowledge
%24.10
Functional design (steps and implementation) 2.36
Expressing goals in a behavioral way 2.36
(measurable)
Awareness of the factors that shape the design 3.89
(climate and culture)
Paying attention to technical principles, 3.89
installation and structural systems
Adjusting environmental conditions 3.89
The connection between the bed and the 3.85
environment
Design location has 9 dimensions (space, body 3.85
shape, nature, landscape, community,
perception, time, function, management)
Design %35.93
Design skills %18.69
The idea appropriate to the theme of the design 4.20
Creativity and novelty of process originality 4.20
New and non-repetitive building form 4.20
Looking at history 2.75
Imagination and foresight 3.34
Advances in the design process %17.24
The amount of corrections and the way of 3.72
expressing the design process
Participation and constant presence in studio 3.72
programs and sketches
Written evidence of previous architectural 3.72
projects and exercises
The degree of adherence to a specific design 3.13
process
The relationship between the goals of the 2.95

project and the theory of planning in the
projects

Table 9. Final criteria for evaluating the final product of architectural designs in the university

‘Weight Excellent Fail Grade
index
Criteria for evaluating the final
design product %25.67
Comparing the performance data 2.88
with behavioral goals
Satisfaction and value of product 3.21
design
Oral expression, the ability of 1.53
student-arbiter interaction
Analyzing and interpreting the 4.4
results
Presentation and power of the 4.26
show (replica)
Technique and presentation 4.26
method
Product - oriented creativity 4.20
Teaching etiquette 0.93

Total
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