
8
3

A
K

D
E

N
İ

Z
 S

A
N

A
T

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
 e

-I
S

S
N

 2
4

5
8

-9
6

8
3

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

 C
IL

T
 1

9
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
 S

A
Y

I 
3

5 
 

* Dr., Yıldız Technical Univ., Faculty of Art and Design, Dept. of Communication Design, utasa@yildiz.edu.tr, ORCID ID: 0000-0003-0754-
8012.

** The author sincerely thanks all volunteer students from the Communication and Design Department of Yıldız Technical University for their 
valuable contributions to this study.

R
e

se
a

rc
h

 A
rt

ic
le

, 
R

e
ce

iv
e

d
: 

2
7.

10
.2

0
2

4
, 

A
cc

e
p

te
d

: 
2

9.
0

1.
2

0
2

5
, 

D
O

I 
 1

0
.4

8
0

6
9

/a
k

d
e

n
iz

sa
n

a
t.

15
74

4
78

.

USABILITY vs. ECOLOGY: DEFINING GOOD 
DESIGN FROM DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES
 

UMUT B. TASA YURTSEVER*

 

ABSTRACT 

Keywords:



8
4

A
K

D
E

N
İ

Z
 S

A
N

A
T

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

e
-I

S
S

N
 2

4
5

8
-9

6
8

3
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

V
O

L
 1

9
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

N
O

 3
5 

 

* Dr., Yıldız Teknik Üniversitesi, Sanat ve Tasarım Fakültesi, İletişim ve Tasarımı Bölümü, utasa@yildiz.edu.tr, ORCID ID: 0000-0003-
0754-8012 

A
ra

şt
ır

m
a

 M
a

k
a

le
si

, 
M

a
k

a
le

 G
ö

n
d

e
ri

m
: 

2
7.

10
.2

0
2

4
, 

M
a

k
a

le
 K

a
b

u
l:

 2
9.

0
1.

2
0

2
5

, 
D

O
I 

 1
0

.4
8

0
6

9
/a

k
d

e
n

iz
sa

n
a

t.
15

74
4

78
.

KULLANILABİLİRLİK ve EKOLOJİ: 
İYİ TASARIMI FARKLI 
PERSPEKTİFLERDEN TANIMLAMAK 
 

UMUT B. TASA YURTSEVER*

 

ÖZ 

Bu makale, etkileşimli medya bağlamında kullanılabilirlik ve ekolojik tasarım arasındaki 
ilişkiyi yaklaşımların tasarım uygulamalarına entegre edilmesi sorununu ele 
almaktadır. Kullanılabilirlik, İnsan Bilgisayar Etkileşimi tasarımında uzun süredir kullanıcı 
odaklı metriklere vurgu yapan bir temel iken, ekolojik tasarım, antroposantrik 
görüşlerin ötesine geçen daha bütüncül bir bakış açısını savunmaktadır. Bu araştırma, Sistem 
Kullanılabilirlik Ölçeği ile Ekolojik Sistemler Ölçeği karşılaştırması üzerinden,
kriterlerin kullanılabilirlik odaklı tasarım süreçlerine entegrasyonunun etkinliğini 
değerlendirmektedir. Bulgular, kullanılabilirlik ve ekolojik yaklaşım arasında bir korelasyon 
olduğunu ortaya koyarak, başarılı ekolojik tasarım uygulamaları için temel tasarım 
becerilerinin önemini vurgulamaktadır. Kullanılabilirlik ve ekolojik ilkeler arasındaki 
algılanan çatışmalar, medyanın hızlı tüketim taleplerine bağlanmış olup, bu ilkeler arasında 
özünde bir çelişki bulunmamaktadır. Bu çalışma, tasarım süreçlerinde süregelen tartışmaları 
ve yinelemeli revizyonları destekleyen eğitimsel çerçevelerin geliştiril
kullanıcı ihtiyaçları ile ekolojik bütünlüğü dengeleyen daha sürdürülebilir bir tasarım 
pratiğine katkıda bulunmayı amaçlamaktadır.

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sürdürülebilirlik, Ekoloji, Kullanılabilirlik, Etkileşim Tasarımı, Tasarım 
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 1. INTRODUCTION 

—
—

• 

• 

• 

—

2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
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shortened term for “ecological design,” 

well as the “reduce, reuse, recycle” fundamentals (van 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

at Yıldız Technical University. 

undergraduate design students that we categorized as “ eam” and “ valuation team” 

3. 1. From Ecological Design Guideline to Ecological Systems Scale  

2022), through the metaphor of “thinking like a mountain” as suggested by Aldo Leopold 

Tablo 1: Ecological Systems Scale Checklist 
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(Wholeness) ‘The whole is more than the sum of its parts”

 

3. 2. System Usability Scale 
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 Tablo 2: System Usability Scale 

3. 3. Design Team Workshops 

• 

• 

• To prevent differing “visual design” capabilities of participants from influencing the 
test group, they were provided a “design sheet” as a poster layout and asked to use 

• 

 

  “what” their service/tool is about, 

 the reason “why” they offer this service/tool, i.e., both the problems
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  “how” the service/tool is used, in a summary of possible use tasks user 

scenarios

 “who” 

 

Figure 1: Project submission poster example. 
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 3. 4. Evaluation Team and Testing 

5-point Likert Scale. 

The outcomes were evaluated in a parallel manner with the “positive” questions (questions 

4. WORKSHOP OUTPUTS 

4.1. Project 1: A Novel Social Media Design for Urban Life 

–

• “New Kid in Town” by 1A is a mobile social media application that targets 

“unwritten” rules and cultural issues that locals share through the platform. 

• “Grubbees” by 1B is a location

• “Komşum/My Neighbour” by 1C is a mobile application with the purpose of creating 
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Figure 2. Prototype sections of Group-1 – Project-1 poster submissions. New Kid in Town by 1A (left); 

Grubbees by 1B (center); Komşum/My Neighbour by 1C (right). 

• “GamePub” by 2A is mobile social media platform for adult and casual gamers. 
Contrary to the existing platforms that feature “success”, it features styles, weekly 

• “Musichian” by 2B is a location based mobile music platform that, by tracking users’ 

• “Win” by 2C is a mobile platform with the purpose of discouraging people from 

Figure 3. Prototype sections of Group-2 – Project-1 poster submissions. GamePub by 2A (left); Musichian by 

2B (center); Win by 2C (right). 
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4.2. Project 2: Improving Quality of Time Spent in Urban Settings 

“
”

• “Sound of Here” by 1A is a location
“locations” have and present their own lists that are produced according to the data 

• “Crowd” by 1B is a map

• “Bi’Durak/One Stop” is a mobile social media application that gets activated only 

Figure 4. Prototype sections of Group-1 – Project-2 poster submissions. Sound of Here by 1A (left); Crowd by 

1B (center); Bi’ Durak/One Stop by 1C (right). 

• “Sükut/Silence” by 2A is a spatial interaction design project with the purpose of 
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 • “Familiar” by 2B is a mobile map application that directs its users to a shop, atelier, or 

• “Green Wheel” by 2C is a 

Figure 5. Prototype sections of Group-2 – Project-2 poster submissions. Sükut/Silence by 2A (left); Familiar 

by 2B (center); Green Wheel by 2C (right). 

5. RESULTS & DISCUSSUION 

5.1. Overall Scores 

Tablo 3: Overall SUS and ECOS scores 
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Average 71.0 69.1   
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Average 79.1 59.9   

 

Average 57.3 53.9   

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 65.4 58.7   

     

a Test Projects (the projects that were implemented using the guideline).

Figure 6. Normalized and sorted ecological systems scores.
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 For this specific project, we categorized the projects’ grading as shown in Table 
Bangor et al.’s (2009) adjective rating scale. In the discussions that follow, the outcomes are 

 

Tablo 4: Overall SUS and ECOS scores (Bangor et.al., 2009) 
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 5.2. ECOS vs. SUS Scores 

Figure 7. SUS vs. ECOS scores.

5.3. Interview Results 
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 Tablo 5: Semi-structured interview themes and associated questions 

Research Themes Interview Questions 

Comprehension of the 
Guideline

Do you think you have comprehended the guideline? What has 
challenged you most?

Application of the Guideline Were you able to apply the guideline principles in your project? What 
were the difficulties?

Proficiency of Training Was the training provided competent overall? Was the 3-hour 
seminar sufficient in terms of both the allocated time and given 
content? Was the guideline booklet clear and articulate in terms of 
language use? How could the efficiency of the training be improved?

Groupings and Test 
Methodology

Do you think the grouping methodology of the work was suitable to 
maintain fair and reliable results? Have the subject of the projects 
had an impact on the SUS/ECOS scores? 

Usability vs. Ecology Do you think there is a conflict or any kind of correlation among the 
principles of usability and eco-design?

Other Factors What do you think are the main factors behind your high / low / 
unexpected / indifferent scores?

Tablo 6: Overall feedback of participants in terms of positivity/negativity 

Std. 

#ID 

Test Project 

ECOS score 
Comprehension Application Training Test 

Usability 

vs. Ecology 

1A 
66.3 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ 
Moderate 

1B 
73.4 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✗ 
Good 

1C 
65.6 

✔ ✗ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Moderate 

2A 
66.3 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 
Moderate 

2B 46.3 NA 
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 Very Poor ✗ ✗ ✔ ✔ 

2C 
48.5 

✗ ✗ ✗ ✔ NA 
 Very Poor 
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metaphors and images were “illuminating” and that the participants “kept reminding 
each other to think like a mountain”.

 

 

 

 

 

Groupings and Test Methodology:  

 

 

 

Usability vs. Ecology: 
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“locality” and “slow solutions”.

 

on users but in ecology on everybody else, he stated. Thus “it needs a deeper 
contemplation”. 

 

Other Factors: 

 

5.4. Key Findings and Discussion 

• 

• 

—

• 

—
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—

6. CONCLUSION 

—

their effectiveness largely depends on the designer’s mindset, experience with sustainability, 
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