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ABSTnACT 

The importance of programming the built enwonment is increasingly 
recognized, mostly because of the growing complexity of 
architecture. Nevertheless, little attention has been paid 10 the 
meaning of architecture for ns users. This thesis revlews the 
research on meanmg in architecture, and proposes new directions 
in the investigation of meaning within the process of architectural 
programming. 
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RESUME 

L'importance de la programmation de l'environnement construit pst 
aujourd'huI reconnue, particulièrement en raison de la compleXI,l'é 
croissante de l'architecture Toutefois, peu d'attention a é~e 
accordée à la sigmflcationqu'a cette architecture pour ses usagers 
Ce mémoire passe en revue la recherche sur la slgnlflcallon en 
architecture, et propose de nouvelles avenues concernant l'étude 
de la significatIOn dans le processus de programmation en 
architecture 
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'[ he prob{em 

l'or m.lny of lJ~, the movement 111 the mld 196{)'s towJrd programmmg and u~er ~tudlC~ hc\d gre.lt 

proml'>C Varioll~ <,tudles and theoretical explanallon~ were put forward to corroboratl' the feeling 

Ihat ~)ml'thll1g Wt1~ wrong wlth the way archItecture was bcll1g created 

Ilowever, although thl~ feelIng of dl~~llI~faction wa~ eventually addrl'~~d by new projects which 

ref1ectl'd the concern~ expres~ed, the work Ibelf of programmmg bllllt envlronments ;lad not 

comprehemlvl.'ly f('adll'da conceptCl'nlr.ll ~oarchltecturl' meaning. 50m(' method~ weredl'vl'loped 

10 measurl' n1l'clIll ng, ~uch a<, th(' ~l'mantlc dlfferl'ntlal te~tand thl'cogmtlvl' ma p, but fl'W have lookl'd 

to altl'rndtIve appro.lCh1'5 to the II1qUlry 1I1to ml'anlllg. 

Thc IL<;sumptiotl 

My workmg d~sumptlOn I~ thdt iln architectural program is alrl'ady a crude sOCIal-physlcal fûrm. A 

program is, aft('r .111, thl' de~nptJon of a setlmg or facility 111 SOCIal and phy~lcal terms. The program 

lays out the relt1tlOn~hips, 01' patterns, WhlCh, by Ihemselve~, arc related 10 the meanmg users have 

of that scttmg, and are the kl'y to whether or not the form makes human sense. 

For the purpo!>C of this thesis, 1 defllle mcanmg as: "A process of interpret~tion which provides a 

person with a repertoire that enables him or her to deal with the environment". 

My ,lpproach to thl' mqlllry lOto meanmg has becn the applicatIon of ethnographie research to 

progr,ullmlllg. ThiS procedure, combllled wlth a conceptual model, could pro vide a better, more 

~y~ten1dl1c paradlgm to the mvestIgatlOnofmeanmgthan the social science methods mûst frequently 

\I~l'd. 

GOllls Ilnd ObJCCtH1CS 

Thl' pnnCIpal g<MI of thl~ thesls, then, I~ to investigatc the concept of meanmg in architecture from 

bllth thl' cultural and envlronml'ntal perspective. Furthermore, the rescarch aIms to acquirc a 

knowlt'dgl' (lt the progr.mlnlll1g proCl'ss, ,md th(' possIble contnbution ethnographie rescarch could 

m.lke to thl~ pro('l'~~. Thl'lIltcntlOll of thls thcsIs IS not to provc the valldlty of such an approach, but 

tOl'xplofl' Its potl'nho1l tor the IIlve.,tJgatlOn of meaning III alchitecture. 
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The objectives are twofold. Flrst, to conduct a litera turc rcVICW that will gùthl'r thl' nl'cl'!>. ... uy 

knowledge for a critical exanunation of cXlsting methods and approache.1l'onœrncd wlth nll',lIling 

Second, to propose ways ln whlchethnographic rcscarch maycontnbutetoarch1ll'(tllr,1I progr,ulll1ung 

Summary of the thesis 

The thesis is dlvlded mto thrœ chapters: 

Chapter One is a review of the concept of meamng from dlffcrent persIX'Ctlvl'S and il~ rcl,\tlon~hlp 

ta culture ût'ld the built environment. ft IS dlVided into thTl'C part!>: Part one I~ eonccrnl'd wlth thc 

structure of meaning and the major approachcs uscd for Its study. Part two l(lob at the II\fhll'l\cl' 0/ 

culture and the contribution of cthnography m thls hc1d. FmaIIy, part thrce dC.lb wlth Iwo 

approachcs that link the conc('pt of meanmg with the environment. 

ChaptcrTwodcals with thcproccssof architectural programmmg. Il defme!> the n.1turc,lIld purpmc" 

of programming, placing cmphasis on bchavior programnung. For the latter, the S<.'Cond part of t1ll' 

chapter looks at dlfferent mcthods actually uscd in order to addres!> pcopll"!> pl'rccptiol\s and 

attitt des during programming. 

Finally, Chapter Thrcc proposes ta link Stccle's sociophysical modc1to the ethnographie re~l'Jrch 

procedure. Thechapteridentifiessomearcaswherccthnography,asthediscovcringofone'!>culture, 

could help the proccss of programming as well as the description of meaning system~. 



CHAPTER ONE: 
MEANING, CULTURE, AND ENVIRONMENT 
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PART ONE: MEANING 

THE IMPORTANCE OF MEANING 

Within the frarncwork of an cnvironrncnt-bchavior approach, a numbcr of specifie mcthods can œ 
uscd tù study how people intcrprct their environment: 

• observation of bchavior 

• interviews 

• questionnaires 

• othcr instruments: historical and eross-r.ultural examples, trace pattems, rcgul.lritie~, ptc. 

One can also analyze wntten and pictorial materials that have nollx'Cn produced consclOu~ly ln 

evaluatc environments but came about in an unstructured, unself-conscious manncr for othcr 

purposcs. Theseean mdudc travel descriptions, novcls, slones, sangs, ncwspaper rerl()rl~,lll\lSlrdll(ll\s, 

films and advcrtisemcnt. 

This material tends to show how people see environments. how thcy fccl about them, what thcy hke 

or dislike about them, and which attitudes secm to he self-cvident. 

A study conduetcd in 1966 by Rapoport used descriptions by Englbh studenls of their clnssr()()m~. 

The descriptions dealt mostly wilh color, light quahty, air condltionmg hum and fumbhmgs. The 

reactions sccmcd to stress monotony, stcrility, starkncss, emptmess and IsolallOn from the world. 

What is of primary interest IS the Importance of affectzve and meaning-related terms u<,Cd 10 the 

descriptions, as weIl as indications that people use various cnvmmmentai elemcnt~ to idcnhfy the 

purpose of these rooms as well as their character and mood. 

If people react to enviro"ments in termsof the meanings the cnvironmenls have for lhem, wc can say 

that: 

"Environmcntal evaluation, then, is more a matter of overall affL'Ctive response than of detalkd 

analysis of specific aspects, it is more a matter of latent than of manifest function, and it b Idrgely 

affe(:tcd by images and ideals (Rapoport, 1977;60)". 

This meçhanism can also apply to thingsother than cnVlronrncnts. One cxamplc 1'> the mtcrpersonal 

relations involvcd in health care whcre affect is most important (Di Matteo, 1979). ThIS reinforccs 
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Rapoport's argument, sincc affect is read on the basis of nonverbal messages projected by people. 

The very concept of environmental quality isclearly an aspect of this; people likeccrtain urban areas, 

or housing forms, bccausc of what they mean. Material objects first arouse a feeling that provides a 

background for morc sp<'CIfic images, w hich arc then fitted to the objects. In the case of environments, 

affective images play the major role in decisions. 

The global, affectlvcrcsponscs sœm bascd on the meaning that environments, and particular aspt'Cts 

of them, have for people. Meaning gains in importance when it is rcalizcd that the concept of 

function, 50 important in the modcm movcment, goes far beyond purcly instrumental or mani/est 

functions (Stccle, 1973). When latcnt aspects of functions are considercd, it is quickly realizcd that 

meaning isccntral tOdn undcrstandingof how cnvironments work. The functlonsare tightly-related 

to the activity system and any activity can he analyzcd into four components: 

1. nle activity itself, 

2. The specifie way of doing it, 

3. Additional, adjacent, or associated activities that bccome part of the activity system, 

4. The meaning of the activity. 

It is 2, 3 and 4 that lead to the differences in form, the success of the design and the acceptability and 

judgmcnts of environmental quality. This typology relates to the following hierarchy of levels of 

meaning (Rapoport, 1977;19): 

1. concrcte object 

2. use object 

3. valuc object 

4. symbolic object 

Meaning is not 50mcthing apart from function, but is itself a critical aspect of function. Rapoport 

argues that the human mind basically works by trying to impose meaning on the world through the 

use of cognitive taxonomies, categories, and schema ta. The built forms are then physical expressions 

of these schema ta and domains. Bascd on the above, 1 would define meaning as: 

[

A process of interpretation which provides a person with a repertoire that 

enables him or her to deal with tlte environment. 
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USE 'S MEANINGS AND DESIGNER'S MEANINGS 

Designers and users are very diffcrcnt in thcir reactions to environments, partly oc'Causc thcir 

schema ta vary. It is the user's mcaning that is important, not the architcct's or the critic's. It is the 

meaning of everyday environments, not famous buildings, historical or modem, that counts. 

This explains the use of imitation American Colonial furniture in sorne american houses: it mcans 

"HOME". The stylistic clements help communicate the approp:iate rneanings. Moroover, il is clcar 

that symbolic and latent rather than instrumental or manifest functions arc domin.mt. 

MealÙngsare in people, not in objccts or things (Bonta, 1979). However, things do convcy meanings; 

the question is how they elicit or activate these mcanings and guide thcm and also, which things or 

objects work best. Put diffc:cntly: "How can mcanings he cneodcd in things in sneh a way that they 

can be decoded by the intended users?" 

While one speaks of crowding as a subjective reaction, this type of rcaction is rclatcd to, and CVOkl'<.i 

by, physicaland environmental characteristics. In the pcrceptual rcalm, ~heexpcricnccof complexity 

issubjective, butclearlysome environments possessœrtaincharacteristk.s that producc the expcriencc 

of complexity much more than others. These can he spccified and designcd, as for examplc in 

cathedrals or shopping maIls, where complexity is intendcd to stimula te the user. 

PERCEPTUAL AND ASSOCIATIONAL DIMENSIONS 

In environment-hehavior research, perceptual aspects have becn stresscd. Rapoport says that the 

differenœs in reactions of designers and users to environments are a result of: 

• designers tending to react to environments in perccptual terms 

• users reacting to environments in associational terms. 

One example is HertztlCrgers' old people' s home in Amsterdam bui) t in the mid-70's. Il was designcd 

in perceptual terrns by the architcct, but it was evaluated in associational terms by the users, who saw 

the white frame and black infill elements in terms of crosses and coffins, having highly negative 

assodations. One must ask "whose" mcaning is heing considerro. 



Figure 1: Hertzbcrgcr's old pcople's home in Amsterdam. 

(Architectural Review, fcb. 76) 

elcmcnt~ ID.&n meaning 

white frame ___ ~ cross 

---'>~ = death 

black infill __ --:>~ coffin 
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The basic question, "meaning for whom", continues to distinguish Rapoport's work from most work 

on meaning. Wc must consider what mcanings built environmcnt have for the public (uscrs) since 

meaninss are culture-specifie and thus, culturally variable. 

The mcaning of many cnvironmcnts is also gcncratcd through pcrsonalization - uscrs taking 

possession of an cnvirontncnt and changing it. From that point of vicw, thc meaning designed into 

an cnvironmcnt may he inappropriatc, particularly if it is a single meaning. A common mistakes, 

for cxamplc, is the tcndcncy to overdesign buildings and oUlcr environmcnts. Ovcr-planification 

tends ta prcclude change (typical of high-style design) while an adaptive environmcnt (typical of 

vernacu\ar design) is additive, changcable, and opcn-cndcd. 
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This may lead to a conclusion re)atcd to the nccd for underdesign rather than overdcsign, which is 

important in tennsof theabilityof users to communicate particular rncanings through pcrSOnaliz.l tion. 

It is important to use objects in order to transform cnvironments so thcy communicate dlffcrenl 

meÂiùngs. 

Two things emerge from the above: 

1. Much of the meaningof the built environment has to do with pcrsonalization and lIerceived control; 

with decoration and movable elements rather than with fixt'<l or architectural clements. 

2. Architecls have tcndcd gcnerally to he strongly oppoSl.'<I to this concept; the whole modern 

movement in archi tecture can he sccnasan attack on meaning by discouraging the user's introd uclillll 

of omament, decoration and so on. 

This argument can he applicd strongly to housing where meaning is clear)y much more ccnlrallhan 

it is in public buildings, and where the afft.>ctive component can he expectcd to he mu .. h more 

significant. "In housing, giving meaning bccomes particularly important bccausc of the emolional, 

personal and symbolic connotation of the hou sc and the primacy of these aspects in shaping ils form 

as weil as the important psycho-social consequences of the housc (Rapoport, 1982)". 

Allowing changes in the dwelling sœms important in cstabIishing and ex pressing primlties, in 

defining front/back and in indicating degrces of privacy. Too often, when flexibility and opcn­

endedness were considercd by designers, it tendcd to he at the level of instrumental functions (whal 

Rapoport caUs manifest functions) rather than at the level of expression (latent functions). The 

dcfinitions of "framcworks" could thus he bascd on an analysis of various forms of expression in 

different situations. 

According to Rapoport (1982), people's images of spaces are relatcd to a schema, to the concept of 

spaœ. There are many ways of defining this concept, and to many of thesc associatiofUll clements are 

central. In that direction Hayward (1978) disco~ered, among young people in Manhattan, nin(' 

dimensions of "home": 

1. Relationships with others 

2. Social networks 

3. Statement of self-identity 

4. A place for privacy and refuge 
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5. A place for stability and continuity 

6. A pcrsonaliZ<.>d place 

7. Locus of everyday bchavicr and ba~ of activity 

8. Childhood home and place of upbringing 

9. Sheltcr and physical structure 

The neglcct of meaning in environmental design rescarch is beginning to change. A growingconcem 

about pcrccivcd crowding, density, :rime, or environrnental quality implies the central role of 

subit'Ctivc factors, many which are bascd on associations and meaning thàt particular aspects of 

environments have for people. 

Perccptual and associational aspects arc linked: the act of pcrceiving being a necessary condition for 

an association. Before anv meaning can he derivcd, cues must be noticedi i.e. noticeable differences 

are a ncccssary condItion for the derivation of meaning. 

The richness of the cathcdrals is an example of complexity and sensory opulence in the pcrœptual 

rcalm. The purposc of this manipulation of the full potential range of pcrceptual variables (odor, 

materials, scale, light and shade, sound, kinesthetic, tempcrature, smell, etc ... ) was the purpose of 

achieving a meaning, an as.;ociational goal. That goal is a vision of paradisc, both in terms of the 

intrinsic charactcristics and of the contrast with the characteristics of the surrounding urban fabric. 

For instance, most architccts have tendcd to evaluate medieval cathedrals in pcrœptual terms: spaœ, 

light, color, structure. Yet the main significanœ of the cathcdrals, al the time, was in their meaning 

as sacrcd symbols. The esscntial point is that historical examples should be evaluated in termsof the 

meanings they had for the designers and the uscrs at the Ume they were built. 

One important question raiscd by Zeiscl (1981), is: "which physical clements in the environment will 

tend to communicate that character or image defined by particular user groups?" As statoo earlier 

on page 6, il appcars that the meaning of activities is the most important characteristic of a function; 

it corresponds to the symbolic aspects of objects. 

Thus, even in "functionalist" terms, meaning bccomes very critica1... 

To use an urban example, parks have important meaning in the urban environment. Theirpresence 

is significant, cvcn if they are cmpty that is, not used in an instrumental sense. They olten 

communicatc mcanings of positive environmcntal quality (of the area in which they are located). 
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This is the reason for the importance of rccrcational facilities, which are desircd by the majority but 

used by very few. White most people express a need for conunon public open space in rcsidcntial 

arcas, it is because these "increase the attractivencss" and "increase the space bctwccn umts", thus 

lowering the density. In fact, thcy arc not always so uscd, but thcy have the latent functlon of actmg 

as social and cultural markers. 

Such meanings are cvaluatcd in terms of the purposes of scttings, and how they match particular 

schema ta relatcd to particular lifcstyles and (ultirnately) culture. 

THE STUDY OF MEANING 

The study of mcaning is now present in many disciplines: 

- ln anthropology: symbolic anlhropology proposes the idea of meaning in a way that providcs an 

effective raUying point for mueh that is ncw and cxciting in anthropology. The intcrcst, according 

to Broadbent et al. (1980), was mostly in the study of metaphor (language proccss consisling of a 

transferof sense, t:oncrete into abstraet, by analogie substitution). More generally, anlhropology has 

brought us the development of structuralism (Levi-Strauss, 1963). 

• ln geogrflphy: the development of phenomcnology and the concept of "place" (Tuan 1974; Rclph, 

1976). Itis proposed that the human world can he studicd in termsof signs (whichguide behavior), 

affective signs (which elicit feelings), and symbols (which influence Ihought). 

-ln psychology: the concept of affordance (Gibsor., 1977) which dcals with the potcntial use of objects 

and the aetivitics they will allow. 

Ali of these approaches are c10sely rclated to culture. Bul in any case, according to Rapoport (1982), 

the notion of meaning in termsof potential uses is rather ambiguous bccausc if is often con fu SL'<i and 

too theoretical. 

Meaning has also been approached using particular melhodologics: 

- The semantic differential: which is the mnst uscd (Osgood, 1957). This mcthod has spawned a grcat 

number of environmental rescarch efforts. 
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• The rep ... ,i.:lry grid: more recent, it is related but competing. This method is mostly based or~ the 

personal construct thcory (Kelly, 1955). 

Thesc methodologies arc experimenlal in nature. Thcrefore, they limit the kind of work that can be 

accomplished, who can do it, and where. 

Such thcory c1early must bc bascd on the broadest possible sample in space and lime: on aIl fonns 

of environments, in a11 possible cultures, in aIl accessible periods. Morcover, these methodologi('s 

arc partly independent of particular thcoretical orientations of haw environments and meaning are 

rclated. 

From a thcoretical perspective, Broadbcnt ct al. (980) suggest that environmental meaning can he 

studicd in at Irast thr<.'C major ways: 

1. Using linguistic modcls, mainly bascd on semiotics. These are currently the most common. 

2. Relying on the study of symbols. These are the most traditional. 

3. Using non-verbal communication models, from anthropology, psychology and ethology (the study 

of animal bchavior). These have becn the least used in studying environmental meaning. 

According to Rapoport, the third approach is the simplest, the most direct, and t.lte most immediate. 

Thesc modcls lend themselves to observation and relatively easy interpretation of many other 

studies. The firsl two mcthods have sorne problems lhat often lead lo difficulties in application. 

1. The semiotic approach 

This approach has becn uscd a lot, and studies have been conducted since the carly 70·s. The 

International Bibliography on Scmiotics (1974)provides a comprehensive index on the subject. The 

use of scmiotics in the sludy of environmental rneaning can he criticiu.>d rnainly bccause: 

First, therc has becn HUle apparent ad vance since it came into use (Broadbcnt et al., 1980). Another 

rcnson is that empirical rescarch donc undcr the scmiotic approach does not reaUy seem lo relate to 

semiotic thcory (Krarnpen, 1979). 

&'COnd, if everything can bca sign, then the study of signs becomes so broad as to bccorne trivial. This 

approach does not deal wilh the complexity of rneaning levels. 

, , , 

l 
" 
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While in the long run such linguistic models may prove cxtremcly powel'ful and uscCul, at tlll' 

moment their uscfulncss is extrernely hmitcd. One problem with scmiotic analysis, and wlth the U~ 

of linguistic models in general, is the extremcly high level of abstraction and the difficult and esoh.'fll' 

vocabulary, fuH of ncologisms, which it has developcd. As a rcsult, designer!. have t'ncounh.'rt.-d 

scrious problems with ~uch approaches and have resistcd grasping the Important topic of mc.mmg 

Clear examples of actual environments and theu analysis in simple terms tend to hl' I,lcking in the 

application of scmiotics lBroadbcnt ct al., 1980). 

Now, regarding the system, semiosis is the "process by which something functions as a sign" 

(Rapoport, 1982). This proc~ss contains three main components: 

1. The "ign vehic1e (what acls as a sign), 

2. the designation, designata, (to what the Sigll refers), and 

3. the interpretant (the effect on the interpreter by virtue of which a thing is a sign). 

This, however, ignores many complex and subtle arguments about index, Icon, and symbol as 

opposed to sign, signal, and symbol and their definilions, relationships and hicrarchies (Firth, 1973). 

Semiotics, as the "study of the signiftcance of cl"ments of a structurcd system", can similarly he 

understood as having thrce major important components (these, In Rapoports' view, hctp us in 

understanding sorne of the problems wHh scniotics). These arc: 

1. syntactics: the relationship of sigr. to sigt. ''',Ithin a system (that is, the structure of the sy!ttem), 

2. semantics: the relation of signs to things significd (that is, how signs carry meanings, the propcrty 

of the elements>, and 

3. pragmatics: the relation of signs lO the hehavlOral responses Dt pt'Ople, lhcir effccls on those who 

interpret them as part of their total behavior (that is, the reference to a realityexternal to the system). 

C;I~ major problem with scmiotic analysis is that it has tendcd to concentra te on the syntactlc lewl, 

which is the most abstracto Yet it is by examining whichelemcnts function in what ways in pragmatlc 

situations, how they influence emotions, attitudes, preferences and bchavior, that they can bcst he 

understood and studicd. 

In terms of the concem with the interpretation of how ordinary environments communicate 

meanings and how they affect bchavior, pragmatics, then, would sccm to he the bcst approach. At 

that level, it is the insertion of the elements (and their meanings) in the context and the sitUlltion that 
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arc important. The situation and the conte~t explain the events: it becomes important lo define the 

situation and situational context and to rœlizc that these are culturally defint.'Cl and leamed. 

ln linguistics itsclf, there has becn increasing criticism of the neglcct of pragmatics (Bates, 1976). The 

development of socio·linguistics was part of thls re-evaluation, the point heing that: 

"The nature of any givcn speech event may vary depcnding on the nature of the participants, the 

social sctting, the situation - in one word, thecontext" (Gumpcrz and Hymes, 1972; Giglioli, 1972). 

2. The symbolic approach 

The symbolic approach includcs structuralism, syrnbolic anthropology, and even cognitive 

anthropolog'j. This approach has traditionally bren uscd in the study of historical high-style 

architecture and vemacular environments. Il suffers from an excessive degrœ of abstraction and 

complcxity, stresses structure (syntactics) over context (pragmatics), but scerns more approachable 

and more immcdiately uscful than serniotic analysis. 

This approach has bccn useful in those situations, mainly traditional cultures, where strong and c1ear 

schema ta are expressed through the built environment. Research by Lévi-Strauss (1957) on the 

Bororo tribe is an example. Symbolisrn is central to all of this research, and the meaning often 

bccorncs apparent only through observation. 

There are problems with this approach. The discussion deals with a specifie problem: in non­

traditional cultures such as our own il is difficult to use symbols when they are ever less shared and 

hcnce cver more idiosyncratic. 

This major problcm, according to Rapoport (1982), has to do with the common distinction between 

signs and symbols. Signs are supposcd to he univocal, lhat i5, they have a one to one correspondence 

to whatthey stand fori they have only one propcr rneaning. Symbols, on theothcr hand, are supposcd 

to he multivocal, lhat is, they have a one to many correspondence and are susceptible to many 

rneanings. This compounds the difficul ty of using symbols in analyzing or designing environrnents 

in the pluralistic situations that are now typical. 

Civen that aIl human communication and bchavior generally is symbolic, there is a basic question 

about the extent to which symbolism should be a separa te category. Sorne definitions are 50 general 
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that everything bccomcs a symbol, for cxamplc: " ... any obll'Ct, act, cvcnt, ql"llity or rdallllll wluch 

serves as a vehicle for a conception. Il (Gœrtz, 1966;5) 

One point is made by the suggestion that symbols an.' nClther signs nor somclhing th.lt stand:. for 

50mething cise; rather, they are "a form of communication" (McCully, 1971,21). To 5.1y th"t A is a 

symbol of B does not help m'lt:h; the meamng of that symbol and what clements cOlf/tlllmicate th.lt 

meaning stiU remains to he discovcrcd. 

3. The communication approach 

The main question raised by the communication approach addrcsscs how unfamiliar informatIOn, 

mainly latent functions, is decodcd. The communications approach is to accept the eask to 

concentra te on built environments and thelr contents, and to try to approach the analysis in a Simple 

and direct manner (Rapoport, 1982). 

If, as stated by Schneider (1976), culture is defmed as "a system of symbols and mcanmgs that form 

important determinants of action and social action as a meaningful activity of human heings", il 

implies sorne generalization of understanding, that IS' common codes of commu'1ication . The question 

that arises is: how can we best decode thls pro' ·~ss of communicatIOn? 

In that direction, the study of nonverbal behavior has devcloped greatly in reœnt years in a numbcr 

of fields, mainly in psychology and anthropology (sec Rapoport, 1982). Theconœrn has becn malllly 

with the subtle ways in which people indicatc or signal feeling states and moods, or changes in tho~ 

states or moods. 

For instance, studies have been made on: the face and facial expressions, the variety of body positions 

and postures, touch, voice, sounds,gestures proxemics, spatial arrangements, and 50 on. Out of thesc 

studies, it has becn clearly demonstrated that people communkate verbally and nonverbally. 

The concept of nonverbal communication in theenvironment, whlch will bcdiscusscd in dctaillater, 

can he used in al least two different ways: 

1. The sense of analogy or metaphor: since cnvironments provide nonvcrbal eues for hehavior, il 

follows that they must represent a fonn of non verbal bchavior. 
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2. Nonverbal eues not only commumcate, but have becn shown to he very important in helping other, 

mamly verbal, types of communication. 

There arc mcthodologJcal suggestions for the stud y of environmental mcanmg. • n sorne rescarch, the 

links bctwcen dlHerent forms of communication have becn studicd by obscrving eues and then 

makmg mferences (Rucsch and Kœs, 1970). For example, one can also study the amount of 

mfonnal1on provlded by gcttmg JX'Ople to mterpret photographs or situations, or the situations 

themsclves (Sanoff, 1977). 

If we wI~h to study mcaning in its full, natural context, we nccd to hegin Wlth the occurring 

phenomcnon in Ils entlrcty. This relates to ethological studies. In ethology, the view is that one 

cannot declde Il priori what to record and what to ignore. The first stcp is to describc the repcrtoire 

and the data thcmsclves, then inform subsequent rescarch. 80th at theconceptual and methodologieal 

lcvcls the overlap bt'twccn cthology and nonverbal communication studies is very close (Scbcok, 

1971). 

Finally, ail thrcc approaches to the study of meaning do have a numbcr of general characteristics in 

common. This cornes from the fact that in any communication proœss, certain clements arc essential 

(Hymcs, 1964;216): 

1. a scnder (encoder) 

2. a rt'Ceiver (d<'Coder) 

3. a channel 

4. a message form 

5. a cultural cod(' (the form of encoding) 

6. a topie (the social situation of the scnder, the intended receiver, the place, the intended meaning) 

7. the context or sœne (partly external to what is bcing eonmunicated) 

50 far, envlronmental meaning has scldom becn studicd using nonverbal models. The emphasis has 

becn on human interactions at the microscale (Sommer, 1969, Broadbcnt, 1980). 

, 
J 
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PARTTWOi CULTURE 

THE NATURE OF CULTURE 

Culture has becn defincd in hundrcds of ways. Culture, as uscd by Spradley (1979), reCers to"the 

acquircd knowlcdge that people use to int('rpret expcrience and gcnerate social bchavlOr". 

By culture, Stccle (1973) means "the sharcd hlstory and customs, the accumulated knowkxlge and 

common language, and the totality of products of a collection of )X.'Ople ovcr timl'''. Culture 

influences the normsof theimmcdiate groups in which a pcrson is locatcd; It a (f(,cls thl'dcvelopment 

of the immcdiate environment through handcd-down assumptions about how problems of various 

types should he solved. Finally, a group's culture alters the natural environment over long pcnods. 

Anthropologists have often dcfined culture as the accumulation of social and tL'Chnical features that 

have developcd in a certain gcophysical contcxt. 

Ethnography,on theothcrhand, is the work cf descnbing a culture. Thecsscntial core of thisactivity 

aims to understand '!nother way of life frorn the native (user's) pomt of vicw. The goal of 

ethnography, as Malinowski put il (1922), is "to grasp the natlVc's pomt of VICW, his rcJation to h(e, 

to realize his vision of his world". 

Rather thanstudyingpeople, ethnography means lea,.· '~from people. Thcessential core of ethnogra phy 

is this concern with the meaning of actions and event. ·0 the people wc scck to undcrstand. Sorne 

of these Meanings are directly expresscd in language; many arc takefl for granted and communicated 

only indirectly through word and action. 

Thus, in every society people make constant use of complex meaning systems to organizc their 

behavior, toundcrstand themsclvesandothers,and to make scnsc out of theworld m which theylive. 

Thcse systems of mcaning constitute their culture. 

By restricting the definition \Jf culture to shared knowlcdge, we do not cHmmate an intcrcst in 

behavior,customs, objects of l'motions. We have rnercly shifted theemphasis from these phenomena 

to their meaning. This concept of culture (as a system of meaningful symbols) has much in common 

with symbolicinteractionism, a thcory which sœks to explain hu man bcha vior JO terms of mcanings. 

Blumer (1969) identified three premises on which this thcory rests: 



". 

18 

• The first premise is that humans beings act toward things on the basis of the meanings that the things have 

for them. 

• The second premise lS that the meanings of such things are derived from, or arise out of, the social 

interaction lhat one has with one's fellows. Culture, as a sharcd system of meanings, is leamed, revised, 

maintatncd, and dcftncd in the context of people interacting. 

• The thlrd prcmlse of symbolic interactionism is that meanings are handled in, and modified through, 

an interprelatilJe process used by the person dealing wilh the things he encounlered. 

We may then sec this tnterpretive aspect more clearly if wc think of culture as a cognitive map. In 

the r<..'Current activltles that make upeveryday Iife, wc rcfer to this map. It servesasa guide for acting 

and for intcrprchng our expcricncc; it docs not force us to follow a particular course. But rather lhan 

a rigld map that people must follow, culture is bcst thought of as a set of principles for creating 

dramas, for writing scripts and, of course, for rccruiting players and audiences (Frake, 1977). This 

analogy rcCers ta the theater with ils stage and actors. 

CULTURAL MEANING 

This section dcals with a basic question of environment-behavior studies: the effect of environment on 

behavior. 

ln most cases, eues in the environment have the purpose of letting people know the kind of domain 

or sctting in which they find themsclves. In conceptual, taxonomie terms, it lets people know whether 

thcy are in front/back, pri vate/pubhc, men's' / women's', or high status/low status environments. 

In manycascs the cnvlronment acts on bchavior by providing cues whereby people judgeor interpret 

the social contcxt or situahon and act accord ingly. For Rapoport (1982), il is the social situation that 

influcnces pcoples' bchavior, but it is the physical enVlronmcnt that provides the eues. 

P,-'oplc, then, typically act in accordance with thclr readingof environmental eues. This suggests that 

thcsesettingssomchow communicateexpcctcd bchavior If thecuescan beunderstood. The language 

uscd in the~ envlronmental cues must he undcrstood; the code nœds to be read. 

If the code 15 not shart.>d or understood, the environment does not communicate. This situation 

corresponds to the cxpcricnœ of bcing in an unfamiliar cultural context. Bcfore eues can he 
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understood, they must he noticed. In terms of hehavior in environments, situations inc1ude social 

occasions and their scttings - who docs what, where, when, how, and inc1uding or exc1uding whom. 

For instance, Blumer's model (969) deals with the interpretation of situations. 1t offcrs a starting 

point for how people interpret social situations from the cnvironrnent and the 1\ .ldlu~t thclr œh.wior 

accordingly. Blumer speaks of physical, social, and abstracf objects, but in the built l'nvlronmcnls IheSt.' 

are combined and they interact. One acts, he say s, toward objects in terms of the me.ming they have 

forhim. In other words, objects provide indications ta people in termsofhow Ihcy ~hould aet. Sud.11 

organization and culture supply a specifie set of hehavioral options, whlch arc u~ed to IIllerprl'l 

situations and to help people act appropriate1y. 

In a sociological context, a model by Perinbanayagam(1974) is eomparcd 10 the one by Blumer. Il 

suggests that the situation (activity within an environment) is understood in terms of dramaturgical 

view. It is uscful bccause this perspective inc1udes a stage, hencc a sctting, as wl'II as props and eues. 

Il also combines the notion of "behavior sctting" (Barker, 1968) with that of "role selting" (Coffman, 

1963). Wlth this perspective, the idea of "sctting" bccomcs mueh more eonercte. 

Meanings are not re-constructcd through interaction in each case. Once lcarm'd, Ihey bœomc 

expectations and norrns. Much of culture is made up of habituaI, routinizcd bchavior that is often 

automatic. The automatism depcllds on the restrictions given by the culture. Once thc rules 

operating in a sctting are largcIy known, and the eues identify that sctting without ambiguity, t11('~ 

mIes then elicit appropriate meanings, appropria te definitions of the situation and, fll1.llly, 

appropria te hehavior. 

Settings need ta communieate their intendcd nature and they must he congruent with the sitU.ltlOn 

in order to e!icit congruent acts. Scttings can also he understood as cognitive domains made visible. 

This conceptualization, according to Rapoport (982), has two consequences: 

First, there are important and continuing rc1ationships to culture and to psychological proccsscs, 

such as the use of cognitive schema ta and taxonomies, that tend to he ncglected in the soCiological 

Iiterature. 

Second, conflicts can casily arise in pluralistic contcxts when scttings may e\idt dlffercnt mcanings 

and behaviors, or where groups ma/ rejœt meanings, even when fully understood. 
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We find ma)Or diffcrcnccs bctwccn tradi tional (mainl y vemacular) and contemporaryenvironrnents. 

Th(' congruence present in tradibonal cuItums and environments, the rules of the environrnent's 

organization, and the sacrcd role of sorne spaccs have tendcd to disappear. Tradi tional environments 

tcndcd to clicit the proper bchavior. Today. there are major incongruenccs among various cultures, 

and not least, bt!twccn planners and designers on one hand, and the users on the other. A œtter 

understanding of this rcality should enable us to design bctter environments. 

CULTURAL INFERENCES 

People evcrywhere Icam thcir culture by observing other people, listening to them, and then making 

inferences. The ethnographie research employs this same process of going bcyond what is seen and 

heard to infer what people know. Il involves reasoning from evidence (what we perceive) or from 

premises (what we assume). Children, for instance, a('quire their culture by watching adults and 

making inferenccsabout the cultural rules for bchavior; with the acquisition oflanguage, the leaming 

accelcrates. 

ln fact, human bchavior, induding interaction and communication, is influenccd by roles, contexts, 

and situations that, in turn, are frequently communicated by cues in the setting making up the 

environment. Rapoport (1982) says that: 

"Since ail bchavior oc(Urs in sorne contcxt, .~nd that context is based on meaning, it follows that 

people bcha ve diffcrcntly in a different context by decoding theavailable cues for theirmeaning, and 

these eues may he in the physical cnvironrnent." 

Context, then, becornes an important issue for the study of meaning. The contextuallogic is present 

in everyday experiencc. For instance, the same town can he secn as dean, safe or quiet, or dirty 

depcnding on whether one came from the city or a rural area. 

In social psychology, subjective dcfinitions of crowding also depcnd on context, 50 that the same 

numbcr of people in the same sfze area arc judgcd diffcrcntly depending on the context; for e.<ample 

a library, an ai rp0rt h .uling room, a cocktail party, or 50mething else (Desor, 1972). This is significant 

since upon entering a settmg containing a given numbcr of people in a given spaœ, a judgrnent is 

made whcthcr it is crowdcd 01 not, de~nding on the context. 
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The appropriatcncss of behavior and the definition of the situation, thcn are culturally variable . 

Settings --- communicate . _-- the situation &: mIes that clicit 

the propcr bchavior. 

This is done through inference, where seUingsare identificd as stag('s and coherence prevails among 

settings, appearanœ, mannersand bchavior. The same physical spaœ may bccome several differcnl 

settings, housing different occasions, elicitini! different bchaviors according to the event. For 

example, the same open space may successivcly house a market, a soccer gallle, or a performancc; 

each with appropria te behaviors. 

In general, successful scttings are those that successfully reduce th(' variance by c1car cues and 

consistent use, which increase their predictability (Rapoport, 1982). 

According to Spradley (1979), in doing field work, ethnographcrs make cultural infcrcnccs from 

three sources: 

1. From wbat people say, 

2. Fr,,~ :he way people act, and 

3. From the artifacts people use. 

At first, each cultural inferenœ is only a hypothesis about what people know. These hypothescs must 

be tested over and over again until the researcher becomes relatively c.ertain that people share a 

particular system of cultural meanings. None of the sources for making infcrences -speech, behavior, 

and artifacts - are foolproof, but togcther they can lead to an adequatc cultural description. 

Because language is the primary means for transmitting culture from one generation to the ncxl, 

muchof anyculturc iscncoded in linguisticform. Spradley (1979) bas focuscd primarily on language 

because it is such an essential part of ail ethnographie field work, and bccausc I>uch a narrow Cocus 

can facilitate the task of learning about people in thcir built environment. 

On the other band, in the reading of the environmcnt, the users play an active rolc: they in tcrpret the 

eues. Since the "objective" and "subjective" definitions of situations may differ, appropriatc rules 

and bebavior may he incongruent with each other. The sctting permits a variety of rcsponscs, but 
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constrains them as weil. Once the situation is defined culturally, behavior is limited if the eues are 

noticed, read and understood, and if one is prcpared to obey them. Environments do not detennine 

bchavior, since: one can rcfuse to act appropriately. 

This refusai to act appropriatcly, according to Rapoport, is a new problem that was seldom 

encountercd in traditional cultures; in traditional contexts, people tended to respond appropriately 

and almost automatically. 

One must say, then, that designers cannot influence this clemcnt, as they the other two. They can, 

however, ensure that eues arc (1) noticed and, once noticed, (2) understood. The following figure 

ilIustrates this proœss: 

mcssagc~ encodcd 
schcma~ 1 

givcn 

fi 

traditional 
environments 

~T 
L~NMENT 

decod~ 

read 
understood 

actions 

From Rapoport (1982) 

Figure 2: Encoding/dccoding of environmental information. 

The grounded theory 

Much social scicnce research has becn directcd toward the task of testing formai theories. One 

alternative to formai theories, and a strategy that rcduœs ethnocentrism, is to develop theories 

groundcd in cmpirical data of cultural description. Classer and Strauss (1967) have called trus 

"groundcd thcory". Ethnography offers an excellent strategy for discovering grounded theory. 
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Decision-making throry, for example, could he informcd by first discovering the cultural rules for 

decision-making in é:a particular organization. 

A RELATIONAL THEORY OF MEANING 

People everywhcre order their lives in terms of what things mcan. AU of us mak(l use of meanings 

most of the time without thinking about il. The furnitureof a room has a variety of meanings. A bell 

rings and we know its meaning: i.e. to end a dass. Meaning, in one form or another, pcrrncatcs the 

expcrience of most human bcings in all societies. 

Symbols 

For Spradley (1979), aIl cultural meaning is creatcd by the use of symbols. A symbol, according to 

him, is "any object or event that refcrs to somcthing". Rcmcmbcr that al1 symbols involvc thrl.'C 

elements: the symbol itself, one or more rcferents, and a rclationship bctwccn symbol and rcfcrcnt 

(Broadbcnt et al., 1980). This triad is the basis for dU symbolic meaning 

The symbolic approach, as wc saw, partially answers thc question about the nature of mcaning. 

Thcre is still a distinction between denotation and connotation. Denotative mcaning involves the 

things words refer to (what Spradley calls refcrential meaning). For example Elephant denotes a large 

mammal. Connotative meaning includes aU the suggestive significance of symbols, ovcr and abovc 

their referential meaning. Elephant connotes many other ideas, like someonc bcing fal or strong. 

For purposes of ethnographie rescarch, it is more uscful to lookat cultural meaning systems from the 

perspective of a relational theory of meaning. The rationale for this is that il will shift our attention 

away from what a particular symbol denotes and connotes to the system of symbols thllt constitute a 

culture. 

Meaning systems 

Cultural knowledge is more than a collection of symbols, whether popular terms or other kinds of 

symbols. It is rather an intricate pattemed system of symbols. 

Spradlcy bases his rclational theory of meaning on the following premisc: the meaning of any symbol 
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is ifs relafionship to other symbols. For example, rathcr than asking "What does kitchen refer to?", we 

must examine how this symbol is rcla ted to others in the culture of the users. The meaning of kitchen 

lies in its relationship to other symbols including cleanliness, living-room, dining-room, and many 

othcrs. Thèrescarchcrwhowantstodiscoverthemcaningofkitchenmustfindoutthcnatureofthose 

rclahonships. 

Discovering the use, rather than trying to uncovcr the mcaning itself, is the principle that leads 

directly to decodmg the full rncaning of symbols in any culture. Il also appHes to participant 

observation and the study of nonverbaJ symbols; watching the way people use symbolic objects 

instead of mercly inquiring about their meaning. In this aspect, this approach relates to Rapoport's 

point of vicw by giving import.iilCC to the context of use. 

ln any cultures, many symbols indude other symbols. Thus we can use a general term like ''house'' 

or "habitat" to refcr to hundreds of specific buildings. When syrnbols are related by inclusion, we 

spcak of thcm as categories (Spradley, 1979). Culturdl symbols are then cultural categories; folk 

(popular) terms are simply the primary type of cultural sym~1 under investigation. 

Whcn symbols function as categories they serve to reduœ the cornplexity of human experienœ. 

Without symbolic categories for everything we expcrience, we would become hopelessly enslaved 

to the particular. One of the most important functions of every human language is to provide people 

with ready-madc categories for creating order out of the complexity of expcrience. 

Spradley summarizes as follows the basic assertions of the relational theory of meaning: 

• Cultural meaning systems arc encoded symbols. 

• Language is the primary symbolsystem that encodes cultural meaning in every society. Language 

can he uscd to talk about all other encoded symbols. 

• The meaning of any symbol is, to a large extend, defint'CI by its relationship to other symbols in a 

particular culture. 

• The task of cthnography is to decode cultural symbols and identify the underlying coding rules. 

This can be accompli shed by discovering the relationships among cultural symbols. 

j 
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PART THREE: ENVIRONMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL MEANING 

Regarding the basic dimensions of the environment, Rapoport (1982) takes threc points of dcparlurc: 

• Nonverbal bchaviors provide the context for other bchaviors and are to he understood in oonlexls. 

• Nonverbal behaviors have becn studicd mostly by observation and subsequent analysis and 

interpreta tion. 

• The use of nonverbal models in studying environmental meaning involvcs looking directly at 

various environml.'nts and settings and observing the cues in them; idcnlifying how they are 

interpreted by u~rs. 

This method refers to a set of distinctions that werc fi.:.i proposcd by Hall (1966) in his book Tht> 

Hidden Dimension. These are the fixed-feature, semifixed-feature, and I1Onfixed-feature clements. 

1. Fixed-feature elements 

Fixed-feature elements are those that change rarcly and slowly. Most of the architectural clements 

(watls, ceilings and floors) bclong to this catcgory as do strects and buildings in the city. The ways 

in which these elements are organizcd; their size, location, sequence, arrangement and 50 on, 

communicate meaning. This is prevalent within the Navaho culture, for example, wherc il is found 

that the setUement pattern seems more important than the dwelling; at the same time, thc latter is 

invested with considerable meaning and is olten used to identify the group (Snyder et al., 1976, 1977). 

The reading of those elements varies with th{' culture. For instance, studies hav~ shown that 

traditional African cities were oHen secn as disorganizcd by Europcans bccausc their order rcflectcd 

human relationships (social, religiolls, ethnie, occupational, hierarchieal) rather than gcomctncal 

ones (Hull, 1976). 

2. Semifixed-feature elements 

Semifixed-feature elements include fumiture, fumishings, plants, signs and other clements. They 

can change fairly quickly and easily. Thesc also become mostly important fn our own context, where 



( 

26 

thcy tend to communicatc more than fixoo-featurc elements. Fixed-feature elements are also under 

the control of codes, rcgulations, and the likc, while semifixoo-featurc clcments are much less 

controlled. 

Thesc clements arc of particular importance in studying meaning in our current enviroruncnt. Oltcn 

what Jlf(ers in spaccs that arc identical in plan and construction are thccontcnts (kind of objects), the 

activitie~. "And the occupants. This shows the importance of sernifixed clements, but also stresses the 

importance of c,","text. Il is the rclationships of thcse objects, behaviors, and people to the setting that 

have meaning and that can he rcad. 

Onc contemporary example, in which the semifixed elements disanpcared when the event ended not 

only shows the meaning of space but also the significance of boundaries. It is a photograph of two 

Latin American Presidents, meeting in the center of a bridge crossing thcir border (Rapoport, 1982; 

from Time 1967). A graphie rcprcsentation of this photograph is shown here. 
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Figure 3: Arrangement for two Presidents to lunch on a bridge. 

(from Time, septcmbcr 29: 23, 1967) 
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Inour own culture, both in dOffiCstic and civic situations, scmifixed-featurc clements tend ta he uscd 

extensively, and are under much greater control by the uscrs, 50 they tend ta he uscd ta communicatc 

meaning. In the case of domestic situations, we find the wholc range of clements expresscd through 

"personalization"; the use of color, materials, furnishings, shutters, mallboxes, and 50 on. ln civic 

situations, wc find that the same building can act as scttings for various purposcs, depcnding upon 

the props used. Those clements have becn, according to R.lpoport, largely ignonxi by designers and 

architecture historians who havc strcssed fix(..>d-featurc clements. 

In all cases, we are dealing with latent aspects of aChv,'tics (how they are done, the associat<..xJ 

activities, and, particularly, their meaning) 50 that these é.lre critical in the fit hetwecn sclting and 

activity. AI5O, the rescarch regarding this fit is oftcn donc rathcr simply and in straightforward ways 

by the observation of semifixoo-fcature clements and bchavior. 

3. Nonfixed-feature elements 

Nonfixed-feature elements are relatcd to the human occupants, their spatial relations, positions, 

expressions, and many nonverbal hehaviors. In fact, the study of nonverbal bchavior has becn 

developed in, and almost entirely for, thisdomain (Rapoport, 1982). The questionscommonly asktxJ 

concem what is bcing communicatcd, or hidden, by such hehaviors as anger, rcvulsion, or fcar, and 

what role these bchaviors play in an interactivc sense. 

THE NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION APPROACH 

Regarding the culture spccificity, there are three major vicwsabout nonvcrbal communication in the 

nonfixed-feature realm: 

i. That il is an ai'bitrary, culture-specific system, similar to language. The extreme bclicf is that 

nonverbal hehavior may he as culture-spccific as linguistic bchavior (Lloyd, 1972). 

2. That it is pan-cultural, and thus very different from language Œibl-Erbcsfeld, 1979). 

3. That it is both those approaches. While rejccting the linguistic approach, this is a resolution of 

conflicting views Œkman, 1972). 
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Thosc thrœ models are balanœd bctwœn universality and culture-specificity. The third model 

suggcsts that in the case of facial expression, for example, there is a uni versaI program involving 

facial muscles and their movements in association with states such as happiness, anger, etc. The 

clicitors of thcse, bascd on sctting and expcriencc, are culturally variable as are the rules of what is 

allowcd, where and whcn. 

Il appears thal as one moves from the nonfixcd domain, lo the scm;fixcd ,and finally fixed-fcature 

clements, the rcpcrtoire grows and thcre is more variability and specificity rclatcd to culture. The 

tendency is to a more "languagelikc" model, but one which is less arbitrary than language. Ekman's 

model, however, is uscful bccause different groups may selcct repertoires more or less restrictcd in 

Sil.c and more or less constant in use. 

At the samc lime, there is a constant tendency to stress differences. In most cases, a distinction or 

noticcable diHerence tends to he estab:ishcd bctwcen various elements; it is these that express 

meaning. Domains su ch as sacrcd/profane, front/back, men/women, public/private are 

distinguishcd. The proccss sccms uni versaI, the means variable. These differences are interesting 

in examining status, hicrarchy and power. For one thing, they are related to social rank and position. 

If we examine how spacc and physical objects communicate rank and power, we find that height is 

frcquently uscd, aIthough thls can only he understood in context. 

One example is the way rank was communicated in Palaces. Il appears that the Emperor of 

Byzantium had a throne that rose through mcchanical means white those before him prostratcd 

thr,mselvcs (Canetti, 1962). Horizontal spaœ can also be uscd in the same manner, as for example the 

French castle in which one had to travel through a series of rooms to reach the Lord. 

White in all the cases the meanings dcscribed would have becn immediately comprehensible due to 

rcdundancy, context and the lISC of natural CliCS, the specifie reading of the meaning requires some 

cultural knowlcdge. The codes must he known in order for the meaning of the pattern underlying 

buildings, cilies and whole countries to he understood. 

The rules of combination of the codes may he limitcd, and there may eventually be an are-n of overlap 

bctwcen thestudyof environmental meaningin termsofnonverbal cucsand moreformal structuralist, 

linguistic and cognitive anthropology models. Many of these are based on the notion of oppositions, 

(contrasts) 50 that many thcorists in the ar('a argue that symbols occur in sets and that the meaning 

of particular symbols is to be found in the contrast with other symbols rather than in the symbol as 
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such <Spradley, 1979; Broadbent et al., 1980>. Individual symbols would then have layers of me.ming 

that depend upon what is being contrasted with what (Leach, 1976). This notion of contrast, or 

opposition, secms to (onn part of the context. 

In defining domains, and in grouping environmental clements into domains, it is nœcssary to judg~ 

whether, and how, elements are the same or different. Once domains are definoo, and thcir 

equivalence or difference establishcd, cues nœd to be used to make them visible. This is the rolc and 

purpose of the contrasts. For example, the modern movement in architecture, and aU avant-garde 

in itself, has meaning simply by contrast with what is not avant-garde, through bcing idcntlficd with 

an eHte minority. Without noticeable differel\ccs or contrasts, meaning is more dlHicult to rcad. 

To end on the nonverbal communication approach, the following diagram hclps us undcrstan1lhc 

different elements involved in Rapoport's model. Thesc clements range from the clicitors (which arc 

culturally variable) to the built environmcnt, and finally to bchavioral consequenccs (which arc the 

result of comprehension). 

---------------. - ---

A 8 C 0 E F 

1 Elidlors 1 Buill ~ 1 Comprehenslonl 
[---- ---- - -1 Umlted palette BehavlOral 

of elements environmen rules consequences 
--~-------

Schemata From thesea Rules of Rcsult - a Fllters which Behaviors 
Images particular comblnation setting with dcclde whether occurring 
Ideals repertoire Is and of • specifie eues are wilhin the 
Status selected: appropriate set of notlœd, !!Clting 
Power, etc. Size use charaderisllcs understood 

Height "Fllters" &c eues obeyed 
Color 
Orientation 
Location 
Matenals 
Decoration 
Objects, etc. 

AU clements are culturally variable but B may he the least variable 

From Rapoport (1982) 

Figure 4: The nonverbal communication model. 
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THE FUNCTIONS OF SETTINGS 

The most immcdiatc physieal surroundings of a pcrson or group as they engage in specifie activities 

are their scttings. Barkcr (1968) uscd the term "Bchavior ScUing" to refer to a stable pattern of place 

and bchaviors that rcpresent a psychological milieu for a pcrson when he is present in it. 

Stt'Cle (1973) uscd the concept of setting in a more restricted sense as "the collection of things 

surroundinga pcrson physically and providing him with immcdiate scnsory stimuli". A setting then 

rcpr(?scnts city strccts, buildings, fumiture, decoration, and the people who are in it. 

According to Stcele, the concept of setting has three levels. TIle first concerns the actual things: 

structures, air, light, etc. The second conccrns the properties of those things: temperature, color, 

textures, configurations. The third levcl has to do with an implied property of the sctting and its 

things; the human consequences of the arrangement and ils propcrties. These include cornfort, 

visibility of people to one anothcr, moods that a place evokcs, mcmories: in a word the meaning. 

Stcele proposes six basic dimensions that rcprcsent the various functions of physical scttings. The 

first purpose of thls brcakdown into dimensions is to help sort out the various functions that settings 

play for people. The second purpose is to overcome a general tendcncy in organizationalliterature 

to treat the physieal setting in terms like Herzbcrg's notion of a "hygiene" factor, that is, one that acts 

only as an agent contributing to or rroucing morale. 

FUNCTIONALITY REDEFINED 

ln architecture, Sullivan's dictum "Form follows Function" was developed to counterbalanœ the 

influence of the Beaux-Arts, or decorativl', tradition in design. Concerned architects hoped that this 

movement would lead to an architecture oriented less toward sculpture for its own sake and more 

toward the nt'Cds of the people using it. This attempt though, according to Stcele, has not resulted 

in a more user-orientcd architecture. 

Thcrc are two rcasons why this attempt has failed. First, there is no elegant "one best solution" to a 

particular functional nC'Cd. Thus, an analysis of the functions of a particular structure does not 

automatically provide designers with the right design. 

The second, and evcn more limiting, reason is that designers and users have both had a relatively 
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meager underslanding of the functions that settings play for people and a very linuted vocabulary 

for analyzing and discussing these functions in ways that cou Id lead to design criteria. 1 t sœms tha t 

trus lack of understanding has lcd to little recognition that the fonn-follows-function guide IS 

inadequate if several functions arc providcd within a givcn structure. Also, the design implicatIOns 

of these functions often conflict with one another. If one docs not recognizc diftcrent funchons of 

space, it is obviously quite difficult to balance conflicts among thosc different functlOns. 

THE SOCIOPHYSICAL APPROACH 

Steele (1973) developed a system for ..:ategorizing the functions that immcdiate physical scttings play 

for people. These categories were inspircd by two main sources: Maslow's thcory of basic human 

needs, and rus own and othcrs' observations of the activities in which people engage in different 

settings. The system is constituted of six functions, thcyare: 

• Shelter and Security 

• Social Contact 

• Symbolic Identification 

• Task Instrumentality 

• Pleasure, and 

• Growth 

Function one: Shelter and Security 

A most fundamental l',mction of the immcdiate physical surroundings, is to provide sheltcr and 

security from undesirable variations in the environment. This protection corresponds to Maslow's 

notion about physiological and safety nccds. 

Conœming the physical aspects of shclter, large numbcrs of people live in scttings that lack adcquate 

protection. Stressful settings exist in many kinds of environmcnts: mining, manufacturing, 

construction, etc. The stresses are bad wea thcr, noise, extremes in tempera turc, noxious smells, and 

uamped quarters. The development of hcalth and safety standards has corrcspondcd to an intcrest 

in restructuring settings to make them more physically tolcrable. 

The second side of the security function is that settings should provide psychic sccurity to its users: 
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a sense of not bcing overwhclmcd by one's surroundings. In particular, overcrowding and Hs 

accompanying bombardment of slghts, touches, sounds, and smells tends to disrupt important social 

funcboIl!> and, thercfore, he psychologJcally threatening. Crowding is in large part a psychological 

and social ph('nomcnon, not an engineering phenomenon. Whether a layout sccms crowded will 

dcpcnd on the norms and ne<.>ds of the people wl.o use il. 

Coffman (1959) described a specific way in which physical settings pro vide psychic shelter for their 

users, espccially for groups that arc orgamzcd for sorne purpose. He suggests that social systems 

maintam stability and that memhers carry out their "pcrfonnances" by having settings that are 

separatcd into front-stage areas, wherc contact with the public takes place, (i.e. the restaurant dining 

room) and back-swgc areas, that are generally reservcd for insiders ooly (like the kitchen). These 

arcas, accord mg ta Coffman, provide a setting wherc role performcrs can from time ta lime step out 

of their social roles. Whcn the settmg is structurcd so that it is difficult to scparate front and back­

stage areas (if customers must pass through the kitchcn to get to the restrooms), the protective 

function is unrcliablc, and tensions are highcr. 

The word that most rescmbles the psychological security issue in physical settings is privacy. When 

people complJin of not having enough privacy, they are usually saying that they have no wayof 

controlling their relation to their social surrounding becausc: 

1. They cannot control who cornes into contact with them, 

2. thcy cannot prevent their conversations tom being ovcrhcard, or 

3. they cannot prevent being obscrved by others. 

Privacyisthercforearesuttofhavingcontroloveramountandqualityofthevisualandauditorycues 

bcing sent and rcceived. To determine the appropria te amount of privacy for different people or 

groups, one must undcrstand the user's style, his needs, and what he is trying to do. 

Function two: Social Contact 

This {unction deals with the extent to which physical settings facilitate or inhibit interpersonal 

contact. This dimension includes two aspects: first, the impact of the sctting on the amount and 

quality of the socIal contacts it providcs; and second, the kindsof contacts theusers wantand whether 

thcrc is a good fit bctween thcir wishcs and the actual impact of the setting. To eXylain these aspects, 

Steelc looks at thrcc propcrtics of the setting: 
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• arrangements of facilities, 

• locations of people in relation to one another and to activities, and 

• the amount of mobility allowcd by the setting. 

• Arrangements of facilities 

Spatial arrangements have several kinds of impact on the amount of interpcrsonal interaction. One 

influence, first identified by Osmond (1966), is the "sociopetal" and "sociofugal" aspect of scttings. 

These are the tendency of arrangements to bring people together (as in a small waiting room of a 

doctor's office), or to push them apart (as in airp'lrt waiting roonlS). 

The arrangl!ment of fumiture in offices is an obvious arca where the ideas of moveable props nl'Cd 

to he applied. Spaccs can he arranged to kccp people apart or bring them together, dcpending on 

where the furnitures are placcd. Occupants of offices often use thcir props to regulate the distance 

hetwcen themsclves and others. 

• Relative locations 

On a larger scale, interaction is alsoaffected by the relative locationsoE difEcrcnt facilities, pt.'Ople, and 

activity areas. For instance, people whose work areas are in higher contact locations than others 

generally have more opportunity to make social contact. 

Another locational factor that influences interaction is the presenc<, or absence of central gathcring 

spaces; places that are not "owned" by anyone but are likcly to he uscd by many memhers of a group 

or system. A good setting for accidentaI or informa~ co"~.:t nccds several characteristics. First, the 

settingmust he central; people must pass through it on their way to other places. Second, thcre must 

be places to sit or rest. Third, people must he able to stop in the setting to converse or watch othcrs 

without blocking the flow of traffic (e.g. the office water cooler or coffce machmc). 

• Mobility 

The la st eEfcct of settings on social contact is the extent to which physical mobility is alJowed or 

required. In general, the more people can move around, the more Iikely thcy arc to come in contact 

with one another. 
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Finally, over a certain pcriod of time, the sctting influences our experiences and makes us fcel 

comfortable and prefer certain kinds of social contact. These preferences then influence the way we 

chooscand structureourscttings,sothat the influence of the person-sctting pr ocessiscircular(Stcele, 

1973). 

Funcûon three: Symbolic Identification 

This funclion is concemed with the cxtent to which a setting provides information about the nature 

of the people who are conncctcd with il. Il answers the question: 'What does this place tell us about 

the people who use or own it; about thcir values, goals, personal preferences, and the Iike?" This is 

the most basic fonn of the communication function of space, as addressed by Rapoport. As such, the 

emphasis is on what the sctting actually tells a pcrcciver, not on what the owner or user intends to 

communicate about himsclf. 

The most important type of syn\bolic identification may lie in the nature of an organi7.ation or group 

asa social system. For instance, ail thephysical facilitiesof a group makea statementaboutthe nature 

of that social system. One choice is where to locate the setting geographically. The second major way 

a system communicates its idcntity is through the attributesof its facilities. An example is the visible 

dif(crencc in values bctwcen a firm that has early traditional decoration and furniture (stability, 

tradition, consistency) and one that uses an amalgamation of new styles (change, innovation, 

variety). Thesc settings projcct different images to the people who enter the spaces. 

Physical facilitics also communicate infonnation about the social structure of an organization, 

particularly about the relative status or centrality of different subunits within the system. For 

instance, the rcception area is olten more dccorated than the back offices to show the visitors a good 

image of the company. 

• Accuracy of messages 

Stcele points out that physical settings do not always contain messages that are accurate in terms of 

the realitics of the social system. Subordinates, he says, often are quite clear that the boss's "open 

door" is a symbol of frcc contact only in his mind, and that one had better not go through that open 

door too oHen. This phenomenon tells us that systems often shape themselves physically to describe 

what they wish they wcrc, or what they uscd to be. The messages of a system's spaœs must be tested 

against its actual workings. 
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Function four: Task Instrumentality 

The focus of this function of scttings is on their usefuln<..'5S for the accomplishment of tasks bcing 

performed within them. The main question raised concems the "fit" bctwccn the activities and the 

setting where those activities take place. ln order to simplify the rcading of this fit, Stccle has broken 

down tasks into thrce categories of component activities: 

• physical activities that take place outside people, 

• interac.tive activities that takc place between people, and 

• mental activities that occur within people. 

• PI.ysiCilI activities 

There are many different physical activities that ilIustrate the impact of settings on work. The main 

attributes that affect task activitics are relatcd to the sizc of spaces, the materials uscd and the 

environrnental conditions. 

• Activities with interaction 

The emphasis here is on interaction as a means to taskaccomplishment, rather than as ancnd in itself. 

Here again, a certain number of aspects influence task interaction; they are relatcd to the distance 

between areas, interference factors which may affect contacts bctwecn people, organizational factors 

and the f1exibility of spaœs. 

• Individual activities 

This third type of taskactivity is that which takes place insidc the individual: thinking,concentrating, 

associating, remcmbering, and 50 on. The properties which influence an individual's internai 

activities are mostly related to physiological conditions which permit or restrict the task, the mood of 

the per5On, and environmental stress that can affect the task. 

Function five: Pleasure 

This dimension is concemcd with settings as ends in themselvcs, that is, the extent to which they 

provide pltllSure for the people who are using them. The measure of trus dimension is how people 
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feel in a particular sctting. This pleasurc can take various forms, inc1uding feelings ofhappiness, joy, 

excitemcnt, wondcr, and apprcciation of great beau ty. These feelings are what we all know from our 

own life experienccs. There arc places wc enjoy and will often go out of our way to visit or pass 

tltrough, and therc are places wc find distasteful or unpleasant and will avoid when we cano 

Stcele describcs three major factors that combine to dctermine whcther a setting will he pleasurable 

for a person. One is the nature of the setting itsclf· the qualities that give its dcfinitionand character. 

The other two are relatcd to the person; his past history and his current mood or internaI state. 

• Qualities of the setling 

Qualities of the sctting definc how a place looks, sounds, srnel1s and fcels for the person, and are the 

source of the scnsory stimuli. Whcn we talk about pleasure from scttings, we usuallymean whether 

or not a person finds the part:cular combination of qualities aesthetically pleasing. 

• Personal hislory of pasl experiences 

A pcrson's biography influences the qualities which will stimulate his feelings toward a particular 

sctting. Growing up in different cultures produces different preferences for art, music, literature, 

architl'cturc, and 50 on. People arc condi tioncd to like settings that match their previous experiences 

in particular homes and offices (Stccle, 1973). 

• The person's inlernlll stale 

This relates to the mood and conœrns of the person at a particular time. The mood opera tes as a filter 

to provide what Sommer (1969) also caUed "connotative meaning" to the stimuli that a person 

rcceivcs from his sunoundings. For example, most people would get pleasure from being in a forest. 

Howcver, if a person there werc wonioo about being lost, he would probably get little satisfaction 

from the natural bcauty of the sctting. From this discussion, Steele assumes that when people have 

a choic-e; 

1. They will tend not to go to thosc unplcasant scttings, 

2. thcy will huny to finish what they arc doing thcre 50 they can leave as soon as possible, 

3. thcy will psychologically block out thcir displeasure and dissatisfaction with the setting, thus 

rcducing their awarcness of how they fcel. 

c , , 

, 
r, 

\ 
l 

t 



\ 
1. 

37 

Func:tion sb:: Growth 

This last major function of physical settings is to promote growth in the people who use them. The 

central question for tbis function is whether the sctting fadlitatcs the uscr's development of his 

potential abilities and personal qualities. 

Steele describes two main factors in settings which influence the growth processcs. One is the 

setting's physical qualitit.'S which affect perception and the opportunity for action. The other is the 

setting's effcet on social interaction, which in turn affects the amount of support for the growth 

process. 

• Physical qualifies 

Many characteristicsof physical settings help determine whether a person will he stimulatcd toward 

growth: diversity, visibility, changeability, and demand arc the main ones. 

The diversity of stimulation can ensure that the sctting will triggcr ncw perceptions, new thoughts 

and feelings, and new connections between previously unconnectcd clements. The more surprising 

the physical features of a setting are, the more Iikely we are to rcspond non-automatically and with 

an experimental attitude. 

Visibility is a variable which allows people to see how things work. Il is more likely 10 promote 

growth, especially in understanding the sctting and the person's opportunity to use il. An example 

of this would be the ability to sec through a dock. 

Changeability is the extent to which a physical sctting can be easily and quickly altcrcd. Moveablc 

fumitures provide a manipulable sctting where people can take action to change a place and get 

feedback as to whether their choices were effective for what thf"y were trying to do. 

The "demand" quality is the extent to which the setting requircs that something he donc to it, and that 

some choices be made and action taken on them, in order for the sctting to he uscd. An incompletc 

or inappropriate setting is more likely to promote growth in ils uscrs than a structuroo sclting that 

people can "get by" with, as in our earlier rcfcrence to "overdcsignoo" scttings. 
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• Social interaction 

Characteristics of scttings that affect trus process include the amount of contact the setting allows, the 

visibility of people to one another, and the messages that the sctting sends out about possible new 

patterns of contact. The amount of contact allowed by the scttings tends to either promote or block 

personal interaction, while the visibiIity of social systems tends to promote the growth of their 

membcrs. Also, the messages about new possibilities provide users possible new ways of relating 

to one another. 

Finally, to ensure growth, it is particularly important, according to Steele (1973), to be fully aware of 

the charactcristics and the de v'clopmcntal history of individuals or groups for which a stimula ting 

sctting is to he dcsigncd. 

-
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CHAPTER TWO: 
ARCHITECTURAL PROGRAMMING 

l,' 



( 

( 

40 

THE NATURE OF PROGRAMMING 

Programmmg i~ a word of relahvely reeent origin. ft was extrapolated from a noun of long standing 

(program) by way of a verb (to program) in order to identify the proccss by which a program is 

achlcvcd. There IS pcrhaps more divcrsity ln the uscof thc tcrm and its mcaning within the design 

profcs~i()n than there IS outside i t. The morecommon phrases uscd includearchitectural programming, 

functional programmmg, space programming, operalional programming and facillties programming. 

Cenerally, however, it is used in rcferenœ to the c1ient's requirements for a facihty and to the design 

nl'Cds of a projcct 

The "problcm" mctaphor is prevalent in the hteratur~ on the design process (Pciia, 1977). A client's 

proJcct is dISCll~!rCd as <l problcm and the architect's design asa solution. Design is seen as a problem­

solvmg procc~s. Programming cnters the picture with the recognition thdt problems arc no simpler 

than solution~. A problcm needs to he idcntlfied ordefined heforc it can he solved. A program, then, 

is a problem definition or a problem statement. Programming is a way of defining comprehensively 

and prcclsely what the problem is, white designing is comprehensivcly and prccisely solving the 

problem. The following figure illustra tes this analogy: 

Cfro~ --4 1 dCfinit~ ---> g 
~!"J)-----> [progr~m 1-----> @ 

Figure 5. The analogy of programming. 

As we can sec from the above figure, there IS an mterfacc hetween definition (program) and solution 

(design). The interdepcndencc of the program and the design is unquestioned by architects. 

However, thcrc are different .1pproaches to the way this rclationship opcratcs in the devclopment of 

design mform.lhon. There arc at least four approaches to the programmmg / designing interface: 

intesmtcd, sesreSllteti, interactive and integrated-interactive (Palmer, 1981; Robmson & Wl'Cks, 1983). 
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Figure 6: Approaches to Programming and Design. 

The infe8,ated approach stipula tes that programming should not he scparatoo from dcsigning. The 

proponentsof this view state succinctly: ''Programming is design". Programming is not a "prcdcsign" 

:;t!rviœ, but an integral first part of the design process. Becausc of this pcculiar form of design, the 

implication is that an architect must program and that the programmer should he an architcct. 
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For the segregated approach, programming isan initial step in the design process. Therefore it should 

he a separatc, distinct activity performcd prior to starting the design. Furthermore, il is seen as 

preferable that separate professionals or teams (e.g. social scientists vs architects) perform the two 

acti vi til'S. 

''Programmers and designers are separate specialists because the problems of each are very complex 

and rcquirc two different mental capabilities: one for analysis, one for synthesis. (Pena, 1977)" 

ln the interactive approach, a design projcct may hegin with programming or part of it. As the project 

procccds, segments or versions of the program and the design aredeveloped in altemating sequence 

and in rcsponse to each other. The individual feedback of programming information feeds the 

design, the design rcsponse fccds the program, and so on. The link bctween interactions is review 

and evaluation by the participants. 

Finally, the integrated-interactive approach uses program and design explanation, simultaneously 

developing criteria and hypotheses to formula te archi tectural alternatives. The final outcome is a set 

of possible alternativcs depicted both verbally and with a range of visual content. This process ends 

up bcing highly individual, often unconventional and typically far-ranging. Also, unlike Pena's 

statemcnt, this view stdtes that the design process ought not be a process of problem definition and 

problem solution, but a process of "problem exploration, alternative generation and evaluation" 

(Robinson & Wceks, 1983). 

This last approach may prove to he useful in linking post-occupancy evaluation with programming, 

bccause il combines verbal and fonnal elements. In that manner the design process is documented 

and made cxplidt so that the program can he relatcd to the design product or to the building. In 

addition to this advantage, documenting the proœss allows the procedure itself to he validated and 

examincd during post-occupancy cvaluation, and improved during further programming. 

DEFINITIONS OF PROGRAMMING 

A program is information that the designer can use. According to Palmer (1981), it is: "an organized 

collection of the specific information about the clients requirements which the architect needs in 

order to design a particular facility". This includes not only the expressed requirements of the client, 

but ail of the human, physical and externat factors which will influence the design. A program is 

communication. Il transmits and interprets the needs of the client to the designer. 

, 
, 
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Since a program is information, programming involves developing, managing and communicating 

the information. Palmer defines programming as lia proccss of identifying and defining the design 

needs of a facility and communicating the rcquiremcnts of the client to the designer". 

Most architects, and others who program, agrcc that it is a process. But there is a range of opinions 

among them as to what constitutes this proccss, and where it fits within the design proœss. Sorne 

see it as a separa te service from design, others sec il as bcing combinoo with designing. The following 

persons have stated their approach ta programming in Palmer (1981): 

MICHAEL BRILL 

Buffalo Organization for Social and Technological Innovation Ine. (BOSTI) 

"Architectural programming tries to describe the desired range of specifie human rcquiremcnts a 

building must satisfy in order to support and enhanee the pcrformanct' of human activities ... Thc 

program isa document, the final output of the investigation phase of the design process. Ils purpoS(' 

istopredict thoseenvironmentalconditions thatare supportiveand rcsponsive to the uscr's activity 

pattems ... Within th" total process of architectural design, the program provides a critical link 

hetween the present problem and the future solution by establishing the criteria for an intervention 

strategy". 

WALTIIER MOLESKI 

Environmental Research Group 

"Programming is simply that part of the design proccss which enables the architcct to identify and 

define the problems which must he solvoo, the potential effects that the solutions will have on the 

people who will use or come in contact with the building and the constraints that will control the 

design process. The program should explicitly state the objectives of each group in terms of the goals 

they wish to achieve, the issues that they want to resolve and the problems that they fccl must he 

corrected. 

The programming proœss must investigate theorganizational, social and individual aspects ofovert 

behavior. A1so, the program must consider the physical, psychological, sociolog;cal and cultural 

attributes of the users." 



WILLIAM M. PENA 

The CRS Group 

''The first two stcps of the total design process are distinct and separa te: 

(1) programming (anal ysis), and 

(2) schematic design (synthesis). 
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Programming is problem sccking and design is problem solving. Programming is seeking and 

finding the whole problem 50 that the design solution may he comprehensive. 

Programming isan organizcd process bascd on standard procedures which can he used on large and 

small projccts, simple and complex building types and with single or multiple clients ..... 

HENRY SANOFF 

School of Design, North Carolina State University 

"A program is a .:ommunicable statement of intent. ft is a prescription for a desired set of events 

influenccd by local constraints and il states a set of dcsired conditions and the methods for achieving 

those condi tions. 

The program con veys current information on the progress of the project and ils various stages of 

development .. .In sum, il is an opcrating procedure for systematizing the design process. It provides 

an oiganizational structure for the design team and a clear, communicable set of conditions for 

rcvicw by thosc affccted by ils implementation." 

THEPURPOSEOFPROGRA~tNG 

An architcct, designer or facility planner must know, at least, what type of facility the client nceds, 

what functions it will pcrform, the amount of space rcquired, the restrictions on land use and facility 

form, and the sizc of the budget. The primary purpose of programming is then to supply the 

infonnation needed for design (Palmer, 1981). 

The types and categories of information nccded for any particular project vary. Programming helps 
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the designer organize and identify specifie information nccds. Frcquently, not ..lU the data arc 

available for translation into a program, and producing the infoffi'mlion will require a ccrt.lin ammmt 

of researeh. 

This research is sometirnes nccessary bccause of the gap that now lies bctwccn the designer of the 

facility and the people who will bcusing it. In effcct, sincc the ancient lime the distance betwccn the 

two groups has enlarged, mostly in public buildings bccausc users have increilscd in numbers ami 

more professionals are taking part in design-relatcd issues. The following figure shows the incrcase 

of distance bctween designer and user through history: 

r------------------------------------------------------------------------------
1. Primary pbale: one actor in tbe desisn process 

User-client-deslgncr-builder are one and 
the same person. 

2. Craftman ph.se; Iwo .cloa in the desi&D process 

a. Wealthy client-user hlres and communlcates 
directIy with 
b. Master mason or builder who draws up plans 
and executes them. 

3. Eni)' profession.l pba.e: thre!! .ctors in the desip proçm 

a. Wealthy client-user hires and communicales with 
b. Professlonal archltect, who Interprets nœds of client, 
creates a design, and 
c. Contractor who executes making any modiCications 
to original design. 

C. Later profcl9ion.1 phase: multiple .doa in the de'i&D proce" 

a. Users are separate from fee-paying client, nccds 
are filtered through client; 
b. Client Is often an institution rcpresented by 
a commltlee; 
c. Architect Interprets clients' needs, communlcales 
wlth fellow profession ais; 
d. Building contracter executes the design and Is 
dependent on sub-contractors. 

s. ContempOl'll)' phase 

a. Users have increased in number and bccome 
more diverse ln tcrms of nceds; 
b. Barrier in rommunication evokcs new 
profcsslonaIs of user nccds consultant; 
c. User needs are filtcree! to designer via client 
and take 3rd or 4th place aEter clien!'s own nccds; 
d. Architect bccomes ~roc:l'SS manager, balancing 
needs of many actOI1'l as well as fulflIllng own 
profcsslonal needs; 
e. Building contradors limite<! ln interprellon of 
design into reallly by manufaclurers of building 
compnents, elc. 

o 
H 
8- .••. _. ) 
g a 

~
-=':'~ __ u~er 
~ -chent ,,-p - dc\'r,ncr 

uu.ldf'r 

rrom DaVIS (1981) 

'-------------------------------------------------_._------
Figure 7: Designer-user relations at differcnt pcriods in history. 
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Thus, the purpose of programmmg a project bccomes investigation and analysis of projcct design 

nccds. This iseven more pertinent whcn the client does not have a clear idea of what the projcct goals 

arc or should he. Questions about the facility can lead the architectural programmer into extensive 

data collection, projection analysis and cven into nonarchilectural rescarch such as behavioral 

rescarch or technology application. It is easy to sec that the objective of programming is much more 

than acquiring and organizing information; il often meansdeveloping and producing the informa tion 

as well. 

Another purposc of programming, as described, is communication. The program must serve the 

information ncros of both the dien t and the designer. Programming enables both to understand and 

agrœ on the design goals, projcct ncc.'Cls and criteria for design. Programming helps achieve effective 

communication in information devclopmcnt and in decision making. 

THE PROGRAM PARADIGM 

Modc1s, orparadlgms, providc;~ way ofunderstanding informations operations and theirrelationships 

and so aIs<> serve as means for organizing and presenting ideas about both. The programmer's view 

of design as a proccss often helps to establish the role of programming in that process. 

ln ail professions there is not only a conccm for the quality of the product but also a value placed on 

the quality of the procr..>ss that produced it. In architectural design this rneans it is important to not 

ont y arrive at a good building design, but aIs<> continually work to improve the process for arriving 

at solutions. This, according to White (1972), requires an analysis of values and attitudes with respect 

to major design proccss issues even though in time they may evolve and change. 

Descriptions always involve the comprising components of what we are describing and their 

relationships to other things we know. Our knowledge of something becomes more complete as we 

bccome aware of ils relationships or view it from different stand points. An example is knowing or 

describing a building. It is impossible to describe il as a whole. Only through the accumulation of 

specifie mdividual aspects of the building can it he describcd or known (structural systems, 

rncchanical concept, form, light pattern, gcometry, response to context, etc.). In fact, even those 

categories arc too broad to describe as wholes and would necd to refer to components within 

thcmsclves in order for an adcquate description to be arrived at. 

Il 1S c1ear that it wou Id requirc an cnormous amouTit of time and ressources to analyse thoroughly 
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thecomponentsand issuesot aU the factors for a particular facility. Foredch projt..'Ct, the programmer 

must select what is relevant and important for the facility. Palmer (1981) proposcd certam factors to 

be fundamental. According to him most programs, unless spccially orientl'<i, address thrœ wsic 

types of information: 

------------------ ------- -- --

HUMAN FACfORS 
Activities 
Objectives 
Organization 
Interactions 
Policies 
Preferences 

PHYSlCAL FACfORS 
Site conditions 
Building / facllity 
Systems 
Spacc 
Functions 
Circulation 
InternaI environment 
Usefullife 
Encrgyuse 

EXTERNAL FACTORS 
Legal reslrictlons 
Climatc 
Tlme 
Costs 

'----------------------------------- -- -- - ----

White (1972) describes our "view of design" as a result of our values and attitudes with respect to 

many individualand spccificaspcctsor issues regarding design. The broader and morccomprehcnsivc 

the list of aspects to which we relate our design method, he says, the more complete will bc our 

description and the more thorough our knowlcdge and awarcness of our view of design. 

SYSTEMATIC THINKING 

By nature, the prograrnrning proœss is investigative, analytical and systematic. This characteriz.l tion 

is somewhat eontrary to the inclination of designers, who tend to synthesize rather than analyzc 

information and solve rather than define problems. Theact of programming requires a diffcrent kind 

of discipline than the design practitioner may be uscd to. It involves: 

• Accumulation of aIl pertinent facts before making judgments or decisions, 

• Objective evaluation of data rather than application of data, and 

• Making conclusions bascd on verificd, projcct-spccific faets rather than on intuition and previous 

experience. 

However, thatdoes not mean that intuition and previous cxperienccare excluded from programming. 

In fact, they areextremelyimportant sources of preliminary data and criteria for judging conclusions. 

The intuitive, creative process of designing can he enhanccd grcatly by conclusive programma tIC 

data that have becn tested for relevance, reliability and validity through systematic, objective and 
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analytical means. Programming is still \~',olving as a process and perhaps that explains the differing 

vicwpoints (scparate from, or includcd with the design) on Hs nature and purpose. 

Howcver, programming is viewcd as a decision-making proccss - a part of the design decision­

making proccss. 1 tenables and prod uccs a progression of increasingly refined decisions involving 

the interaction of client, programmer and designer. 

BEHAVIOR PROGRAMMING 

The dcsigner's conœrn in behavior programming is the accommodation of people. The sucœssful 

resolution of conflicts is bascd on a c1ear undcrstanding of people's objectives and the method of 

establishing priori tics in order to make decisions. So, the understanding of the needs and behavior 

of people is a prercquisite for the formulation of goals for a building program. 

According to SanofE (1977), people arc goal oriented. There is a constant ai teration and modification 

of the environmcnt by the people, which reflects the continuaI and growing need for a balance 

bctwœn JX'Oplc and the environment. When there isa lack of balance, the consequenœsare generally 

dissati!>faction or malfunction. 

ln the world of dcsit,'n today, there arc increasingly more complex operations to be perfonned and 

a large body of information to he gathercd. The need to program is a coherent one and arises from 

the following: 

• TIle recognition of the relationship of architecture to its immediate environment, 

• The nœd to incorpoidte the user as a vital ingredient toward change, and 

• The multi-disciplinary nature and growing complexity of the built environment. 

According to Sanoff (1977), the basic ingredient for resolving conflicts and decisions is the problem­

solving proœss, which facilitatcs the development of a program. For others, the model may he less 

systcmatic, but the rcsult is always gctting information in order to gain knowlcdge about people's 

activities, perceptions or attitudl"S. 
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METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION 

Several techniques are uscd to collect data during programming, but only a few addrcss the bchavior 

of the users. Aside from certain aspects of background data research, the techniques depcnd on 

various forms of user reJX>rt, that is, they require people to supply data from their personal 

knowledge, experience and perception related to the environment bcing programmcd. The use of 

those techniques is better understood by remembcring that in data collection the programmer docs 

thrœ basic things: asking questions, obscrving and recording data. 

Palmer (1981) gathers the various techniques uscd in hehavior rescarch into thrœ groups rclatcd to 

the previous : 

• REPORT METHODS: - surveys 
- interviews 
- questionnaires 

• OBSERVATION TECHNIQUES: - direct 
- participant 
- hehavior mapping 
- instrumentcd 

• A TTlTUDE MEASUREMENT: - scmantic differential scale 
- adjective checklists 
- ranking charts 

~---------------------------------------------------

The techniques most suited to collectingdata about people's hehaviors arc the interviews, observations 

and IIttitude measurements. 

1. Interviews 

This is perhaps the most common, and ccrtainly the most direct mcans of obtaining dctailcd 

information for programs. Interviewing works hest in one-to-one situations, but can also he uscd in 

group sessions. 

The purpose of intcrvicwing is to obtain specific data on peopIe's attitudes, perceptions, preferences 

and requirements. The interview permits the programmer and the person to interact directly and 

immediately. The person's doubts about the mcaning of interview questions can he answered and 

the programmer can ask for additional data or immediately clarify questionable responscs_ 
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The chief drawback of the interview technique is that individual responses are subjective, or even 

opinionatcd. People sometimcs give answers they bclieve the questioner wants to hear, or try to put 

a bcst or worst (accon a situation. What peoplc think and say about their behavior and environments 

may he somcwhat different from the way thcy actually bchave or respond to a setting. The 

sub~'Chvity ofhuman rcsponscs to interviews and questionnaires isoneof the main reasons forusing 

appropriate survey procedures. Following up interviews with observation techniques or checking 

responscs against questionnaire data can verify the data obtained. 

Dcspite sorne limitation on the generalizing of data, interviewing is an essential technique for 

prograrnming. Interviews pro vide a wide variety of necessary infonnation, such as: 

• Client goals and philosophy 

• Background and historical data 

• Demographie and social data 

• Preferences, values, attitudes and opinions 

• Identification of conflicts and problems 

• New ideas, personal evaluations 

• Dcscnptivc information on operations, procedures, activities, settings, etc. 

• Projection'; of space, cquipment, opcrational and other needs 

Interviews are often uscd in tandem wlthquestionnaires. Data thatcan be supplied in a straightforward 

manner can he rccordcd by questionnaire, white interviews are used to verify the results and explore 

issues not fitting a rigid format. Like the interview, questionnaires can tell the programmer what a 

persan thinks, bclievesand fcclsabout bchaviorand environments. Again, however, thisinfonnation 

is bascd on the person's own expcriencc and subjective understanding and should be tested against 

data obtaincd by olher means. 

Nevertheless, questionnaire proceduresenable the programmer toquantify and rneasureas precisely 

as possible information about attitudes, such as preferences, values and feelings, and to document 

factual data. The questionnaire rcquin~s thc respondent to focus on questions that isolate thedesircd 

information and often forces a choice among limited options. An interview, on the other hand, 

provides an opportunity for the client 10 explain an answer or the reason for a particular cheiœ. 
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2. Obseruation techniques 

Aside from asking questions, observation is the most direct and rcliable mcans for the programmer 

to get information about the way people act in their cnvironments (sec Chaptcr One). Through a 

variety of observation techniques, the programmer can learn how people use spaœ, theeffl'Ct of thcir 

surroundings on bchavior, and how they act toward each other in particular settings. Observation 

can veriEy information obtained by other mcans and clicit new data not rcvcaled by a prcvious 

interview or questionnaire. 

Observationalone, however, is notadequate for determininguser needsor rcquircffiCnls. 1t is limill.>d 

to identifying only existing conditions and activilies and cannot reveal, cxcept by infercncc, how 

people fccl about thdr environment or how they pcrceive il (Zeisel, 1981). lt will also nol indicatc 

how theenvironment should bcchangcd to better accommodate bchavioror uscrnœds. Obscrvation.l1 

data will only provide the programmer a definitive picture of whdt people do in a socio-physic.ll 

setting and what the physical seUing is. 

The three data objectives of observation techniques, according to Palmer (1981>, are: 

1. Activities (kinds, frequency, duration, sequence) 

2. Environmental settings (physical and other charactcristics) 

3. Interactions (among people and betwecn people and cnvironmental settings) 

Also, there are three main fonns of observation techniques actually uscd for programming: 

• direct observation, 

• participant observation, and 

• behavior mapping. 

Direct observation is mercly watching people's behavior in specifie environmental scttings and 

recording what is observed. Il is a mattcr of finding out who docs what and whcrc. Systcmatic 

observation, however, is not random recording. The behavioral data obtaincd by observation must 

he meaningful to the program and to the eventual design of the building or place. 

In structured observation, the programmer is sccking to identify the patterns of bchavior. The 

interest is focuscd on measuring and detailing activity, settings, interactions and rclationships 

hetween people and environment. 
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ObS('rvation techniques are particularly uscful for programming because they provide factual data 

on how people actually use settings. Although attitudes toward environments, perceptions and 

descriptions of n.'quirements are important, actual bchavior is a concrete test of environment's 

capacity to meel human nccds. For example, studies of older suburbs by Gans (1967) w('re applied 

sorne years latcr to plan ncw towns in the United States. As a way of discovering and recording 

cnvironmcntally-significant bchaviors, observation provides: 

• Patterns of bchavior in a scUing 

• Patterns of use of spaces 

• Rclationships among spaccs 

• Influences of environment on bchavior and vice versa 

• Amount of spaœ nccded for particular activitics 

• Dysfunctions in the environment 

• Characteristics of a scHing 

• Grouping of people 

• Uses of fumishing and cquipment 

ln participant obseroation, the observer actually takcs part in the activity under investigation, joining 

the group or "living in" the situation in order to experience the activity or setting as do those who are 

actually involved in il. Anthropologist Margaret Mead, for instance, pioneered the technique in 

popular studies of culturallife. Architects have applicd the technique in lessextensive studies to get, 

for example, a prisoner's perspective of jail by allowing themselves to he institutionalized for a short 

time before starting work on a new facility design. 

8ehavior mapping, also referrcd to as Ecology Mapping (Sanoff, 1977), is a method of recording and 

displaying bchavioral data in relation to physical settings. An observer notes activities and their 

frcquendes on a map sketch or floor plan, which, when completed, will show the layout of behavior 

for a particular place at a particu:ar time. Behavioral rnaps are especially helpful in programming 

oc'Cause this kind of visual display of bchavioral data can he easily translatcd by the designer. The 

ddta produced by mapping includes: 

• Location and lime of activitics 

• Fn.'quency of activities in locations 

• Movement of people 

• Relation of people to the sctting 

• Influence of sctting on bchavior 
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• Recurrent patterns ofbchavior 

• Intensity of activities 

• Differences in hehavior among categories of people 

3. Attitude measurements 

Among the instruments used to survey what people know, think and fccl about thcir social and 

physical environment and about their behavior, there is a variety of "tests" which mainly mcasure 

attitudes (Palmer, 1981). Attitude measurements are concerncd with identifying and quantifying 

patterns of group values, feelings, perceptions, priorities, preferences and goals. Thcy can thcn be 

measured, studied and related to other factors that influence the design of the facility. 

It is important for the programmer to understand the values of the group that will use a building 

(Hershberger,1985). But il may he espccially important for the designer, who may discover that his 

or her own interests and values differ significantly from those of the facility users. 

Attitude tests serve thedoublcpurposeof notonly articulatingand quantifymg mdividual altitudes, 

but of identifying and mcasuring the attitudinal patterns that cxist within a group of individuals. 

Semantic djfferent~l is one of the most widely used tools to mcasure people's attitudes toward 

architectural concepts and fcatures. This method of mcasuring mcaning was devclopcd from the 

work of Osgood et al. (1957). Since this test was first used, it also has becn one of the most cntIClzt>d. 

The main issue in the intellectual controversy about the mcthod is the very aspect It is intended to 

measure: meaning (Broadbcnt et al, 1980). Meaning is such a subjective matter that rescarchers who 

use the scmantic differential have becn prcsscd by others to verify the validi ty of thcir mcasurements. 

Sorne of the researchers have respondcd that, of course, you cannot eliminate subjœtivity from 

meaning, but you may te able to find a consistency of subjective meaning within a specifIe group 

toward a particular object or concept. In addition, you might he able to find lhat the meamng pattern 

in one group differs significantly from the meaning pattern of another. Scmantic d Iffercntial docs not 

directly identify group preferences or perceptions. Thcse arc dctermint>d by intcrpretations of thc 

measurements of descriptive meanings, which are the direct product of the test. Osgood's original 

text on the subject, The Measurement of Meaning, identificd thrcc major classifications of human 

meanings: evaluation (as in good-bad), potency or power (as in strong-weak) and activity (as in fast­

slow), 



,. , 

54 

The rationale oC the proccss is to limit the range of meanings thdt a pcrson could usc to dcscribc an 

object, and at the same lime allow latitude for the variations within the limits of mcaning that could 

bc exprcsscd. By narrowing the scopc of subjectivity, il is expcctcd that individual responscs can he 

comparoo, groupcd and collcctivdy measuroo. 

The negali ve aspect of this melhod, though, is relatcd to the interprctation of the adjective or word. 

For instance, one of the common proccsscs was the tcndency of the human mind to classify the world 

inlo domains which arc bipolar such as nature/culture, us/them, rnen/women, front/back, etc. 

Built cnvironmenls olten give physical expression to those domains. But rccently the binary nature 

of such oppositions has bccn modifioo by the rcalization that frequcntly an important middlc tcrm 

(or terms) exists lhat mcdiatcs or rcsolvcs the opposition. 

rumpl._ 

tlt'~II'ul ._. ___ • ______ • ____ • ______ • ___ • ___ ""V 

POI,,\lv, ______________________ ~ __ • _______ «t.vt 

,"ung _____ __ _ ________________________ "".-. 

"Ioon,1 ______ • ___ • __ • _______ • ___ • ___ • _____ lnlu'IM 

_. ____ w •• ______________ • ________ tommOn 

______ • _____ + • ________ clt.' 

'''CUIMi ________ ._. ________ • _____ • ____ c.1mlf'l9 

,n,r'r\l'"9 ~_. ___ • _____ ~_ _ _____ _ 

ct,tllmrd __ • _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ ___ _ 

_ _ _ __ _ _ ~ __ ru99t'O 

900d ______________________ • ____ ~ ____ bld 

____ • _________ conuollfd 

_ _ _ _ ____ clo.,d 

t;oomv ____ _ 

_ ________ PfOlound 

____________ .Ifmpor.rv 

___ ••• __ • ____ • ______________ ... ordrrtd 

u"tomlc".blr ______________ • ___ • __________ comfonlblr 

bold __ • ______________ • ________ "nlld 

conllnuQu\ _____ • _______________ ~ __ • _________ bl~en 

f."olul lo""V ______________________ • ________ .'t'KllonIlY 

dfhqtl1ful dt,ldful 

c.on\Id,,,d __________________ .. __________ "bll"'.,. 

'I9hl ___________ • __________ • _____ ._ .'Go-. 

f"nOYlng ___ " _______________________________ pll-'u'9 

\1'1'~llfo,w.rd 

From Hershbcrger, (970) 

Figure 8: Scmantic diffcrential scalc. 
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The adjective checklist is another kind of ffieasure of user perception of an cnvironfficI\lal sctling or 

architecturalspacc. It is simply a list of adjectives which individuals can usc, by chccking off the 

appropria te ones, to describc a particular object. An adjective checklist can also bc arr,mgcd 50 lhat 

il consists of pairs of antonyms, as in the scffiantic diffcrcntial test, allowing indlviduals to choosc 

bclwcen opposite dcscriptors. An cxample from Behavioral Team is illustraloo bclow. 

r-----------------------------------------------------------

( 1 nbly IUIl 

f J ncceplnble 
Il adequato 
Il olly 
f 1 omblliaus 
( 1 ononymous 
Iiolimet/va 
1) avnllablo 
1 J ballofle/al 
1 J blond 
(1 bold 
(1 bor/ng 
1) brlghl 
fI brulal 
Il careless 
[1 cheap 
(J cheerlul 
t 1 chilly 
[1 clean 
( ) clever 
(J close 
[J clumsy 

Il cold 
( ) comlorloble 

II complex 
[ J conlus/ng 
[ J congesled 
t 1 convenlelll 
( J coord/nalod 
Il co st/y 
(1 cosy 
(J crompod 
1 J dnm<1genble 
( J dependable 
( 1 dosl'<1blo 
(J d/ngy 
(J drab 
Il dull 
[J durable 
Il d,onry 
[J elliclolll 
[J eleganl 
t 1 eneoulaglng 

Il pnlnynhln 
fi 1'55ellilol 
Il ewcllln!! 
( 1 n"pellmenlnl 
f 1 ewlrnVflQIlI11 
(1 PyllSOIO 

( l'nncy 
Il Inr-slghtod 
f 1 ln 51 
1 J IInshy 
(1 flllxlhle 
[J frogllo 
111r/endly 
1 J fun 
Il gaudy 
f 1 good s/gns 
[1 hn,d 
Il hOlards 
Il healthy 
1) hlliplul 
( 1 h/gh clnss 
(1 hol 
II hunlod 
(J Ideal 
(J III hl 
[J Imp",sonnl 
(J "nporlnnl 
[ 1 Imp,osSlve 
[ J Improvomenl 
1 J Inndf''luata 
[ J /Ileille/enl 
( J Innovnllve 
Il Intelest/ng 
(J Inlolelob/s 
Illrwont1ve 
1 J Inv/t/ng 
(J /rregulm 
Illrrltal/ng 
(J lunky 
Illusl in limo 
(J lustifled 
[J leg roorn 
II lelsur81y 

Figure 9: Adjective checkJist. 

111111(' lIll~ 

(J IIIU lcnl 
1) lonQ wmls 
Illu~lJIlou~ 

( J mixe" fllolinQ 
1 J mOIl()toIlOIl~ 
(J no",'"d 
Il not~y 
( J novel 
(J 0J'on 
Il ov", ,nlocl 
( J p0!50nnhl0d 

1 J Illnll1 
( J Plen~nnt 
(J poli shed 
( J poor slllvlce 
( J poor s/gll! 
1) pmct1cnl 
( J preleni/ous 
Il ,eln.11I1l 
( ) rovo/ulionnry 

1 J snlo 
( 1 scmy 
( J second 11110 

() ~mnll 
( J sophlst1enlnd 
[ 1 arne/ous 
( ) o;ppcint 
(J .. pie nd/ct 
1 J o;tlrnulni/ng 

(J stully 
(J suilnblo 
Il 'luper 
( Ilyplenl 
1) uncerlninly 
1 J un/nvlllng 
( J ullkernpt 
( ) unproven 
( J un,anl/slle 
1 J vnlunhln 
( J \/olsnille 
[ J wnrrn 
(1 w8!telut 
........ _ .. 1_-

From Darkow, (1988) 
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ln this chapter 1 will explore the combination of Stccle's functions of settings with Spradlcy's 

ethnographie approach. This procedure should enable us to judge the advantages of an ethnographie 

research method over traditional ones to investigate meaning during programming. 

Steele's sociophysical approach provides us witha"conceptual model". Theethnographic rcsearch, on 

the other hand, is bascd on the relational thcory of cultural meaning (investigatcd in Chapter Two) 

and provides us with an "operational mode}". These approaches, according to me, may provide the 

architect one good approach to the inquiry of meaning in a cultuTC. 

Creatingenvironments that are functional in that they satisfy building codes, or they "work" in tenus 

of the flow and transactions of people is absolutely nccessary but insufficient. Not only must the 

factlities work and he rcwarding and useful for those who inhabit and use them, but thcy should 

symbolically convey an attitude about what is taking place inside. Since the built environment is 

conveying messages reflecting the inner life, actions, and social conceptions of the useTS, il oc'Comcs 

necessary to evaluate the meaning and desirability of existing settings. 

SOURCES OF DATA FOR EVALUATION 

Within the methods studicd earlier, two main sources of data are uscd for evaluating the functions: 

1. Observations 

Observations are a prime source of data for the ratings of work settings. The programmer can move 

around and get an overall "feel" for the place, inc1uding his own responses to it. Also very helpful 

are patterns of use whieh can be obscrvcd: 

• where people go frcely and whcre they do not, 

• the symbolic messages that are rcceivcd while looking around, 

• the extent to whieh flexibility in a sctting is bcing used or not, 

• where people choose to he when they have rcal choicc, and 

• who can get togethcr and who cannot. 

2. Interviews 

Interviews with users are essential since the programmcr's reactions to a place may differ from thosc 

of the people who have to use it a11 the time or whose expericnces diffcr from his or hers. It is 
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espcciall y important to get user reactions on the security, growth and pleasure dimensions, since they 

dcpcnd 50 much on the statl" of the individual user. The users al50 can direct the researcher to 

symbolic messages that he would not piek up, not knowing the spatial language of a particular 

organization or group. 

A timc-saver, the touring interview is rcally a combination of observation and interviews. The 

programmer walks around with a user and asks him to talk about what he sees and feels. The aim 

is to get inside the world of the user. The touring interview can he use<! with a very different 

environmental scale. The idea was first suggested by Lynch and Rivkin's (1959) "walk around the 

block" technique for studying how a city area affects people. The tour process can then he used for 

a city, a building, a f100r or even an office. 

CONFUSION WITH SOCIAL SCIENCE ROLES 

By far the greatest barrier to a productive program is using methods that confuse the relationship 

bctwcen researcher and client/user, as in using traditional social scienœrolcs. Theactof investigation 

necessarily means that the rescarcher and the per50n studied assume roI es. Each per50n in the 

relationship constructs a definition of what is going on; these definitions have a profound impact on 

the programming proœss. Spradley (1979) shows that at least three roI es that contra st with informan t 

(the person studicd) are uscd in the social sciences; they are subject, respondent, and actor. 

Social science rescarch that use subjects usually has a specific goal: to test hypotheses. Investigators 

are Ilot primarily intcrestcd in discovcring the cultural knowlcdge of the subjects: they seek to 

confirm or disconfirm specifie hypothescs by studying the subject's responscs. Subjectsdo notdefine 

what it is important for the investigator to find out; informants do. The major differenœs can he 

summarizcd by noting the fundamental questions asked by each approach (from Sprad'ey, 1979): 

Rescarch with subjects 
1. What do 1 know about a problem that WIll allow 
me to formulate and test a hypothcsls' 

2 What \."Onc<'Pts can 1 use to test this 
hypothesls? 

3. How can 1 operatlonally deflne thcse concepts? 

4 What SCIl!nhflc thcory can expIa in the data? 

5 Ilow can 1 mtl!rpret the rL'Sults and report them 
ln the language of my <."OlIcaguCl>? 

Rescarch with informants 
1. What do my mformants know about their 
culture !hat 1 can dlscover? 

2 What concepts do my informants use to 
classUy their experienœ? 

3. How do my informants dehne these 
concepts? 

4. Wh.t folk theory do my informants use to 
explain their experlenœ? 

5. Howan 1 translate the cultural knowledge 
of my informants into a cultural description my 
colleagues WIll understand? 
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A respo"de"t is any person who rcsponds to a survey queshol1l1<1ire or hl qucrics pn'~'ntcd by ,m 

invcstigator. Respondents may he confuS<.'d wlth mform,mts bt..'c.l1l~C both ,lI\~Wl'r qUl'~tIllll~ ,md 

"appcar" to glvc mformationabout thclrculturc. Oncof the mo~t Impnrt,mt dl~tlnl'tlllll~ lll'l\\'l'l'Il tlll' 

two roi es has to do with the language uSl'd 10 formulatcqucstlOns SurVl'Y n'~l"trch \\'1 th n'~pllndl'nt~ 

almostalwayscmploys the languageof the SOCIal ~Clentl~t. Ethnogr,lphlc rl'~l'Mch, on till'otlll'r h,lIld, 

depcnds more fully on the culture ot the infomlùnt, and USl'S the mfllrm.1nt'~ language. 

Accordmg toSpradley (1979),surveyrcscarch has many valul's and Itgcncr.lIL'~ important IIltornl.ltlOll 

It l'ven rcsults m dcscnptions of people, but not m cultural dc~riptmll~, that io;, the rl'~u1t of ,m 

investigation of their meaning system. Survey research, in gl'neral he say ... , lx'gins with q\ll'~tions 

rather than a scareh for questions. 

Finally, an actor IS somconc who hecomcs the abject of observatIon in a natur.ll SL'tting. A schol,lr, 

for example, who watches a group of gorillas is studying actors; however gorillas l'an never hl'COn1l' 

informants. 

The use of observation is a good strategy for bath Iistening ta people and watchmg them m natur,ll 

scttings. Those studied thus bccome actors and infom1<1nts at the Stlllll' t1l11l'; m/mmant IIlll'rvil'ws 

may l'ven he conducted casually wh lie doing particIpant ob~rv.ltl(ln. But, for Sprtldll'y, whl'n Wl' 

merely observe behavlor wlthout also trl'almg people a~ mform.mb, thl'Ir cultural knowk'dgt' IlMy 

bccomcdlstorted. Two personscan intcrpret thcsameevent lIlcomplctl'lydlffcrcnt ways The fatlll'r 

who strikes a child may he "spanking" him as pUlllshment or "teasmg" hlm m pltly. 

Ethnography adopts a particular stance toward people wlth whom It works. Ethnographer~ say "1 

want to understand the world from your point OfVIeW, 1 want to understand the mean/ng of yOl4r eXTJcr;etlce, 

to feel things as you feel them, to explain thin~s as you explain them. Will yOI4 be( amI' my tl'acher and help me 

understand ?"(Spradley, 1979). 

This frame of refcrcncc is a radical dcparture from treating people a~ clther ~llbJecb, re~p()ndl'nts or 

actors. 
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A DIAGNOSIS OF THE MEANING SYSTEM 

Step one: Observing for the functions of space. 

Thc six function~ propo~>d arc, in rcallifc, not ncarly as discrete as described in Chapter One. For 

instance, a sctting often promotcs onc function bccausc il affects another function positively. A 

sctting that providcs pleasure may also promotc social contact because it draws more people to it than 

would a nonpleasurable one. A sctting that facilitates social contact will often also stimulate growth 

bccausc il makcs people sec similarities and differences in one another. 

ln sorne instances scttings arc negalivc on one or more dimensions while being positive on others. 

A hou sc that rates high on security and pleilSure can be 50 comfortable that it stimulates no problem­

solving or expcrimcntation, an~ thus is low on growth. 

Stccle proposcd to diagnose the categories as follows: Particular elements of a setting are ~lected 

that are likcly to influence its use. Each clement may be a particular thing, such as a wall, a desk, a 

lighting arrangement. thecolor of a particular room, etc. lt may al50 be the pattern of a setofelements, 

such as an arrangement of chairs, or the relative location of spaces to one another. For each of the six 

functions, questions arc raiscd in considerations with their nature: 

1. Secunty and shelter: Does the clement pro vide protection from the physical and psychological 

stn.'sscs. ls it possible for uscrs to withdraw when necessary, and does this element help, hinder, or 

not affect that proœss? 

2. Social contact: Docs the clement promole, inhibit, or not relate to social contact, and for whom? 

Docs it structure relative locations, control mobility, send signaIs about who ought to be interacting, 

and soon? 

3. Symbolic identification: What messages docs the element send about the owners or users, and 

about the image they want? What information is there about the system, persons in the system, and 

individuals? 

4. Task instrumentality: What tasks are bcing donc here and how does the element help or hinder 

in physical tasks, interactional tasks, and tasks that require isolation? 

S. Pleasure: To what extent does the clement provide pleasure for those who are ush.g it? What are 
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the visu,'II, auditory, olfaetory, and tactile stimuli that influence tl pl'r~onos l'n~lyn1l'nt? WIl.lt 

messages docs the place send that may tngger memoril's of past experll'nccs tIMt.) USl'r brings \\'Ith 

him into the place? 

6. Growth: To what('xtentdoes the clement promo te growth for thespl'cific people who U~ It? Wh.-lt 

is the degrec of diversity, problem-solving demand, surprise, ,md vl~ible feedlldck ,1lxHlI n~~u1ts 01 

actions: How much does the place stimula te growth-producing contacts? 

Threc points should he emphasized: 

• Pirst, it is important to he specifie. Any single item or eombmahon can bl' studiL'd as long ,IS we are 

speCifie about what it b we are looking at. 

• Second, wc must be preCIse about the person or group for W}WIII the questlon~ are mtl'nul'd . 

• Third, an l'valuatIon of the funetions may be dlHerent for the sarne perSl.Hl ,11 dlffl'rl'nt tin1l's. 

Th('reof, this flfst step entails to procecd WI th the observation of an exbtmg envI ronment ,IIlU record 

data on eaeh ofthcfunetions. The main purpose of the functions system 15 not tn produce numenc<ll 

results that arc reliable, but rather to provlde a qualitatIve repert(lIre through which the V.lr\Ous 

functions of the setting ean he sorted out and seen more c1early. 

To this end, il IS uscful to use a simple coding shect whlch allows Ihe programmer to makc l'ntne::. 

for ca ch function and eolleet data on other Issues relevant to the program. A r,lhng under the fonn 

of +, 0, or - can he uscd to indlcate the degree to which the setting respond~according 10 the ob<,prver. 

Also, the observer should try to provide as mueh quahtatIVt.' eontenl as pO~~lble, ln order 10 expl,ull 

theratings. ThiS Isessential on the Symbolic funchon lt1 order to dcterminc wh.1t me~~\ge~ the ~l'ltll\g 

provides and to whom. Other elements uscful to the program are ac/ivi/ics pl'rformed III the ~.ettll1g 

and equipment uscd. 

On the following page IS a proposaI for a programming !:ohcet that wOllld II1C' ,rpor,lte ~Ileh elemenb 

and would provide a uscful Instrument for the analysls of the conccptudl mode! Thl' programmln~~ 

sheet inr1udes areas for ratings and comments on the function!:o, blocks for .lctlvllte~ ,lnd equlpn1l'nt, 

and blocks for pictures of the actual setting. Th(' shcct Îs to be u~d for each of the concerned ~pdce!:o 

of the facility bcmg evaluated. The example of an office spaee 15 also provlded on the form. 
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FUNCTIONS OF SPACE f/~Lt7 ~,œ ~/'-}'N661(S 
INVENTORY SHEET I>'f 

Equipment within space 

, -N • LIN.=rr= ~=~I~ tpS1 

Functions Rating Comments 

Security & Shelter BOO -tl.o ~lvA~~ 1 c.ot,Q, DrAf111 

Social contact BOO - ~O~mt610H6er 

Symbolic identification DCQJD --rOO 6tJ1ALL fD~ I~K2. 
DON 't KNQVJ f 

Task instrumentality BOO "eAD~IGJl-ll1~Gf,1TX) ~OUJOOD 

Pleasure BOO -~L 1"H6~L.~~. 
_CAN't t1%WNAL.\Ze 

Growth DCQJO -NO MOV6H6Nr~iB~ 

Figure 10: Functions of spacc programming shœt. 
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Step two: Interviewing for the culture of spaces. 

The second operation to conduct is to procccd with the identification of do mains within cach of the 

six functions. This proœdure in idcntifying domams makcs use of the semantic rclationship as a 

starting point and uses interviews to inquiry each function of scttings. 

From a growing body of research, il appears that the numbcr of semantic relationships in any cul lur~ 

is quite small, pcrhaps less than two dozen. In addition, certain scmantic relationships appc.u 10 he 

uni versai (Spradley, 1979). These facts make semanlic relationships an extremely u~ful tool ln 

ethnographic analysis. Using thcse rclational concepts, the programmer can discovcr most of a 

culture's principles fororganizing syrnbols into dOllldins. Domain analysis bcgms by using St.'manlic 

rclationships to discovcr Stccle's functions. 

• Semantic relationships 

Scmantic rclationships are not the most obvious part of any expression. In fdct, thcy u!iually lie 

bcneath the surface, hidden by the more apparent folk tenns for things and actions. In thcir studies 

of Papago Indians, Casagrande and Hale ,1967) examincd differcnt folk defmitions in scarch of 

common characteristics. An important similarity was found sinœ ail the dchnitJons linkcd two or 

more folk terms together by means of a scmantic relationship. They concluded that: lia defmitwn can 

be regarded as a statement of a semantic re/ationship between a concept being defined and one or more concepts, 

presumed to be known to the hearer (reader), and having properties considered relevant to the term being 

defined". 

A numbcr of other invcstigators have agrccd that the numbcr of scm,lntic relalion!>:\ip!> is qUite 

limitcd. In order to identify ~s, one must rcduœ what people actually say to a basic structure of 

two tenns and a relationship (Spradlcy, 1979). Oswald Werner (1977) has !iuggestcd, for examplc, 

that many scmantic rclationships discovercd to date can bc rl'<iuccd to thrœ types: 

1. Taxonomy or inclusion (a house is a kind of building) 

2. Attribution (a house has rooms) 

3. Queuing or sequence ( a houSl' goes through the stages of planning, dc~ign, construction, etc.) 

The interestof this prindple is the uscof scmantic relationshipsasa tool fordiscovcring the functions. 

For this purpose, the use of uni versaI semantic relationships IS uscful. 
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• Universa' Semantic Relationships 

Univcr!léll scmanhc rc1ationships include ail the gencral types proposcd by investigators in 

ethnographie rcscarch. Il has oc'Cn proposcd that thcse are types that ocrur in ail human cultures 

(\' lalkcr, 1965). For example, ail known languages employ the relation of strict inclusion (X is a kind 

of Y; a kitchen is a kind of room). The programmer can then take any proposed Iist of univcrsal 

rclationships and use thcm to scarch for domains. 

From his own rescarch and working with other ethnographers, Spradley found the following 

proposcd universal scmantic relationships the most useful for analyzing semantic domains. These 

relationships arc the basis for the investigation of the six functions of settings. 

1. Strict inclusion 

2. Spatial 

3. Cause-cffcct 

4. Rationale 

5. Location for action 

6. Function 

7. Means-cnd 

8. Scqucncc 

9. Attribution 

X is a kind of Y 

X is a place in Y, X is a part of Y 

X is a result of Y, X is a cause of Y 

X is a reason for doing Y 

X is a place for doing Y 

X is used for Y 

X is a way to do Y 

X is a step (stage) in Y 

X is an attribute (characteristic) of Y 

From Spradley, (1979) -----_. __ .-_.- ._----------
Figure 11: Universal Scmantic Relationships. 

• Steps in domain "nal]lsis 

The following stcps rcprcsent a set of tools for identifying dornains, modificd from Spradley (1979). 

Ethnographie tools makc the learning proccss faster, more explicit, and more systematic than 

standard SOCIal sclcnœ mcthods. 

1. Select one of the functions. The programmer bcgins with the identification of one of the six 

functions of scttings. For this example, wc may stay in the office environmcnt. 
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2. Select a sillgle semantic relationship. In order to facilitate the discovery proœss, lt is œst 10 lx'gin 

wilh a, 'niversal semantic rclationship. For English-speaking inforrnanls, it is SUggcstL-d to start with 

strict inclusion (X is a kind of y) and mcans-cnd (X is a way to y). The former rcl,lIion fo,"'US('s on 

nouns, the latter one on verbs. 

3. Prepare a domain analysis worksheet. The analysis workshcct helps to visualize the structure of 

each doma,n: cover Icrm, semanlic relationship, included terms, and boundary. Each w()rkshl~1 

requires the programmer to enter certain information before begmning the search: 

1. The scmantic relationship sclcctcd, 

2. a statement of the form in which it is expresscd, and 

3.anexample fromourownculturcof a sentcnce that has an includcd tcrrn, thc semantic relationship, 

and a coyer terme 

------------------------- .-- .. 

1. Semantic Rc\ationshlp: Sinet InclUSIOn 
2. Form: _____ ~X:!._l.(!::!ls~a_!!kJllJn~d..!:;,o(~)__Ly 
3. Exam ple: ___ A,-,,-,-n ""oa:!!k-'(""is'-"a'-'kl'-"n""d'-'o~{)Co-'t"-'re=e 

Includcd terms SemantÎC Rclationship CovcrTcrm 

IS Cl kind of 

Structural Questions. What are the kinds of Offices? 

L-________________________ --------- -- -- -- -

Figure 12: Domain analysis workshœt. 

The first thrcc steps in domain analysis Icad directly to a set of ethnographie hypotheses. In the fir~t 

exarnple we have generatcd the following hypotheses about the user's culture: 

1. That the user will recognizc a domain (category) callcd kinds of offices. 

2. Thateach of the inc1udcd terms will hl. rL'Cognizcd by the person asa rnember of thls domain (kinds 

of offices). 

3. That this domain may have additional inc1udt'CI terms yct to he discovercd. 
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Hypothcscs such as these must he tcstcd. The programmer cannot assume the truth of such 

assertIOns without reviewing field notes, makmg observations, and checking with informants. To 

tc~l thcsc hypothc~s, questions must bc formulatcd that can elther confirm or contradict them. 

4. formulilte structurlll questions foreach domllin. These specifie ethnographicquestions enablc the 

programmer to eliclt from an informant such items as caver tcrms and indudcd tenns. Eventually 

he can dlscoverthe boundary of any particular folk domain. Structural questions are also spt'Cifically 

designcd to tc~t the ethnographie hypotheses that have emcrgcd from domain analysis. 

A structural quesllon makes use of the scmantic relationshlp of a domain and terms from cither one 

side or the othcr of the scmantic relationship (either the cover tenn or an includcd term). Taking the 

basic information from domam analysis, the programmer simply rewrites it as a question. For 

cxamplc, in step thrœ wc hypothcsizcd that kinds of offices was the name of one damain. This can 

bc rewntten asa question:" Arc there diffcrent kindsof offices?" If the informant responds positively 

ta thisqueSl1on, thcn the hypothesis is confirmcd. Onceconfirmcd, the programmercould formula te 

a St.'Cond kmd of structural question: 'What are ail the different kinds of offices?" This could eUcit 

most of the mc\udcd tcrms known to informants. 

5. Make Illist of ail hypothesized domains. There are two goals of the domain analysis: to idcntify 

catcgones of thought and to gam a prchmmary ovcrvicw of the cultural sœne studicd. The first four 

sll.'ps in making a domain analysis should bc repcatcd ta ail six funcHons of settings relevant to the 

program. ln oràcr to gain an ovcrvlew of the cultural scenc and select domains for morc intensive 

study, the programmer should make a 5('parate list of ail the domains that have becn hypothesizcd. 

The following slatemcnts, takcn from a study by Adams (988), may refll'Ct how people would react 

to each of the functions usmg scmantic relationships questions. FOT each of the statcments, the 

programmer inscribcs the relatcd scmantic rclationship. 

1. Security Ilnd Shelter:: People wlsh thcir office ... 

• WolS Icss noisy. 

• had more privacy. 

• did not locate nOlSy office cquipment ncar their workspace. 

• would allow nœdcd privacy at times. 

• hold a unifonn hcating and cooling system. 

(attribution) 

(attribution) 

(function) 

(attribu tion) 

(attribution) 



2. Social contact: People wish their office ... 

• was nicer, 50 they could bring customers in. 

• had more conference rooms. 

• was within walking distance to shops, restaurants and health clubs. 

• had a place to sil outside at lunch. 

3. Symbolic identification: People wish their office ... 

• was in a bctter neighbourhood. 

• would create a positive professional impression on employccs and visitors. 

• would not nccessarily look like an office. 

• would create a feeling that they are working for a company that c.ues about 

our self-being. 

4. Task instrumenta lit y: People wish thcir office ... 

• had better lighting. 

• used more computer equipment. 

• had less glare from lighting. 

• did not ncccssitate going outside to the breakroom and mail room 

• would incorporate furniture, workspace and storage lhal is 

appropriate for automation. 

5. Pleasure: People wish their office ... 

• would incorpora te lighting that crea tes a natural cffcct. 

• had more windows. 

• was less noisy. 

• had a nicc cafeteria. 

• had a view. 

• had a better colour scheme. 

• had more comfortablc carpet. 
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(cause-cffl'Ct) 

(attribution) 

(spatial) 

(location for action) 

(spatial) 

(cause-cffl'Ct) 

(a ttribu tion) 

(means-cnd) 

(a ttnbu lion) 

(rncans-cnd) 

(attribution) 

(location for action) 

(rationalc) 

(means-cnd) 

(a ttribu tion) 

(attribution) 

(attribution) 

(attribution) 

(attribution) 

(a ttribu hon) 



6 Growth: People wl~h thclr office ... 

• hJd exerCl~e / ~hower ftlclhtlCs 

• wa~ III a bettl'r m'Ighbourhood 

• Wtl~ acce~lhll' to wmdow, !>kyhght~ and open spacc. 
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(spatial) 

(spatial) 

(attnbu tion) 

By folJowmg the ~tep~ m the domam analysls, the programmer have now identified many diffcrent 

d()nl.lln~ III the "(uItu rai ~cene" ~e1ected. The que!>IJons deve)oped from domam analysis enable the 

progrJmnwr to IInr,lVeI the me,mmg sy~tem of the cultural sœne in ItS own term!>. From the above 

ex,unpk, a ~l'rJl'~ of ob)<.'cllve!> could already be ~tatcd. 

• Devl'Iop Ill'Ighbourhood zone!> for l'<lCh funcIJonal area to lIlcrea!>C idcntity, 

• Provlde vlew!> to pl'r,meler wmdow arcas, 

• IkduCl' through trtlflc III order to provlde mtImacy, 

• hnprovl' qutlhty of break an'tlS, 

• Dcvelop SptlC{'!> thtlt provldl' a IternatIVl' places to work, 

• l'rovldl' hl'lter worklllg rel.ltlOn~hlp~ œtween department's managers and su pport staff. 

Th{' programll1l'r mu!>t, though, I\lmt hls mve!>lIgation m some way. Speclflc questions can thus he 

a!>ked III order tn gam more knowledge on parllcular functions depcnding on the Is!>ues addressed. 

For l'xample, splltial and [IInctlOn domams that arc related to task instrumcntality WIll permit to gain 

more knowlcdgc (Hi utlhzahon of !>paccs whllc the rahonale domam WIll pro vide the reasan for that 

utilJl',lhllll. 

ln pr,lCtICl', t1w e1hnogrtlphlc re~arch .ldopts a compromIse hetwl'Cn m-depth and surface strategIes 

of ~tlldy\llg tlll' Ilw,lIling ~y~tl'm., The programmer studlcs a few, sclected domams in depth, whlle 

!>tllJ ,ltll'mptlllg tn g,un d ~urtace under!>tandlng of a cultural scelle asa whole, Il b important for the 

progr,mm1l'r tll kl'l'P a b,llancl' bl'lwel'n the~ two strategies or styles of rcsc.uch. Interviews and 

ob~'rvtltJ(ln!> mu.,t r,lnge uJ/ddy o'Ver nltlny tOpICS, they must abo go decply inlo particular tOpICS. 

St.'wrtll cnh.'rltl, tlcwrdmg III Sprtldley, may oc chLlo~en for sclectmg speciflc domains for in-depth 

,1Il,1Iy~I~, 

1 Il,!tlnlllwf ':- '/lsst':-t/tln:- Sllgge~t\Ons by mformanb can glve c1ue~ to ~FecifJc domains that would 

ù1\'l'J' ~pl'nhc tllpJl"~ l'or l'\,lI11pk tilt' Impact of Job ~ttltus on spacl' allocatIOn III an offIce, as related 

10 tilt' Symbohc Idl'ntIÎlc.ltJOIl lunctlOn 

l 
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2. TheoreticaJ interest. The programmer may select domains which are relevant to a thl'Orctic.ll 

framework he hasgiven himsclf. Forexample the importanœofGrowth as reldted to patient's health 

in a health care facility. 

3. Strategie ethnography. Several major problem areas in a specifie culture Cdn help guide t:,e 

programmer in sclccting a cultural scene for rcscarch. For example, white programming a COITl'Cti< 1Il .. 1 

center the programmermay want to address theextcnt to which thejail isa dehumanizingexperiencc 

for inmates. 

4. Organizing domains. Sometimes a large domain pulls together the relationships of IThlny other 

domains. This domain cou Id bccome the main onc that tics ail the other information together. For 

example Task Instrumcntality may be most important in an industnal fdcihty. 

USE OF THE FUNCTIONS FOR PROGRAMMlNG 

From the answersto the questions, onecanscethat theevaluationsarc notanend in themselvcs. They 

provide a mcans for developing a vicw of what exists and for suggesting the directions that new 

alternatives might take. We can define four main purposes of the functions in hdping the program. 

1. Changing an organi zation's spaces ta provide a better settingjor the "sers. The aim of thls process 

is toimprovea setting so that it is better for the healthofthe system and ils memœrs. The six functions 

help diagnose what the present settings are providing, and thereby suggest ways in which they can 

be improvcd. 

Of course, the process of improving settings necd not he as elaborate as bUilding a new faci Ii ty. Il ma y 

be as simple as allowing people to arrange furniture in an employcc lounge in the way they wish, or 

replacing Iighting fixtures that have made an area 50 unpleasant that people stay away from il 

whenever possible. 

2. Changing physical settings to support an organization development process. In the course of 

organization development activities, managers hccome more aware of thl~ Impact physical faClhtK'S 

rnay have on whether the plans for physical changes arc actually bcing carned out or not. 

One example is the trend, during the 70's in United States and Canada, toward changing the 

orientation of the prison system from one of punishment to one of rchabili ta tion. Any a ttempt to shift 
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the m!:otltlltlOn of pl'nology from a cu!>todlal and pumshment function toward a rehabllitative 

funchon wOllld be dlffJcult If the phy~lcal structures are not changed in the process. ln their origmal 

form, the!>l' ~tructure!> ~trongly rell1forced a degradatlon of the pnsoner'~ self-image, whereas the 

).;()'11 of the rehabllitation I~ to enhance that !>Clf-Image to the pomt wherc the prisoner no longer feds 

thl' nt't'd 10 l'ngage m antJ~oClallx'havlOr. 

3. Using soci0l,hys,cal IlP1Jroaches to e"hallce the lJroblem-solvillg ability of a" orgallizatioll. 

Sp,lIlal probll'm-~,olvmg Isa good trammgground for more gelleral skills, bccausc ofltsconcrctcness 

dnd vl!>Jbllity. Usmg the six funclions sy!>tem for dl.lgnosls helps 10 take a cost-henefit approach in 

olher problcm .lrcas, a!> weil as hclpmg the chent make better spatIal dccisions. 

4. Usillg or,'{Imiz./ltioJJ ,/rvel0l,mcnt lJYOCCSSt'S to ttlcilitate IJhysical settingchallges. This means that 

the knowll'dge we have now developcd about ~C1al system and proccssescould he put 10 good use 

III helpmg phy~lcal alteratJons to !.uC'cced. Every system must replace Ils facllitlC's as they wear out 

or l-x'come m.l l'q Ull te, and attentIOn 10 the ch,mge proccss Itself will hc1p the system cnsure that the 

change Will bl' one for the L'letter. 

Discussiotl 

TllI~ chapler IMS propo~l'd an alternative approach ta mvcsl1gate the concept of meaning during 

progr,lJlumng A ':0 !>ald 11\ the mtroducllOl\, the goal of thls thesis was not to validate such approach, 

the t,)':ok would h,lVe lx'l'Il .lrduous glven the tlme .lllocaied for thesls writmg. In fact, as the reader 

mllst have concludcd, the thesis raISl'~ more quesltons than il answers. This fact is important sincc 

progr.lmmmg 15 qUl'!>tJonnmg. 

On t1'L' ot\wr h.md, Hw m.11tl IS~UC of thl~ chapter, which has been the attempt to combine a conceptual 

modl'l (Stl'l'Il'\ (lInctlOn~) wlth an operatlOnal model (Spradley's procedure), has proven to he uscful. 

The mtcr prel.llll1n people h,wc of thdr envmmment has consequences for what they do in that 

l'I\Vlronnll'nl and to II. The octter de~lgncrs understand thls proccss, the bctter able Ihey arc to 

lIndl'rst.md the ~Idc cffcct~ on pcopleof declslons they make about cnvlTonmental design. It is at this 

puint leU to thl' re.lder to explnrc lb apphcablhty to dlfferent settmgs; offices, housing or public 
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Implications 

This thesis has proposcd an investigation into the concept of meaning and ils application to the 

proccss of programming. Kœping in mind lhat mcaning is a central element of ail human bchavior, 

and that archit<.'Clure "cncloses" beha vior, onc can appreciate the importance of mcaning in the built 

cnvironment. 

The ethnographie procedure, uscd with the sociophysieal model, could provide a direction toward 

the discovcry of different cultures' meaning. Hence, this cou Id help rcsearchers and designers to 

build better facili tics. Architectural programming still nccds to be developcd, and the comprehension 

of how people rcpresent their cnvironrncnt is a vital dimension in this development. 

Whileusingthcproccdurcofcthnographlcrcsearchandthesociophysiealapproach,theprogrammcr 

can discovcr thc mcaning peoplc have of thcir cnvironmcnt. This concept has powerful implications 

both (or programming and design. For instance, il provides: 

• Use of the functions of scttings as a repcrtoire for defining the sociophysical nccds of a facili ty. 

• Use of setting types that have alreddy becn devclopcd for specifie types of facilities as a framcwork 

for analyzing a similar facility. 

• Use of findmgs from domain and taxonomie analysis as a basis for evalua ting user' s representation 

(mcaning) of a specifie project. 

Finally, the scmantlc relationships representing a building, forexamplc, could bccompared with the 

actual spaccs of the facili ty. This cou Id then provide the programmer with a set of patterns, showing 

how thc uscrs structure thcir mcaning of thc actual cnvironrnent. 

Limitations 

Architectural programming, as said, involvcs functional, bchavioral and technieal dimensions. This 

thesis has lookcd solcly at thc way a programaddresscs mcaning, thatis, part of the bchavioral rcalm. 

Programmmg is a hohstic proœss, in that sense the abovc thrce dimensions are intimately Iinked 

togcthcr. Ncverthcless, the succcssful mcthods for discovcring meaning systems to use in 

programming are scarcc at this point. 
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Efforts have bccn put into the development of a t::eorctical framework for programming and 

methods proper to this proccss. The concepts, though, werc mostly borrowt.'{i from evalu.ltiw 

rescarch. This framework can providc a link betwccn programmingand post-oc<.."Up.mcy eVdluation 

Programming, as a continuous acti'wl\y throughout the building process, should bcnefit from dJtJ 

obtaincd in post-occupancy studies, and other evaluation activities. The proposcd approdch of this 

thesis in the inquiry of uscr's meaning system could bc uscful in providing such data. 

Further resellrch 

Finally, given the increasing importance of programming and the growing body of buildmg-rclall>d 

n'scarch to whkh architccts must respond, efforts should be made to undcrstand better the rclevance 

of particular conceptual models, such as the ethnographie approach. ln particular contexts, such dS 

hospitals,officesorpublicspaces. Also,theintimatelinkbctwecnprogrammingandpost-occupancy 

evaluation could be explorcd from an ethnographie point of view, as represcnting the uscrs' 

understanding toward a specifie environment or sctting. 

As the profession bccomcs oricntcd to an attitude valuing the accumulation of knowlcdge, the 

creation and sharing of programming / design documents will permit improvement of the design 

process, and the accumulation of infonnation sources benefiting the profeSSion as a wholc. 
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