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INTRODUCTION\ '* f

1.

«

V *'a

• In late 1970, we were asked to prepare a master plan for

For the reasons given in Chapter 1,the University of Oregon, 

we decided from the outset, that the conventional master plan
i.

■ ; ,‘.«v '■ }

. was unsuitable, and that we would try to create an entirely neVi

Since the task of working .
V-> :■

theoretical framework to replace it. 

out a new framework far exceeded the available funds, we decided
v>;- .

to bring our research, sponsored by the National Institute of 

Mental Health, to bear on the theoretical aspects of this problem, -h.

with the idea that the actual specifics worked out for the Univer

sity of Oregon, would not only help the University itself, but
\

would also serve, for more general readers, as an example of.the 

concrete effects created by these theoretical ideas.

As a result, the book has two halves, 

theory; Part 2 deals with practice.

theoretical ideas which we consider essential to the planning ’

- f'i '.i •Part 1 deals with ri

In Part 1 we outline the ;
*:

v'3’'I •;

( : '''■ This part may be treated as a theory which replaces

In Part 2, we apply this

process. :■

r-:.the current theory of master plans. 

theory to the University of Oregon, by constructing a full

scale master plan, according to the tenets of the theory, for 

the University,
V
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■ !( This is the second draft of the plan.

Chapters 1-6dealing with theory, are more or less complete, • 

Chapters 3, 4, and 5, perhaps the most important chapters,, 

have been entirely re-written, to cover the objections raised 

earlier by Mr. Hunderup, Dr. Lassal, and the Campus Planning- 

Chapter 7, contains the patterns, is also more or

In this draft.

r

*

Committee. f

i'-' V • ; • less complete, though certain other patterns have yet to be • '
■ •••

Chapter 8, the diagnosis, is still very rudimentary,* 

find needs a great deal more work, both from the University 

Planning Office, and from ourselves.

added. «• ■. •,.

.1‘

Chapter 9 is hardly

We have included a sample project, for the College 

of Education, to give the reader an idea of what.a "project” will

started yet.

• I .
. V

The finished chapter will contain a large nximber of 

these sample projects, so that the reader will be able to see 

not only what the individual projects are like, but will also be

be like.

* able to imagine what the University of Oregon would be like, „ 

as a whole, after twenty years of such a process.
y-'
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CHAPTER ONE: THE FUNCTION OF A MASTER PLAN

■■ ■ 
l; :!

Planning is concerned with "wholes", 
problem of planning is: 
of separate design acts, carried out by hundreds of different

The fundamental 
How can we coordinate a large number ■

p

■/.

people, over a period of many years, in such a way that they
V.

create a living and coherent whole with balanced relationships
■ among its parts? • i

To understand this problem fully, it will be halpful to 

have an example. Consider the University of Cambridge. One 

of the most beautiful features of this university, is the way 

;: ‘ that the great colleges, St. Johns, Trinity, Trinity Hall, Clare 

Kings, Peterhouse, Queens, lie between the main street of the 

town, and the river. Each college is a system of residential 
courts, its entrance on the street, reaching down to the river; 

■each one opens onto the river, with a small bridge that crosses 

the river, and leads to the meadows beyond; each one has its own 

boathouse; its own walks along the river. While the system is 

repeated by each college, and each college has its own unique 

character, the overall organization of all the colleges together#■ 
is perhaps the most wonderful thing about Cambridge. It is a -i' 
perfect example of global order.

At each level, there is a perfect balance and harmony of 

parts. Where did this order come from? Of course it was not 

planned; there was no master plan. And yet, the regularity, 

the order, is far too profound to have happened purely by chance. 
Somehow, the combination of tacit, culture-defined agreements, 
and traditional approaches to well-known recurrent problems, made 

^ V sure that even when people were working separately, they were >
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still working together too - and as a result, no matter how 

unique and individual all the pieces were, there was always 

order in the whole.

■' . . ft

Traditions have vanished;Today, this is a lost art.
‘problems change fast; cultural agreements are so far reduced.

J

i. •v'

that when individuals work on individual projects, piecemeal, 
it produces chaos. Slowly, the piecemeal acts of individuals, 

acting in their own best interests, have created worse and 

worse environments - the individual acts of building no longer 

create global order together. In desperation, people who are 

concerned with the environment have come to believe that the 

environment must be planned, so as to bring in that global order 

which came into being so naturally in earlier times. The plan,’ 
then, is a modern way of achieving the result which seemed to 

happen almost willy-nilly in history.
We believe today, that in a university without a plan, the 

gradual accxamulation of piecemeal acts, will create a thousand 

mistakes of organization, twisted relationships between functions 

which ought to be related, and missed opportunities.
Without a plan, what guarantees that the road system which 

emerges will be simple and easy to follow? How can we be sure " 
that the distribution of parking meets needs? How can we be 

. sure that a hastily built building doesn't occupy the very piece 

of land which would have been ideal for an extension of the

1

'..U,

«

i

I

■:

*

l.

!

athletics complex? How can we be sure that the river front and 

all its beauty will not gradually be destroyed by a random 

aggregation' of unrelated buildings? How can we hope to meet the 

need for married student housing, without a plan which tells us 

how much is needed, and where to put it? How can we be sure 

• that as departments grow, they will force the creation of a rah^ 

./ dom distribution of department extensions, instead of an orderly

.,7.

*
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i.
system of departments which are related by common interest and 

function?
4In short: Piecemeal growth can easily create a loss of 

coordination among the parts, and chaos in the whole. During 

the last two decades, people have tried to solve this problem 

by creating a so-called "master plan". Essentially a master 

plan is a map. It is a map which portrays the university as 

it "ought" to be, at some fairly distant future time - say 

twenty years from now. Since this map of the future represents ■ 
the university as a whole, it is easy to make sure that, in this 

map, housing, teaching, roads, parking, open space, are all re 

lated in a coherent manner. The map contains two kinds of 

•elements - those which exist already, and should, according to 

the planners, stay where they are; and those which do not now 

exist, and which are yet to be built.
Implementing such a plan, at least according to theory, is 

, simply a matter of filling in the blanks in the existing univer 

sity, according to the land uses, prescribed on the map. If 

the process is carried out faithfully, then the plan of the real 
. university will, after a certain number of years, correspond to 

the ideal map of the master plan, and the various parts of the 

university, as it then is, will form a coherent whole, because 

they are simply plugged into the slots of the design.
This is a solution of a sort, to the problem of coordination 

But it is a solution which must be bought at a massive price.
For such a master plan has vicious side effects.

1. The' existence of, a master plan alienates the people who 

live and work in the environment which that master plan is in
tended to cpntrol. The existence of a master plan for a community 

^ means, by definition, that the members of that community can haVe

J
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V :little impact on the future shape of their environment, simply V 'rI •

because most of the important decisions have already been made. 
In a sense, these people are living in a frozen future, able to 

affect only relatively trivial details. When people lose the 

, sense of responsibility for the environment they live in, and
; •,

ill:.realise that they are merely cogs in someone elses machine, how 

can they feel any sense of identification with the community, 
or any sense of purpose there?

2. Neither the public, nor the key decision makers, can 

really visualize the results of the master plan - so that the 

form of master plan which is adopted by a community rarely re- 

:fleets any profound understanding of its human consequences, nor 

any deep insight into the criteria which make the difference be
tween an environment which works and ohe which doesn't. A master

i'

i'. "

I
i ■

XI, ■■
■yf.'.

f

plan was recently adopted by the town of Gotheborg, Sweden. After I 
its adoption, sociologists interviewed the various legislators 

who had voted for it.
simply did not understand the plan - in some cases they could 

not even read the map of the plan correctly. A plan adopted under^ 
these conditions is hardly likely to meet peoples needs.

It might be argued that these are necessary evils - because 

it is so overwhelmingly important to create order in the environ 

ment, and because the slow accumulation of piecemeal projects, 

without a plan, is certain to create chaos which is good for no- 

one. And indeed, it certainly is true that the problem of 

creating global order does need to be solved. But the fact is 

that the concept of the master plan, after making all these
I I .1 . I ■■ I—I. ^ ■■■II ................................. I iiiMi . I I I II I I g I ................—I ■■ I ■ «

sacrifices in order to create overall global order, does not .
even succeed in this, 
society, but do not even work.

j
■ ■/'

It turned out that most of these men

;
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Master plans not only damage people and:■ ■ ;•
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Let us now try to understand this second kind of failure. 

In its usual conception, the framework of the master plan is 

seen as fixed, and unchanging, and the process of development 
is merely a matter of filling in this framework, as the years 

In effect, the master plan is a design for the future: 

and attempts to fix, today, what the environment shall be like 

twenty years from now, coupled with a policy which then tries

4

■ »

; 4

!
j
I

■go by.
4 f

■

to steer the present piecemeal process of development towards
It is help-that twenty year off image of a perfect university, 

ful to realize that this kind of master plan is very much like ‘ ' V'

a page in a children's coloring book, where an outline figure 

is drawn for the child, and the child then colors in the various 

parts with his crayons, according to the numbers written there.
Of course, any one who knows anything about art, realizes 

that the kind of painting which this process creates is banal, 

aj^id lifeless - that, in short, it is not a good way to make a

-.4

.J. ■■■46 ■1

\i

painting. Why? In a painting that has life, each color, and 

each line, appears on the paper as a reaction to what is already
It is 'i there; each part is responsive to all the other parts, 

this which ensures that every part of the painting is coherent
I'.- •

t .

with respect to the whole. The pre-cooked outline, cannot 
create an organic painting, because, since it is worked out in 

advance, it imposes a totalitarian order on the various parts. 

Instead of each part being shaped and colored, to bring it into ^ 
harmony with the rest of the painting, it is calculated ahead 

of time, and must, inevitably, end up out of harmony, and badly^^^^^^^^ 

related to the parts around it, so that the end result is a 

- collection of colored fragments, without unity.

. f\.r--
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i ■■
s ■Exactly the same happens in a master plan, and for the 

same reasons. As the pieces of the plan get filled in, they 

have no relationship to one another; they are incapable of 

responding to the accidents of time; each one gets dropped into 

position, without regard for the whole which already exists, 

and without relation to it. In the case of a master plan, of 

course, people can never tolerate its fragmenting irresponsiveness 

for very long. Gradually the plan gets to be less and less like 

the reality which actually comes into being, so that people have ' '•>1 

to ignore it, because it no longer tells them anything usefUli • ’
In the end everything about the plan becomes useless - because 

each part hinges on the "total" conception, and cannot adapt 
to the departures from the plan which have happened in real life.

We see then, that the idea of a "master Plan" not only damages

»
'!

♦ ■

5

%

• ■

the community in which it acts; it does not even solve the
fundamental problem of coordination and global order which it
sets out to solve.

In the next few chapters we shall outline an entirely different 

approach to the same problem. We start with the people who are 

to live and work in the community - the users. We show that it 

!»: is possible to define a planning process which they control; and ; « 

which is firmly grounded in a precise and objective approach to 

the h\aman needs which they experience every day. And we show 

then, that it is possible to create global order and coordination 

among the parts, in a far more organic and flexible way than any ; 
traditional master plan could ever do.
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\CHAPTER TWO: PARTICIPATION• •

•
;

We start with the people who live and work in the univer
sity; the students, faculty,and staff. In the University of 

Oregon there are 16,000 of them. We consider it essential that 

all these people are able to take part in the process by which 

the university grows and changes - for the simple reasons that 

these people - all 16,000 of them - are the people who know most 
about how well or badly things are working out, and most about 
their needs.

r '
't.

,<•
I •'.

What exactly do we mean by "participation”, 
process in which the users of the environment play a key role

The most minimal kind of

We mean any
i:-

in the design of that environment, 
participation, is the users role as a "client" in the architects

The fullest kind of participation, is; the kinddesign process.
where users both design and build their buildings for themselves

\
t

We advocate an intermediatewithout the help of architects, 

kind of participation, in which the users design their buildings .v 
completely, but that they are then built in the usual way, by 

contractors, and that architects play the intermediate role of

I

preparing contract drawings for the contractor, according to 

the designs made by the users. We propose, in short, that from 

now on, all places built on the university campus, shall be 

designed by the people who use these places.
Participation, as it is seen in this context, is the coming 

together of groups at all levels of organization to create places ; 
for learning, living and working on the university campus. It 

is not restricted to traditional formal groupings such as depart
ment faculties. It would involve people on a campus-wide basis^ 

forming an ad hoc group to design the entrance to the campus on 

13th Street, two departments bringing in students, staff and

■ -v;
• i

■V

i
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■ r.

:y
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. faculty to design a meeting place, students altering the design 

of dormitories to meet current needs for community and privacy,
I

secretaries modifying their work space, and a campus-wide team 

designing a bicycle network. Beyond this variety of communal 
• projects, participation of the users of the university at the

level of making decisions about priorities for campus development 
will take place through democratic representation in a committee

Both forms of user participation ; .responsible for campus planning, 

are seen as essential complements which are required to assure
the balanced use of the university environment.

In this chapter we shall try to explain, as briefly as 

possible, why we believe that this form of participation is
Let us begin by describing the reason for participa- .

• ..
c‘:

desirable.
tion, in any form.

There are essentially two reasons for participation, 

it is inherently good; it allows people to become involved; it is 

good for their mental health; it allows people to feel related to 

the world around them, because it is a world which they have made. 
Second, the users of a building know more about their needs than 

anyone else does; so the process of participation tends to create

First,

\

b-
I

‘ k

places whose use is more balanced, and better adapted to peoples 

needs, than a centrally administered planning process can ever do.,;
When we

-v;-
i «

We first discuss participation as an intrinsic good, 
say that people are able to become involved, and to relate to5*
the world they live in, by participating in its design, there

On the one hand, people
!

are actually two facets to this thought, 

need the chance to make active decisions about the environment.
,, V

This is a fundamental human need. It is a need to create; and 

: a need for control. Empirical evidence shows clearly that whenever 

people have the opportunity to change the environment around tb^nt^v 

they do it, they enjoy it, and they gain enormous satisfaction
!-

■■i: Draft-ll' i '■V
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K - 14/ /
On the other hand, people need a 4from what they have done.

to identify with the part of the environment in which
«♦

they live and work; they want some sense of ownership;
■ sense of territory.

I ■ chance ♦

tsome C :

The most vital question about people's\
bDo they own it, psychologically. 

Do they feel that they can do as they wish in it; do they feel 
that it is theirs?

■ environment is always this;

I

These two notions - of creative control, and of ownership.
You cannot exercise con-: il -'- of course related to one another.are

trol over your environment, unless you actually do have some
And you cannot feel any true sense :degree of ownership of it.

. of ownership, without also being allowed to change it to suit
The first reason to encourage participation, then.yourself.

is that it allows people to feel related to their environment,
by giving them some sense of ownership, and some degree of con'

b trol.I
! that the users ofThe second reason for participation, is 

a building know more about their needs than anyone else; and
virtually impossible to get a building which is well 

adapted to these njseds, if the people who are the actual users, ••

■*

'r.
■■i.

that it is•>
j

do not design it. '
There are countless stories, for example, of frustrated 

scientists, trying to describe the nature of a laboratory, to 

an architect, being unable to communicate their needs to the 

architects, and ending up with a building that has insufficient 

light, too little acoustic isolation in the crucial places, not
windows where they are needed, no places to • 

relation between adjacent workplaces, ■ 
It happens all the time. It has happened, in

.A.'

•;

enough storage, no 

sit and think, no proper 

and on and on.
; the University of Oregon, in Science II.

•{V •

, I f
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4/ To some extent this problem is overcome by the use of patterns. 

The patterns do describe, in objective terms, the major relation
ships needed in a place, to solve its most important needs, 
there are countless other needs, not described in the patterns.
When a user designs a building for himself, he takes these needs 

into account as a matter of course, because he can feel them.

:
i

!■ :

.But

and he can feel intuitively, what is wrong, when he has not yet
In this way he is able to meet needs whichsolved them properly, 

j he cannot even put into words.
his needs to an architect, the only ones he can hope to,have

When the user has to communicate
* -

■•satisfied, are the ones which he can state, in simple four letter 

words.
1 •

Participation in the design of learning, living and workplaces 

goes beyond this kind of exchange between an architect and his
First and foremost, it involves the initial recognition

V.,'

client.
; by users that their environment.is not functioning properly. It. ov:;

6" is simply not possible for an outside architect to tell which
Only theplaces are in balanced use and which places are not. 

day to day users of places are aware of the deficiencies, and
are consequently the only proper agents for their amelioration. 

The making of the environment is too sensitive a process to be
left to architects.

A sensitive approach to the environment requires continuous
At present, there are no feedback 

mechanisms to assure the adaptation of the environment to its
The way to introduce these feedback processes

i. :• feedback from its users.
•A

users at all times, 

is for the users to resolve for themselves how to overcome the
difficulties with their present environment, how to make itt

f, ■

accommodate them, how to allow learning, living and work to take■ \ ■

r.
)i. ■ place.

■ :
■;

k;
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:■ V„i :■ >■Again, the definition of "user" must be taken literally.
A professor of anthropology understands little about kitchen 

requirements. When it comes to the kitchen in the cafeteria 

he is not to be considered a user. The same professor under
stands the requirements of a lecture room when it comes to 

lecturing there, but not necessarily when it comes to listening 

to a lecture there. Users of places have to participate in 

the process of making them. Users are experts in their own

V,

i

V,

I

\ I

needs.
'.i- It is clear, now, that widespread participation has important 

advantages. There are, however, also important objections to 

the idea of participation. To be convinced that participation 

is truly desirable, and feasible, we must answer these objections. S:,. 
There are two main objections: First, that it will create chaos, 
because people don't know what they are doing. Second, that 

since most students, and many faculty, stay at the university .

■ ■■

r : V',
f

;•
I.

I-;

‘5

4..-

r :for less than five years, there is no reason why they should be ;V» 
allowed to design the places in the university, since in the 

long run, the actual users, will not be the same as the users 

who do the designs.
We first discuss the objection that user-design will create.

The recent history of architecture 

and planning has created the false impression that architects 

and planners are the only people who know how to lay out build- 

This impression is false; almost all the environments

I

;
chaos in the environment.

i

'• ■•i
>. •fr..

ings.
in human history, over a period of thousands of years, have been

I

designed by lay people. Many of the most wonderful places,in 

the world, now avidly photographed by architects, were not der 

signed by architects, but by lay people.
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But of course, in order to create order, not chaos, people 

must have some agreed on principles, which enable them to re
late parts of the whole, and to make designs which have a 

united character. Nothing would be worse than an environment 
in which each square foot was designed according to entirely 

different principles. This would be chaos indeed. In our pro
posal this problem is solved by the use of the patterns, which 

we shall discuss in Chapter 3. These patterns, once agreed on 

by the university community, give the users a solid basis for 

, , their design decisions. Within the frame work of these principles, 

each person, and each group of people will be able to make unique 

■ places; but always within the unified and harmonious framework, 
created by the underlying morphology of the patterns. In short, 

the patterns will play the role, within the university, that 

tradition played in a traditional culture. Within the framework 

of the patterns, we can be sure that the process of participation . 
i^ill create a very rich and various order.

The idea that participation does not make sense, because the 

i people who use it in the years to come will not be the ones who 

designed it, is more subtle. At first sight, it seems correct. '
, The reason that it is incorrect, is that it is based on a mis

understanding of the real purpose and effect of user design.
When a group of Ph.D. students in physics, design a coffee 

lounge where they can discuss physics, the character which they 

create is not adapted primarly to their idiosyncracies as Tom 

' and George and Harry. First and foremost, the place is adapted 

to the needs of a group of Ph.D students, discussing physics; 

and if they have done their work well, it will be as comfortable 

: for the next group of Ph.D. students as for the first group.

I
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V .Of course, it is true that the design made by one group of 

users will be slightly different from the needs of some later
But before we over-emphasize this problem, let 

The alternative, widely practised 

today, is that the design is not made by users at all, but by 

a group of architects and administrators who are far more remote 

from the problems experienced by the users.
There is no way of avoiding the fact that the environment

M-'group of users, 

us remember the alternative.
» '

'rt’

■>

«! • i: ■

^ will be designed by people different from the ones who end up
How different shall ,;

living in it. The only question open is: 

they be? It seems clear that we should choose people who are 

as similar as possible in their needs and habits as the people 

who will ultimately use the building. Since one group of Ph.D. 
students knows more, far more, about the needs of another group

>
ti’

i
•.*

of Ph.D. students, than any group of architects and administrators 

could ever know, it seems clear that we should put the design in 

the hands of the users anyway, even though we know that they 

will be followed by generations of other users, and are not de
signing the building only for themselves.

To drive the point home - it is important to recognize that, 

on the housing market, personal and,individual houses are always 

worth more tn mass produced ones. When you buy such a house, it 

fits you better, not because you are the person who created it -
This simple V '

«

I*. I '«

■ V.

'
-‘1 but simply because a particular person created it. 

fact in itself, is enough to guarantee that the places in the
house are more real, better adapted to use, and more closely in f

tune with the actuality of living, than any house created for 

the mass market, by an impersonal designer. This is just what 
will happen in the university. As places are created by the 

people who pass through them, gradually the,university will have
Y

•. •
V.
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<an environment which is an acciimulation of actual human exper 

ience, and, as such, will be a fit place for other, newer human 

a far fitter place than any impersonal, and in'

4

I
experiences 

flexible environment could ever be.

■I i
•i'

.■r! V- -•••;• i,i-

V-- •j
I', 1 if

;■'r- .•» ■f■■■' > i

■S: li

K>V i.

c

-r

r t ■;

I •a*V » ■\v

;•t -V'; y4-
j,

>■
4>7.r ; t

V V ■<- ,/■

y.'V'^ '1,.
■f.v >V' •j-:

■ }\ V'
•• ■ ;

•V r. 4'.4 f''.V !■ J‘\ ■

-J'r I
.•V

i-',-V;V ♦ /■

‘ - i',.*'•'v

•> L'■>

i' !
f ■«v • ■■ . \••'r-j >)'V ■v •

•}' .J.' _/• '!k. i .T:iy •. i». «J..-■v'l:

' ; 3-
■'’3-); V

T )
j;.-..

f,.

H' r,» •,■»

ty' 3V„'M y;;: •• .■y■3, v3:'* 3-
I'-4- ! V»

! '^3. V:
i■y'

.3‘t '.V. h(:V 'v';’ 4;! ■•’V r'--#. • '•v-
.1,\ • •:

'^T1."1!
t: ♦f t vx;

333';••,5 >-! . • >rr--: '.i-'!
■f*-' .

A
:v.:'>■'

V' i’ m1‘333 3
■ ,v .. .1.,

333.i \u- ■K• i-.* Xyi ;3vy;3^ ■4' r,C3,
l--.. ■' 3.-^.*■

3V '.■y.I !
V

V'3 '.V
..r KM

■-> y Draft"v,. 17\
V

.i# i
.V s'W': !



»

4^ CHAPTER THREE: BALANCE
.i ■ ■

• #
» • . •

If the people who live and work in the university, are to 

control its design, we must start with a very much clearer 

idea than we have today about what a good environment is like. 

Without widespread agreement on at least the most general aspects 

of this question, full participation by 16,000 people in the 

design of a university could only create chaos.
The key to this agreement lies in the fact that the difference

I.

i

V ■

between a good university environment and a bad one, though often 

said to be subjective, is in fact objective, 

that every university needs the same kind of environment: 

is good for a university of one type, in one culture, is not
But nevertheless, the fit between

■ \. This is not to say
.’■i what . .v;

necessarily good for another.
a particular student-faculty group with their own particular 

traditions, and their university is an objective, matter, which 

hinges on the social, spychological, and biological truths about
When this fit is good, the university environment.

■:

those people.
will support the processes of teaching and learning and living., ■»;

When the fit is bad, teach-and these processes will flourish.
i

ing and learning will be stifled.
In order to define a "good” university environment precisely.

■>

'u-

have defined nineteen types of place which are the major parts
CAMPUS, DEPART-

k weI'

' i . 'vS , . of a university. These nineteen place-types are:
MENT, STUDENT HOUSING, ADMINISTRATION, PUBLIC BUILDINGS, PARKING, 
LOCAL ROADS, OUTDOOR PLACES, PEDESTRIAN PATHS, BIKE PATHS,*' :•
STUDENT GATHERING, CAFES AND SHOPS, SPORTS, LIBRARIES, CLASSROOMS, . 
FACULTY OFFICES, STUDENT WORKPLACES, ENTRANCES, CORRIDORS. 
may, of course, disagree about the exact choice of nineteen 

place types; but taking them as they are, for the moment, we 

can see that a university environment is essentially a nested

We.J •

1

*

arrangement of these nineteen kinds of places.
I
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"J-Now, each kind of place, being associated with certain 

activities and social processes, is susceptible to certain 

characteristic problems. So long as these problems remain 

unsolved, in any given place, there is little chance that this 

place will support the activities which go on there. To solve 

these problems, each place must have certain specific geometrical 
properties. We call these properties "patterns".

; > .•r
..

t ■

t

We may there
fore construct a list of patterns, for each of these nineteen 

kinds of places; and we may then say that a place will be well- 

adapted to the needs which occur there when the patterns are 

present, and will be maladapted to these needs when the patterns 

are missing. This allows us, then, to use the patterns as very 

direct criteria for the success or failure of the various places 

: in,the university.
The patterns are given in Chapter 7. 

course, that this list of patterns is perfect, nor that it is 

comprehensive. Indeed, it is certain that there are mistakes 

and omissions in the list; and that is why the ongoing criticism 

'^ and review of the patterns, by the users, is so essential - to 

make sure that they do gradually come to reflect the true nature 

of the universitys.problems more and more closely. Nevertheless, 

to a first approximation, the patterns now given in Chapter 7, 
do give us a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for the 

proper functioning of the hineteen stated parts of the university* 

The list of these patterns follows:

■*

*
\
i-

*

» .

4
*. We do not claim, ofi .** ■

\
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• :■* : -f. ■ -

- ■ *

I.

University size 
University shape and diameter 

I Town integrated with university 
University as marketplace

CAMPUS
V
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Department size 
Department space standards 
Fabric of departments 
Living woven into learning 
University as a marketplace 
Department hearth

DEPARTMENT f

r-

STUDENT HOUSING Students close to campus 
Living woven into learning 
Student household mix 
Student community size 
Private access to each apartment 
Kitchen clusters

•. .•

\
I

■ ■ j

V.

’V.
!. . . ■Administration decentralized 

•'Small services without red tape 
Proximity analysis

Human scale in public buildings 
Buildings shaped for light 
Horizontal office communication 

. Feeling of shelter 
Social spaces define structure

University parking 
Nine percent parking 
Cars surround pedestrian islands 
Parking structures 
Short term parking 
Tiny parking lots

Looped local roads 
Cars surround pedestrian islands' 
Cruising loop 
T-junctions 
Paths interrupt roads

ADMINISTRATION

; PUBLIC BUILDINGS
■ ,A-'it

I
:»

■:

' ‘IIb PARKING - i

'•i v;-' ;• V .
!!

4'
. V.-, »'

LOCAL ROADS
-k, ■

i'.'! ■■

-V *
t"

' ''' ■

-I OUTDOOR PLACES Access to a green 
Convex connected spaces 
South facing open space 
Small open spaces 
Patios which live 
Trees must stay 
Places at the edge of buildings

i
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' Cars surround pedestrian islands 
Territorial ambiguity 
University as a marketplace 
Paths interrupt roads 
Centripetal pedestrian paths,/
Ample street lighting

Bike paths and racks

Activity nuclei 
No isolated student union 
Realms between departments '

Town integrated with university 
Real learning in cafes 
Activity nuclei

, Relax:
. .Activity nuclei

Campus library decentralized '
Activity nuclei 
Stacks and carrels integrated

Classroom size and distribution 
University as a marketplace 
Seats outside meeting rooms

Students near faculty offices 
university as a marketplace 
Primary groups among students and faculty 
Light on two sides of every room 
Thick walls

iPEDESTRIAN PATHS ;
4 ■:

»
i v ■ 

-. V','
*.

J ■

1

BIKE PATHS
• V

I STUDENT GATHERING *'t-
4• <

CAFES AND SHOPS
4

■ i •.

leisure is a part of lecirningSPORTS 'v' ■'v-

/j . ■■
LIBRARIES. ■ *

•I .
..I '■

'• ■ ■■//■, ■: -•
•. i

t ■'b . :xX:--L CLASSROOMS
*

'-.V

FACULTY OFFICES • i.
' i.:.v

S

I

' (.
A workplace for every student 
Primary groups among students and faculty 
Students near faculty offices 
Light on two sides of every room 
Thick walls

'3 ' ^ . STUDENT WORKPLACESi
i

' .. V- . .

! W;'-'■'/ /.A. -.

Entrance location 
Circulation realms 
Territorial ambiguity 
Bike paths and, racks 
Entrance shape

ENTRANCES ■ )

' ' ■'

ri: V, , \ •'t
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;
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■:' i 1 ■' '■"• Short corridors 
Circulation realms 
Territorial ambiguity 
Corridors which live

i \ CORRIDORS

V;
We now define the concept of "balance”. We shall say that 

the university environment is balanced, when every single place 

in it, that belongs to one of the nineteen place-types has all 
the patterns which that place-type requires. We give this defini 
tion with full respect to the fact that the patterns are, incom
plete and need to be improved. As soon as they are modified, 

to reflect new problems, or to reflect existing problems more 

accurately, the exact definition of balance will be modified as 

'well. The idea of balance will, in short, itself become-gradually 

more and more sound, as the patterns themselves become more sound.. ?
However, even with the patterns which exist at present, this 

concept of balance is far-reaching and profound.. Very few of the 

places in the University of Oregon, in any of the nineteen categories 

now satisfies the necessary patterns perfectly. This is shown in 

, full detail, in the diagnosis of Chapter 8, where we state which 

patterns are missing from each of the various places in the univer
sity. It is clear, therefore, that .the university environment is 

in very poor condition at present, and that the university's 

capacity to function as a place of learning is seriously impaired 

by its defects.
This situation cannot be corrected unless the university's 

capital construction program is devoted single-mindedly to the 

task of bringing the environment into balance. It is clear there
fore, that we must begin to see the process of capital construc
tion as a process of gradual repair, which tackles all the various 

places in the university, and gradually improves each one of them, 
until it satisfies the patterns which it has to satisfy.
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■ fBefore we go any further to explain this task, we shall 
contrast it with the current approach to capital construction. • 

In the current view of university development, the only 

■attribute of space which is given much attention is "quantity". 

Although there are exceptions, the fundamental motive for new 

construction is "lack of space" or "overcrowding". What happens 

then, is that the university monitors its various places con
stantly, and when any one of them becomes overcrowded, new space

Jf ^; is built to relieve the overcrowding.
It is true, of course, that the amount of space available 

‘ for a given function, is important. For every one of the nine
teen place-types, at least one pattern defines the sheer amount 
of space required to support a given nximber of users. When 

places are overcrowded, it is almost impossible for them to func- 

tion well. However, there has in the past been too much emphasis' 
on patterns which deal with "amount of space", and to little 

emphasis on patterns which deal with "arrangement or organization 

of spaces".
The problem is made particularly complex by the fact that 

the key decision makers are concerned with spending public money 

* wisely - and that it is easy for them to see what money is buying 

when it buys a "quantity" of space - and much harder to see what : 
it is buying when it buys "organization" or "arrangement" of 

space. It is however, essential for the people who are spending 

public money to realize that the repair of deficiencies of or
ganization is as crucial as the repair of deficiences of space.

•• Every schoolboy is taught the idea that the "raw materials" ■
' in the human body - the chemical elements - are worth only a 

few cents, and that it is their organization which makes them ■>;<
A view of the human body which gave it emphasis to 

, the amount of material present, without respect for the way
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this material is organized and the complexity of its organiza- 

would be entirely trivial. ' Just so, a view of a univer-
■t '. . ■■

tion,
sity which looks at the environment only in terms of the amount I

of space available in various categories, without respect for 

the way these spaces are organized, is also trivial.
In order to understand this clearly, we shall now discuss 

the results of poor organization and imbalance, in concrete 

• everyday terms which everyone can see for himself.

s’1

We,know when a place is too small for its function - because
But thewe can see with our own eyes that it is overcrowded, 

fact that a place is overcrowded is merely a special case of a
*

namely, the fact that a placemore general kind of observation: 
does not have a degree of use which is appropriate to its func-

We can see that a place has something wrong with it when 

it is overcrowded; but we can equally well see that a place has
tion.

!

something wrong with it when it is under-used.
If a garden is sunless, so that no one goes there, it is a

If an'office is so badly located that it ::fairly useless garden, 
gradually fills up with discarded junk, we know it is not working. • > 
If a classroom is too large for the classes which professors
actually hold there, and is always two-thirds empty, it is waste 

ful and uncomfortable for the small groups who do try to meet 
In all of these cases, the fact that people are not 

using the places, betrays the fact that something is wrong with
there. • j,:.

i 'V.them.
t

Let us examine this in rather more detail, by means of an 

a lecture hall which isn't working very well. Thatexample:
fact that it isn't working will manifest itself through over

\ use or under-usek
'■

'■

/
j-

i X
'■i

■ •' '<■ V.. ‘i
■ • -■"ii

'J Draft
■;

■1 -■; I
' - : •' ^ 'l-I , f*••

%

I



%
1

I i

I.

« •
1

i V

\ Imagine, first of all, that the lecture room is over-used.
What may be the reasons for its over-use?

1. It is too small to handle the large crowds who come 

tp hear the lectures.
and unpleasant to give lectures, there.

2. There are too few lecture halls. In this case the rp6in 

is used by groups of different sizes, many of them too large or 

too small for the room; and scheduling makes lectures follow 

each other so unrelentingly, that there is no space or time for 

prolonged discussion after lectures.
3. The lecture hall is incorrectly located, with respect 

to other lecture halls. In this case it will be over-used, while ; 
other lecture halls are under-used, because they are located too 

far from the areas which generate lectures.
These problems of over-use are familiar and obvious. Let 

us now take the other situation. Imagine that the lecture hall 
*■' is under-used. Again there are several possible explanations.

1. There is not a sufficient need for lecture space to fill 

the room. In this case, the resource is being wasted, and should 

probably be turned over to another use. It is possible that the 

under-use is only temporary - but also quite possible that lectur
ing as such, is an activity which is falling off, because it is 

proving itself ineffective, so that the lecture hall is a wasted 

resource, even in the long run.
2. The lecture hall is badly located. Given the distribution *

of facilities on the campus, the current need for lecture space is 

in a different part of the campus - again, the resource is being 

wasted,

« '

i

1!

It becomes unpleasant to attend a^lecture
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The lecture hall is under-used, because it is so badly de^
signed, that people have found by experience, that it is hard
to lecture there, and people find that the lectures in this
particular lecture hall are dull, uninviting, so they stay away.

*- • ,Again, obviously, the resource is being wasted.

3.

' f

Finally, an even more subtle point, and much harder to 

the lecture hall is filled to capacity, all day long 

but this is so because students know that they will get poor
The use of the

4.
establish:r-

L

grades if they don't take not^s, mechanically, 
lecture hall is not genuinely productive - because students are .

; •

thinking about something else, distracted by the noise of nearby
Again the room is wasted.trucks, unable to see the lecturer, etc. 

and in any real sense, under-used.
All the problems which can crop up in a lecture room, have

the result, in the end, that the lecture room is either under
used or over-used. The lecture room has balanced use - appropriate 

to its function, only when it is placed, and sized, and designed, , 
according to the patterns which a lecture hall must meet, so that J’; 
its potential problems are solved.

Whenever a place in the university is either under-used or 

^ over-used, this is. a symptom of the fact that it isn't solving 

functional problems properly. In such a case, either resources 

are being wasted because a potentially valuable place is just 

not used, or resources are being wasted in the deeper sense that 

the unsolved problems associated with that place, are helping 

to undermine the learning and teaching of the university.
It should be clear from this discussion, that whenever places 

are out of balance, money must be spent to repair them - and 

, that spending money to enlarge those places which are overcrowded 

> is simply a special case of this more general principle.
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We have said already, in Chapter 2, that we consider the 

process of participation by the users to be of great importance. 

Given the fact that we have now argued that the university 

environment is defective, to the extent that its individual 
places are defective, it seems natural to encourage members of 

the university community to help identify the places which are 

most imbalanced (since they, the users, are the people who can 

see this most quickly) and to encourage them, also, to come 

forward with proposals for repairing these defective places.
To make this process as simple as possible, we shall finish 

V the chapter by building one more conceptual bridge. We shall try 

tb show that the places which are out of balance are just those 

places which people intuitively consider ugly; and that the 

places which are in balance, are just those places which people 

intuitively consider beautiful.
Take, as an example, the beautiful grove of trees between 

Johnson Hall and Susan Campbell Hall. Everyone sees the beauty 

of this place. But people tend to under-value their own percep- ' 
tion of its beauty. They do not see clearly that this beauty, 

which they recognise, is no mere facade, but that this place 

is beautiful because it lives - it sustains life. There are not 

many places left in the university which are quite as beautiful ■ 
but there are a few. The entrance and arcade to the Education 

Department, the first floor rooms in Deady Hall, the path between 

Deady and Allen that looksinto the print shop. Dean Tyler's 

office, the faculty club, the inside of Girlinger, the parking 

lot beside Chapman, the cemetery, the knoll behind the School of ;'
. Music. These places are all beautiful too - and everyone can 

feel it. None of them is overused; none of them is underused.
J‘- If you look carefully at the patterns listed for these kinds of 

places in Chapter 7, you will see that every one of these plhces 

has the patterns which it requires.
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. Compare these places with the places which nearly everyone
sees as ugly: The student rooms in Bean, the offices in Prince 

• Lucien Campbell; the Science plaza, the interior court of the 

Science library, the corridors of Science II, the main entry 

hall of Science II, the parking lot across from Carson Hall.
Many people have been so confused by recent writing about modern 

architecture and planning, that they sadly tell themselves "I 

suppose these places are functional, even though they seem so 

ugly". But the idea that these places are functional is an 

absurd play on words which actually means nothing more than that' .
,, they vaguely resemble machines. In fact, they inhibit function. • . 

They prevent people from acquiring the experiences necessary for 

their development; they prevent people from learning; and as a 

result they are of course under-used. Nobody wants to be in 

them, if they can possibly help it. If you look at the patterns 

Listed for these kinds of places in Chapter 7, you will see that 

every one of these places lacks the patterns which it requires.
We see then, that the places' in the university which people 

recognize as beautiful, are just the places which are in balance,, 
and which are helping to sustain the processes of learning and 

teaching. The places which people recognize as ugly, are just 

the places which are either grossly under-used or grossly over
used, whose presence in the university environment is undermining ; .
teaching and learning. '

This simple conclusion leads to a very simple remedy. In 

order to bring the university environment into balance, so that 

teaching and learning may be as effective as possible, we must 
abandon any narrow pseudo-scientific concept of "functional 

. architecture", and encourage people to identify the places which 

they consider dead or ugly; and then to,encourage them to find 

ways of modifying these places, in a manner consistent with the 

appropriate patterns.
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IIf such a process is carried out firmly, and helped by 

as much as possible, administrative procedures, we believe that 

the university environment can be brought back into balance
perhaps within ten or twenty 

be maintained permanently in a 

by continuous and ongoing repair»

i

i

within a reasonable nximber of years 

years - and can, from then on, 
state of balance,

•j-

1 1' I

?■V ;
i

;'.f ''-r k\1

>■,

V.■ < ..." •;*. /•
f

"i.v :<-V;
'/i. • > »

;
'/.■XW:

•- •; t
: j ■/r..

V•V*'

'll ' «;v; ^ >4’v;*1.
v • J’>

■ «•i, *•>• • 'r'y\
*•> V I- ■*•i,

•.4ft'i.II •. 'V
:<■\: .;

\ •:
8 • ) i:

•i..V ’ v'*-. •'>
k

.:'V.'C-••• V- : >•
•V-' ■•,;

■'X-

'■ ■*;;

tv V

' . , '
X. X'

■ ■ ' v "V *, t--

; X;:V,

-.l'
.iM V .V:'v'

'I■.-y, 'i • ,•\
.y ■*'.y'"•V; V-, '! y'! >; >: «■VV 'V- •V- ■’•i'M i'- ■

yV/ ' I 'VX■V,'1 ;v■» \,1’ '* K'■,■y yi,
{_ ,<■ .V

f ■. i7-■ J’,'' ■ i
‘X:';

f ■y:--
r: -.i

; i'I ' i-A,..: ■:
■:

V'x'-yV;;
!

■

,<V> > • •' i;
'.I

•- • ■/.. 'v. ! f-.
T

V,
i \.

Vr; /' N,•
i

■ 'V‘,-

■; !•
•Vi' . •»

I
I

• ,y' •f< I'-'■.V

.1
‘I

y.29 Draft* :.
i' s

I

j •



i
sI .

;■»

i

CHAPTER FOUR: PIECEMEAL GROWTH
. r • 4

It is clear from Chapter 3, that it is only possible to 

make a great university, which is perfectly in balance, by a 

gradual program of repair, in which the nineteen types of places 

within the university are monitored continuously, and repaired 

whenever they lack the necessary patterns. Common sense suggests 

that it will be easier to carry out this program in small steps, 

repairing one thing at a time, than in large steps, and that 

building projects should therefore be smaller than they are today.
It is also clear that full scale participation by students, 

faculty and staff cannot happen so long as building projects are ■ 
huge. Once again, common sense suggests that it will be easier 

for people to get involved if there are many small building proj 
ects going forward, instead of a few large ones.

On both counts then, it seems that a large number of small 
building projects would make more sense in any given year, than 

J, • •‘ a small number of large projects. For this reason, we shall now > 
discuss the size of building projects, with special attention to 

the contrast between large projects and small ones.
Let us first look into the notion of repair. Any living 

system must repair itself constantly, in order to maintain its 

balance and coordination, its quality as a whole. In the case 

‘ of an organism, it is only the constant repair, maintenance of 

chemical fields, replacement of cells, healing of damaged tissues, 

which keeps constant the basic morphology of the organism, the 

basic patterns governing its form. Failure to maintain its 

morphology through these incremental changes, failure to arrest-; 0' 
damage, or failure to arrest cancerous unregulated growth, will^ 

result in breakdown of the organism*
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4. In the case of the environment, which is also changing all 
the time, the process of repair and piecemeal growth needed to 

maintain its morphological integration, is far more complex, 
is not merely a matter of creating repair in the fabric in order 

to conserve its properties. The environment must also continuously 

adapt to the changing uses, lives and activities which it sustains. 

This means that the process of repair and piecemeal growth has to, 

create a gradual sequence of changes, which guarantees that the 

environment is in balance, in each of its parts, at every moment 
of its history.

All the good environments that we know have this basic feature 

in common: They are whole and alive because they have all grown 

rather slowly over long periods of time, they have old and new 

blended together in rather small increments. They have adapted 

to chaning users. They have adpated to changing needs. But 
they have even been torn down, never erased, never merely replaced 

with something new: instead always embellished,: modified,, re
duced, enlarged, improved. This attitude to the repair of the 

environment, has been commonplace for thousands of years in 

traditional cultures. We may summarise the point of view behind ; 
this attitude, in one phrase: piecemeal growth.

It
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However,The importance of piecemeal growth is obvious, 

obvious as it is, this point of view is not widely shared by \
%
4

r.*-. '

architects, government administrators, developers, and financiers 

Instead, most of the poeple concerned with university

>■!

: in 1971.
•development in the last twenty years, have taken an almost 

opposite point of view - a point of view which we may call 
"large lump development".^ .

In large lump development, the repair of the environment 
is done in massive chunks, instead of piecemeal. All buildings^ 

are assumed to have a certain finite lifetime; the process of 

environmental growth is seen as a process in which those build
ings which have reached the end of their lifetime, are torn down,

i
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and replaced by huge complexes, again assumed to have a certain ‘• 

■ lifetime; it is assumed that it is better to be in a new build
ing than in an old building; and the money spent on the environ
ment is concentrated in these huge new projects, while the money 

spent maintaining old buildings is reduced to the bare minimxam.
We shall now contrast the process of piecemeal growth with 

the process of large lump development, and shall try to show 

that large l\amp development is worse than piecemeal development 
in almost every way that matters. Before we list the specific 

advantages, of piecemeal growth, it will be well to have a good 

overall grasp of the character of these two processes. Their 

character alone, will raise the suspicion that large lump develop
ment is dangerous and inadvisable; while piecemeal growth is 

sane and healthy.
Very simply, large lump development hinges on a view of the 

environment as a static and discontinuous system; piecemeal 
growth hinges on a view of the environment which is dynamic and 

continuous.
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According to the piecemeal point of view, every environment 

is changing and growing all the time, in order to keep its use 

in balance; and the quality of the environment is a kind of semi
stable equilibrium in the flux of time. According to the large 

* lump point of view, each act of design or construction is an 

isolated event, which creates an isolated building - "perfect" 

at the time of its construction, and then abandoned by its builders 

and designers forever.
The static character of large lump development, and the 

dynamic character of piecemeal growth can be seen most easily 

in terms of money. In the static view, a building gets built, 

then it gradually deteriorates for thirty, forty, sixty years -' 
then it gets torn down, and another building is built to replace 

it. In this view, the money is spent in discontinuous chunks,
■ with long gaps of no or little spending in between^ Each project y

■i

V.,
♦ • ■

■j- ■■

t

&
'■■ ■ , ♦; *

Draft32 }
. ■*



f.

;4^.
In the dynamic view, the spending 

Each month a certain amount of con- 

a room is added here, another room

costs 2-6 million dollars, 

of money is continuous, 

struction is taking place: 

changed, a new roof built, a new garden made - but these changes

.i'- •''

•
;

are made year after year - not all at once, 
many small projects, overlapping in time; no one project costs 

more than a few thousand dollars.
The two views can be contrasted in another way.

There are many
.1

i' In the large 

They are
i •

lump view, buildings are born, and then they die. 

built fresh and clean; they decay gradually; and when they are
In this

» •
so neglected that they cannot be repaired, they die. 

view there is no continuity in the environment from generation
to generation or from age to age. In the piecemeal view, build
ings never die. A building is merely a moment in the history 

of an environment - in the years preceding this moment, the 

building was a little different - and in the years following it 

will be different again. But although buildings change constantly, 

by growth, repair and change, they never die altogether. Some 

part of them is always there - in fact, by a kind of natural^ 

selection, it is the best loved parts, which last the longest,-

■

i

' ;

- some of them for thousands of years.
And, as this example shows, the views can be contrasted in 

still another way. According to the large lump view, since build
ings are appearing out of nowhere and dying, all the time, it is

*
J ■

i ./.
I .

essential that the environment is seen as an assembly of, elements -
The land between the buildings.I each one of them replaceable.

•, is, naturally, seen as a void - the left over space between -theI '■
■ ■*'! I

buildings. According to the piecemeal view, however, the environ 

ment is seen as a continuous fabric - which covers all buildings 

and all outdoor spaces - and the changes which are made within ,
this fabric are merely changes in the totality of the fabric.

;*
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It is not necessary, nor always possible, to identify these 

changes as changes in any one particular building. Many of 

them are changes which are changes between buildings, or changes 

shared by buildings.
We see then, that each of these three ways of seeing the

«

\
*

b

difference between the large lump and the piecemeal view, has#
The large lump view is

i

at its heart, the same difference, 

static and discontinuous; the piecemeal view is dynamic andI

continuous. In the large lump view the spending of money, 
the birth and death of buildings, and the larger environment 
itself are all static and discontinuous. In the piecemeal 
view the spending of money, the life of the buildings, and the 

larger environment itself are all seen as dynamic and continuous.
It is not hard to imagine that the dynamic view, which 

embraces continuity in so many different ways, is healthier and 

■ more constructive, than the static view which relies oh all
kinds of discontinuities. In the next few pages, we shall show 

that this difference between the two views is not only intuitively 

more attractive - but that balance and participation simply 

cannot be achieved except by piecemeal growth.

'M'
,

!

'h
Vi

-’4-
■;

Participation requires piecemeal growth'1 . - \
t

We said, in Chapter 2, that the environment will be better 

when the people who live and work in it participate in its de
sign, because this guarantees that, at least to some extent, the 

environment is well adapted to their needs. The concept of piece' 
meal growth is absolutely necessary to make participation work. 
People can get involved in the design of small projects; they .
cannot get involved in the design of large projects.
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The reason is simple. No group of more than about a dozen , 
people can undertake any project directly together. This means . 
that any project which serves more than a dozen people is al
ready beyond their immediate reach. If the project serves 50 - 

100 people, it is possible for everyone to be involved, at leait 

. by representation - and no person is removed by more than one' 
step from the process of design. When a project serves more 

than 100 people, or more than 1000 people, it is clear that de- .
■ sign decisions must be made by a bureaucratic group, far re

moved from the people who will live and work in the building, 

Inevitably such a building will be impersonal and alienating.

• \

'I '

• J- ,!
4 »•' •f.•fc'

\

j
V,

It is worth mentioning a second view of this problem, which
VThen a committee has to discussleads to the same conclusion, 

a budget, it has been found that committee members spend "far 

too long" discussing small projects - like the painting of a

b garden fence - and far too little time discussing huge ventureia 

* like the construction of a multi-million dollar factory. What 
happens, is simple. The members- of the committee can relate 

to the building of a garden fence, so they can talk about it; 

they have intelligent and reliable intuitions about it. When 

it comes to the construction of a multi-million dollar factory 

they cannot relate to it, so it is discussed at a very abstract: 

level, and decisions are made very quickly. In short, even at ■’
. the highest levels of decision-making, men cannot involve them 

selves in any serious emotional or intuitive sense in the de
sign of huge ventures. They can always involve themselves in 

the design of small projects.
There is a third reason why participation requires piecemeal. 

growth. People will participate only if they feel responsible^ 

for their environment; and they will feel responsible only if
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(!sr • they can identify the parts of the environment which "belong" 

to them. Large lump development does much to rob people of 

this feeling. When large buildings are built, people and 

departments are treated as objects, and bundles of them are 

allocated to slots in the buildings, just the way that crates 

are allocated to holds inside a cargo ship. Treated like this 

they feel little sense of ownership, and no responsibility, 

because they are alienated from their environment. Partly as 

a result, and partly because the buildings are just so large, 

the care and maintenance of buildings passes more and more into 

the hands of the university "maintenance staff", and is taken 

even further from the hands of the people who actually work 

there. With their sense of territory taken from them, people 

cannot take responsibility for their surroundings, and the 

university environment soon deteriorates.

/

i ' •
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Piece-Contrast this with the effects of piecemeal growth, 
meal growth tends to leave people and departments where they6 They gradually develop a sense of pride and territory which 

encourages them to take care of the buildings and gardens around
are.

them - and to love them and do the best they can for them, even 

when they are decrepit.
For all these reasons, large lump development prevents people 

from getting involved in the design of their own buildings. 

Piecemeal growth, because it relies on a large number of small
projects, allows and encourages people to get involved in the

i

. I
t
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design of their own buildings, and increases the absolute number -»
Iof people who can get involved.
i
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■■■ i ■ - . ■Balance requires piecemeal growth

We said in Chapter 3, that the university environment will 
only support learning and teaching when it is in balance: 
we made it clear that it can only be brought into balance by a

It is quite impossible to conduct

and

gradual program of repair, 

this program of repair effectively, within a program of large
Repairs can be made effective, and willlump development, 

gradually create a balanced environment, so long as there are
many small projects every year; but if the money is spent on
large projects the environment can never become balanced.

The first and most important reason for this fact is this:
Any building which is built, always has mistakes in it. This is j 
partly because we architects and planners know so little about 
the effect of the environment; and partly because it is simply 

part of human nature to make mistakes. The mistakes show up 

gradually during the first few years of the buildings use. Un
less money is available for repairing these mistakes, every build
ing which is built, will always be, to some extent, unbalanced.

Large lump development works against the possibility of 

repairing these mistakes in two ways. First, the large projects 

on a capital construction budget always drive out the small ones, , * 
and, in particular, they drive out those very smallest ones 

which are concerned with making minor corrections in the environ
ment. The administrators responsible for large building projects 

seem to believe that architects are infallible - and fails to 

acknowledge the near certainty of error, and therefore fail to 

set aside any substantial sums of money for these minor corrections 

Buildings made under the impact of this kind of thinking, fit 

their users just about as well as a made-to-measure suit would 

, fit its wearer if he refused to go to the tailor for a fitting.
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But large development works against the possibility of re-
these mistakes, in a more obvious and more serious way

also.
i

Any mistake which is made, is likely to be multiplied 

by the sheer scale of the large buildings - so that it requires 

a considerable sum of money to correct even a minor mistake.
In the College of Environmental Design, at Berkeley, for example, 
the wrong light fixtures were installed, with the result that the 

hum of the fluorescent tubes is high enough to interfere with 

speech throughout the building. Since the building has 225,000 ' 
square feet, the cost of repairing this one tiny mistake would 

ha^ve been $20,000 - a sum of money that just wasn't available -

,

T

'.•t

so, seven years after the building was built, people still can't 

, hear themselves think in their offices and seminar rooms.
In piecemeal growth the mistakes are smaller to begin with.

Indeed, within the context of piecemeal growth, rt is perhaps 

even misleading to call them mistakes.
<O' Piecemeal growth is based■i.' » '

on the assumption that adaption between buildings and their 

is a necessarily slow and continuous business, which cannot, under- 

. any circvimstances, be achieved in a single leap.

users
' «

,V

It is simply
understood therefore, that there must be money set aside, for

»-
i. « -

I

•: every part of the campus, every year, so that the ongoing process 

of adaptation can continue, everywhere.t : • in every fiscal year.- 

It will be clear from this discussion that large lump develop
ment not only fails to create balance in the long run, but that 

it also leaves more users dissatisfied, 

piecemeal growth.
for more of the time, than

Under large l\imp development, no one department can hope for 

construction funds more than every twenty or thirty years'. As, j.*
a result, department heads naturally exaggerate their needs,.since

. <
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the future is unpredictable, which enlarges their projects,I':,-
• t

and makes it even less likely that other departments can get 

Further, once a department has its project built,

i

any money.
it has little or no hope of getting any further money for

■'.

years.
Since no building ever fits its inhabitants perfectly, just 

after it is built, this leaves every department in the sorry 

situation that they cannot meet their needs, and they have no 

hope of meeting their needs in the foreseeable future. So long 

as large lump development is going on, this is the situation 

for most of the departments, most of the time. They are stuck 

with what they have; they can do nothing about it; and when they 

do finally have a chance to do something about it, they put all ,■ 

their eggs into one huge .basket, and can then again spend the 

next twenty years living with the inadequacies' of their newest 
mistakes.

Under piecemeal development, none of this happens. Instead 

of most people being frustrated most of the time, most of the 

people are satisfied most of the time. This happens because 

money is used only for needs which actually exist, right now; 
this reduces the total annual need so radically, that it makes 

'enough money available to provide for all those needs which 

actually occur, when they occur, no later.
The uneven character of large lump development works against 

the possibility of creating balance in one more way. It makes ; 
virtually certain that large parts of the university will de
teriorate so rapidly, that they become slums.

This follows naturally from the fact that all the available , 
money is always being gathered together to pay for the large 

lumps; there is never any money left over for the buildings ' 
which are not currently under construction, so that there are 

always large parts of the environment which are chronically 

under-maintained.
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Many buildings on the University of Oregon campus are not
According to Unruh's report (Campus Development

i

/
in good order.
Guidelines, Office of Planning and Institutional Research, 1968,

\.

p. 11) "The university is now operating on a major space deficiency 

basis since it is currently using completely substandard andi • • ;•
inadequate space for a substantial proportion of its office and 

research functions". In a recent newspaper report on the
financial problems ("Financial Woes Near Crisisuniversity's

Eugene Register-Guard, January 31, p. -A) it is stated that 

"according to the State System of Higher Education planners.
half the structures on the U of O campus need to be replaced and 

another 10 percent are in need of major rehabilitation; one out 

of five university buildings is more than 40 years old".*
Central cities in the United States are turning into sl\ams 

'• for the very same reasons. Big projects tend to go to the 

periphery where there is more and cheaper land, .leaving the center.

1 5r.I
4

A,».

4? Which traditionally supports the most various activity, under-
This is the classic situation in the CBD's_• • maintained and dying.

'itfv V of modern cities. Industry, shopping, residential go out to the
The model applies 

The

1

suburban edge leaving the center to decay, 
equally well to a campus. Originally there is a center.

- V':

■ center gets old and run down about the same time the new complexes
The cost of the new construction

•■i

are built out on the periphery, 

is vast,
. passed over.

and the repair required to revitalize the center is
It is still the rThe center cannot be abandoned.

But the more it gets run down, the
i'

most intensely used spot.
less inviting it becomes; soon it becomes a slum, 
policy of large l\amp development, if continued for another two

r

The present

decades, will almost certainly make parts of the University of
•NOregon a slum by 1990. ■ A A-
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c# In order to take care of the university, as a whole, we 

must take care of all of it, all of the time. \ What this means, 
is that the available resources must be spent in a way which 

distributes the improvements uniformly over the space of the 

university. To put this in extreme, but graphic terms, it 

means that when we have one dollar to spend, we should spend 

it evenly, across the board, so that every square foot of the 

campus gets the same percentage of this dollar.
Piecemeal growth comes much closer to this ideal than large 

lump development. Each year, a little money is spent on parking, . 
a little on improving the dorms, a little on improving the lecture 

halls, a little on improving the outdoor places, a little on 

each of the academic buildings. Slowly, but surely, the univer
sity environment will get better and better - with no part of 

• it left to rot - and as the development goes forward on all
fronts at once, gradually the various pieces of development will 

; come to form a whole.
Finally, the fact that all the places in the university are * 

getting attention at the same time, means that the relationships ■: 
between these places are also getting attention. And it is the 

relationships between the places, which are at the root of 

' balanced use. If a few places are given all the attention in a 

given period, and all the other places are neglected, it is vir
tually impossible to maintain the relationships between places 

which make the university environment work as a balanced whole.
For all these reasons, piecemeal growth works to create
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It is
virtually impossible to make a balanced university environment 
unless the university's fiscal policies encourage piecemeal 
growth.

balance; large lump development tends to break it down.
i'
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• Economics
■ ■ t ■

The foregoing arguments make it clear that piecemeal growth 

is very much better for the university than large lump develop- f 
ment. However, one possible doubt remains. It may cost more.
One of the reasons often given for the huge scale of buildings 

built,under large lump development, is that it is cheaper to 

build this way. If this were true, it would follow that piece
meal growth might be impractical on economic grounds, no matter 

* how desireable. , :
In the following pages we shall try to establish that the , ^ 

supposed cost savings of large buildings are largely mythical.
As far as the available evidence goes, it appears that small 
buildings cost no more, per net useable square foot, than large 

buildings. In fact, we have found that cost of construction 

generally increases with size and height of buildings. These 

increases result from the following.
First of all, large buildings require more expensive con

struction techniques. The type of construction required is a 

part of the Uniform Building Code used throughout the country.
The Code specifies requirements for fire safety and soundness 

of structure with regard to the height and size of buildings.
A thorough analysis of building costs must include these varia
tions.
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In Table I we indicate the type of construction required to 

satisfy the Uniform Building Code for school buildings of vary-
!•

ing sizes, ranging from 5,000 to 130,000 square feet; and, heights 

ranging from one storey to eight stories. The raw costs per 

square foot vary from 14.78 to 24.00 dollars. However, for those 

^ types of construction with a life of less than fifty years we 

must add the present value of supplying a similar structure for 

the years of its reduced life (see Col. 7, Table I). Even when 

we add this factor, we see from the table, that small buildings
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still cost less per square foot,
The other major increases in the cost of large buildings

I

result from the loss of useable interior space, provision of 

elevators and a 1% cost for constructing each additional storey. 

The 1% addition to total cost is based on recommended procedures 

for estimating construction costs by Marshall and Stevens Valua
The loss of useable space in high buildings

than large onesI 4

ft

i
tion Handbook, 1970. 
is due to additional corridors, lobbies, elevators, and space
given to mechanical equipment. To calculate these losses we 

applied percentages based on data provided by Skidmore, Owings 

and Merrill (see Col. 3, Table II). These data indicate losses 

of net useable space on the order of 10% of the gross, in the 

large buildings. The overall results of these cost variationsj> 

are. given below.'
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2-
v ■. •. • TABLE I :• , ^ V’ ■•.

Cost per gross square foot for different types of construction.

Construction 
Description

•4 ; •

Life of 
Structure

Raw cost 
per sq.ft, ft. for re

duced life 
of Structure

Total
Row
Cost

Cost per sq.Height in 
No. of 
Stories

Construction 
Type Code

Lze of 
lilding

6C 7D53B •2 4B1
$14.78 $3.68 $18.4635Wood frame or pipe 

columns
Steel’ frame or bear
ing walls, brick, 
block or concrete
Steel columns, web 

■ or bar joists, block 
brick or concrete
Steel or concrete, 
2hr. fire proofing

1 V no hour5,000

16.29 1.62 17.9140IV no hour1L0,000

*019.90 19.9050IV 1 hour2L5,000 % -

0 .22.5050 22.502 II20,000
■

22.50
24.00

22.50 

' 24.00
03 II M..30,000

10,000 0503 I ’ Steel or concrete 
4hr. fire proofing

24.00 
24.00 
24.00 
24.00 
24.00 
24.00 

' 24.00
24.00 
24.00

0 24.00
24.00
24.00
24.00
24.00
24.00
24.00
24.00
24.00

504 I50,000 
30,000 
70,000 
30,000 
30,000 
30,000 
L0,000 
20,000 
30,000

- From the Uniform Building Code
- Costs taken from Marshall and Stevens Building Valuation Service, 1970
- Value added for reduced life is calculated by assuming that a similar structure would be provided 

at the end of its life for a 15 year period and then discounted at 6% to its present value.

0504 I
0505 I
0505 I
0506 I
0506 I
0507 I
0507 I I0508 I

m_ -1
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TABLE II ■

f-Cost per square foot of' net useable space ,

Add cost 
of eleva
tors

■i

Height % net
useable 

stories space 
3A

Total
building
costs

Gross Cost per 
net sq. 
ft.

Total
net
sq.ft.

Cost per 
gross sq. . total 

cost
Building
size in

ft.
5B ■ 6 7C1 2 4 8D 9

$18.46
17.91
19.90
22.50 

22.73
24.25
24.50
24.50 

24.75 

24.75 

25.00 

25.00
25.25 

25.25
25.50

4,500
9,000

13,500
18,000
27,000
35,200
43,000
51,000
58.800 

66,400
73.800 

81,000 

88,000 

96,000
104,000

92,300 

■ 179.100
298,500 

450,000 

681,900 

970,000 

1,225,000 

1,470,000
1.732.500 

1,980,000 

2,250,000 

2,500,000
2.777.500 

3,030,000 

3,315,000

92,300
179.100
298,500
450,000
812,900

1,101.000
1,427,000
1,672,000
2,001,500
2,249,000
2,603,000
2,853,000
3,130,500
3,463,000
3,748,000

$20.51
19.90
22.11
25.00
30.11
31.28
33.18
32.80
34.04
33.87
35.27
35.22
35.57
36.07
36.04

5,000 '
10,000 

15,000 

20,000 

30,000 

40,000 

50,000 

60,000 

70,000 

80,000 

90,000 

100,000 

110,000 

120,000 

i30,000

1 90% NA
tl1 90%
If2 90%
II.2 90%

(2) 131,000
(2) 131,000
(3) 202,000
(3) 202,000
(4) 269,000
(4) 269,000
(5) 353,000 

(5) 353,000
(5) 353,000
(6) 433,000 

(6) 433,000

3 90%
3 88%

86%4
4 85%
5 84%
5 83%

82%6
6 81%
7 80%
7 80%
8 80%

A. From interview with Skidmore, Owings and Merrill, San Francisco.
B. From Table I plus 1% addition for each extra storey.
C. These costs are based on Marshall and Stevens Valuation Service: 

per minute, 3000 lb. capacity. $1625 is added for each stop, 
is based on assumption of 1 elevator for every 150 persons residing in the building.

D. Rounded to hundreds.

$60,750 per shaft, 500 feet 
Number of elevators provided

k' ^ •
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» -i HEIGHT VERSUS COST OF NET USEABLE SPACE
; I'

The cost per square foot of useable space increases with 

the height ofjthe building. The cost of building an increment 
of space in 5,000 to 20,000 feet of space one and two storey 

levels, costs on the average of $21.25 per net foot of useable 

space, while a building with a gross square footage of 70,000 

. to 130,000 square feet of six storeys and above costs approxi
mately $35.00 per square foot of useable space. This represents 

a difference of about $14.00 per square foot of net useable 

space. The following graph indicates the increases in cost over 

a range of Oight storeys.
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.. SIZE OF BUILDINGS VERSUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT OF NET USEABLE SPACE ' {

It is common attitude to think that cost per square foot de
creases with the size of the building. This assumption is correct 

if buildings are of one type of construction and the measure is
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‘V >When, however, we measurebased on cost per gross square foot, 

net useable space and vary the type of construction according to ’
V

size and height, then the cost curve rises with the increase in 

the size of buildings. The graph below provides a good indica
tion of when buildings are designed and built in large chunks. > 

Cost per square foot of net useable space rise sharply when 

buildings reach a gross size of 20,000 square feet or more.
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The foregoing analysis is based on abstracted data collected
The study in

dicates tremendous increases in cost with increases in size of

9

from the Marshall and Stevens Valuation Service.
• i

I While remaining highly abstract we can safely concludeprojects.
that small buildings advocated under the piecemeal approach will '• :• ■

>■

at least cost no more than the current approaches to development.
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S'v..To test this conclusion further we have gathered building 

cost data on seventy-two school buildings from many areas 

within the state of Oregon. The samples include buildings con'
structed through the State Board of Higher Education as well

0

as local high school and elementary school districts, 

cost per square foot is based on gross square feet. Net use- 

able was not available for these samples; therefore, the cost 

averages do not reflect the cost of producing net useable space# 

However, even without taking into account the higher gross/net. 

ratio characteristic of large buildings, we find the average 

cost per gross square foot for three different size categories 

to be about equal. The results are presented in Table III.

'; vn
V.

*

The»•

v.

A
«

/1 TABLE III

•'v Size of buildings vs. cost/gross square-foot
, • •*

No. of Buildings 
Sampled •

Average CostSize

. •16$22.13 

23.39 

23.35

0-15,000 square feet 

15-35,000 

V 35,000 +
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To make the problem as concrete as possible, let us 

consider some examples of the ways that a piecemeal process 

of planning with designs made by the users, might lead to a 

breakdown of global order.
1. The waterfront needs development - it is badly out of 

balance. What happens if no user group expresses interest in 

it. Does this mean that it remains undeveloped for ever?
/ 2. The bike paths are almost complete - but they are miss-

ing a crucial link - who will create this link. What if no one 

does?

'a ■
■f . .

■ i
V

t
■ */

•' !•

.• ;«
t i

i

»
3. It is possible to infer, from the patterns, that the 

university should grow towards the northwest - but the argument
/Which leads to this conclusion is complex; and it is highly 

unlikely that individual project teams will happen to make this 

inference for themselves. How can this inference be recorded, 
once it is made - and how can it be communicated to the users.?

4. Experience with the use of the pattern language has shown 

that the best way of simultaneously taking care of University as 

a marketplace. Access to a green. Human scale in public buildings, 
and Activity nuclei and Buildings shaped for light, is to create 

a system of narrow pedestrian streets which surround or partly, 

surround large open spaces. A group of users who have not had 

the benefit of this experience, may not be able to synthesis 

these five patterns. How can the information be recorded and 

transmitted to the users who need it.
It is perfectly clear from these examples that the problem 

of global order is not mythical. If some way is not found of 

coordinating all the piecemeal acts of construction, then there 

• really will be a breakdown of global order in the university, 

and a considerable number of major problems will remain unsolved. 
Where shall the coordination come from? What must we do to make

H

6"
■

: »

.
• - ■

•t'':

v:

sure that some discernible, functionally valid, global order
emerges from the piecemeal acts?

&
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE EMERGENCE OF A WHOLE*
I "

I

' * 'r
We now come back to the central problem of planning, 

stated in the first paragraph of Chapter 1.
Let us assume that there is widespread participation by 

faculty, students and staff, in the process of design, as wQ 

have recommended in Chapter 2. Let us assume that there is a 

public body of agreed-on patterns, which define the basic pro
perties which each part of the university must have, in order 

to function well, as we have recommended in Chapter 3. 
let us assume that the fiscal process has been adjusted to 

■ allow for a much larger number 6f smaller projects every year,
and that these projects are initiated and designed by user groups.' ^ 

from many different walks of university life, according to the 

principle of piecemeal growth which we have described in Chapter ,
4. What will be the combined effect of all these piecemeal 

*: acts. Will they create a great university, if left in action 

for the next twenty years? Or will they create chaos?
How can we be sure that the concerted effect of all these 

piecemeal acts, will create global order in the university, and 

that all the many parts of the university, wehn built piecemeal, ;^;: 
will have the right relationships to one another.

How can we be sure that a process of piecemeal growth, con-; 
ducted by thousands of different people, will ever create a 

balanced whole for the University of Oregon, without instead 

creating a disorderly collection of fragments? How can we be 

sure that the gradual accumulation of buildings, built by in
dividual participation and piecemeal growth, will in the end 

create an overall order at the University of Oregon, comparable 

in power and beauty to the overall order of the University of 

Ccimbridge, -
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We propose to solve the problem in a way that is almost 
perfectly analogous with the way that it is solved within a 

typical organism. We therefore begin by explaining the problem, * 
and its solution, for an organism. When an organism grows, how 

is it that the millions of different cells that are growing at
various places throughout the organism, manage to form a unified

■■

1
1 i

X

■ t ■

whole?
This question - perhaps the deepest and most important 

question of biology, is illuminating for the following reason. 
Here again, we have a process of piecemeal growth. It is clear 

that somehow, an organism manages to guide the piecemeal process 

in such a way as to create a unified whole. But it is also 

clear that the way this happens is not analogous to the total
itarian "master plan". There is certainly no huge blueprint, 

with billions of slots, which guides the nature and position 

of every cell according to some pre-ordained plan. Yet, somehow

V.

T.

1

6 the organism grows as a whole, under the impetus*of piecemeal 
Plainly then, we can be sure that at least in bioprocesses.

logical systems, there do exist non-totalitarian processes which
*

can create global order out of piecemeal growth.
How is the problem solved in an organism. Essentially there 

are two steps:

i
i ■

%

Diagnosis and creation of growth fields1.
The organism constantly monitors its own internal state.

At any given moment, ther is, within the organism, some repre
sentation of the current difficulties; in particular, those parts 

of the organism where critical variables have gone beyond their 

allowable limits, are identified: We may call this the diagnosis. 
In response to the diagnosis, the organism sets in motion growth 

processes to repair the damage. It is fairly certain that the v 

^ broad framework of this growth is governed by the endocrine 

system, which creates a variety of chemical fields throughout

'■

vV'
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the organism. The fields are created by the changing 

centrations of various hormones; together these fields guide ' 
the detailed growth, at the cellular level; 

fields.

con- I
•Vs*•> ,

. 4
I? ••

These are the growth ■
The combination of concentrations, and the gradients 

of these concentrations within the field, define the extent of
growth or repair which is to be carried out at any particular 
point.•t'

I,

2. Local repair impelled by the growth fields 

The growth fields act chemically, to encourage growth in 

certain parts of the organism; and to inhibit growth in others. 

At those places where the growth occurs, the cells multiply, 

detailed local configuration of the cells which grow at these 

’ ' • places is governed mainly by the genetic code carried by every ' 
This controls the exact development of the cells, and 

the arrangement of their growth, splitting, change and decay.
In fine detail, this locat process is controlled, by the inter-

>■ ::.-V

The -A-/:
> .

■»

cell.

4 action of the genetic code with the chemistry of the growth 

fields in which the cells are growing. This guarantees that the 

local configurations of cells are not only intrinsically suitable
but are also properly integrated with the whole.

then, that the global order of the cells within the 

■ organism, is governed at two levels. First the growth fields
'■.. •• I

create the context for growth, and determine the locations where 

growth shall occur. Then the genetic code carried by the cells 

controls the local configurations which grow at those locations;
modified, always# by interaction with the growth fields themselves • *.
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We propose to solve the problem of morphological integration
* in the university, by means of two very similar steps: .'P:

1. Diagnosis, and the creation of repair fields.
Local repair, carried out within these repair fields# 

in the form of individual projects.

9
■2.

■

Let us look at these two steps in detail:
1. Diagnosis and the creation of repair fields.
We have already said that a university environment is, a 

nested arrangement of nineteen different kinds of places, and 

that any particular one of these places will be in balanced use

/'

I.

:

/

or not, according as it has, or does not have, the specific
It is thereforeproperties defined by the appropriate patterns, 

possible, to look at the various places in the university, at 

any given moment, and to say whether or not these places are 

in balanced use, by looking at the patterns which they have 

and don't have in them. Like a diagnosis, this will tell us 

which of the places in the university are in balance, and which 

■ ones need repair.
We propose that the university should conduct a diagnosis 

of this kind at regular, and frequent intervals (say every two
r

•.<4

years).
I

We present a detailed diagnosis, of this kind, for the 

University of Oregon, 1971, in Chapter 8. The diagnosis has 

nineteen parts, to correspond to the nineteen different place- - 
types. We state each of the patterns which a given place-type ; 
requires, and then examine every place of that type in the 

university, to see whether it has the required pattern, 

we are concerned with the global organization of repair, it is ' r 

not essential that the analysis be too detailed - in fact when 

a diagnosis is made too precise it leads to certain unavoidable ;•

i
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( ■

• I

IMSince
A vv

/••«
Draft

■»

f
!■



t\

1 •1

4/ i .-V:
To some "ideal" extent, a given pattern willambiguities.

always be missing from any given place - no place is ever
• •

•, ■ V

perfect - and it would be fruitless to record all instances 

of this type, since there will never be enough money to correct 

them all. Instead, the diagnosis is painted with a broad brush, 

and identifies the major deficiencies of each place-type, for 

; the places where they occur.
For example, the diagnosis for departments, says the follow-

,!
-■1-

'..J ing:f

"The patterns which a Department must have in order to be in 

balance, are; Department size. Fabric of departments. Depart
ment space standards, and Department hearth. In the University 

of Oregon, in 1971, we note that six departments are too large, 

according to Department size, that eight departments are too 

scattered according to Fabric of departments, that nine depart
ments are in urgent need of space, according to Department space 

standards, and that all departments except two are missing the

■:

*:• T'

6'
Department hearth pattern".

Given this diagnosis, it is possible to outline a broad 

policy of growth and change, which would be needed to repair 

the damage indicated in the diagnosis. We can say, for example,- 
that those departments which are too large should be split in 

half, that those departments which are too scattered should be 

consolidated, that those which have tod little space need more 

space, and that those without a hearth need to be modified.
It is always possible to express these recommendations in 

the form of a map, which has five colors; White, yellow, orange# 'v; 
red and brown. Yellow means "leave it as it is"; Orange means 

"jmodify"; Red means "add more space of this type"; Brown means ,^ 
"tcdce away this space"; White means "not relevant".
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For example, in the map for the departments, the depart- i .
-ft

.• f ■. -/••• , / ments themselves are always either colored yellow, orange, ted ■ 
or brown; every other kind of place - roads, parking, paths.

*. .%

green places, etc. - are colored white. Among the departments, ; 
we color yellow those which need no improvement of any kind; we 

color orange those which need minor modifications (for example, 
'the addition of a department hearth); we color red those which

need additional space added to them; and we collor brown those , ; ; 
parts of departments which are so far from the rest of their 

department, that they violate the Fabric of departments pattern, 

and must be turned over to some other use.

i

Each map must be supplemented by a series of temporary
These policies define the administrative steps whichI * policies.

must be taken to make possible the growth and repair which the
The policies vary in their scope. One policythe map defines, 

defines the amount of land purchase necessary, over the next
ten year period, to maintain adequate land area for the given 

student population. Another policy defines the general areas 

•„ where student gathering places may appropriately be built;
another defines the form of building construction which will ' 

.• most easily solve the patterns required by university buildings. 

Policies differ from patterns, since they are specific to

' i
* -

i

the present arrangement of buildings and open land, and above
Since the policies are formu'

i
v'»';

all, because they are temporary, 
lated in response to a given diagnosis,'they must always be
formulated anew, every two years, for every new diagnosis.

Each map, with it supplementary policies, defines a crude 

repair field, which does for the university, what the endocrine > 
fields do for an organism. We propose that these maps be used, , 
like the endocrine fields, to control the overall distribution 

of growth and repair of a given place-type. The nineteen maps,
7 . acting together, will control all growth and repair within the 

university.

1
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Superficially, these maps may seem to be like a conventional' 
. master plan. There is, however, a great difference. The master 

plan tells us what to do, in order to create a certain future.
The repair maps tell us what is out of balance, now, and what

t

• .

must be done to correct it - and they change constantly, as the
And of course, they put far less constraint,

;■

university changes, 
on the imagination of the individual user groups, than a conven-
tional master plan.

Let us see, now, how an individual user group can create a 

. project, within the repair fields, in such a way that it becomes 

unified with the fabric which is already there.
Local repair according to the diagnosis.

Let us suppose that the user projects will not be funded un-

■:

2.I ■

..r

less they are consistent with the current diagnosis, as shown
We canon the repair maps, and that the user groups know this, 

be sure, then, that the projects brought forward, by the user 

groups will not be haphazard, but will indeed be for the good of 

the whole, and a global order will slowly emerge from the coopera-' 
tion of these projects

A
I3

■

/«

We still face the possibility, that, at the local level, a 

* project put forward by a user group is insensitive to its immed
iate surroundings, because it does not fit together with what is tv

Thus, we could have a situation where the overall

, ■•i*'

already there.
distribution of buildings and activities do display global order; ■A

(at the scale shown by a land use map), but that locally, the 

buildings, paths, and outdoor areas still do not fit together to 

form a coherent environment - but are instead, at that level, 

still a collection of fragments.
To understand this problem, consider the usual way of starting : 

a new project at a university. Take, for example, the current 

r proposal for a new School of Education at the University of 

Oregon, intended to replace the existing buildings, which axQ 

too small.
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/ ■4/ • In this proposal both the new places, and the old, are 

to be ruined.
The new buildings are to be dropped, like bombs, into the 

unsuspecting landscape, with no regard for the areas around 

them, and no regard for the new places which will be created 

when they are built, between them and the surrounding buildings/ * 
and outdoor places.

And the old buildings - the places where the School of 

' Education functions now - will in the end simply have their
present use pulled out of them, and some of the buildings torn ,

; down; the gaping wound where these uses are to be pulled out 

will not be treated at all, but.simply left as "extra available

«
.Y

»''

41 -
■•V

\' .

/
t

space".
This approach is bad for the environment at both ends, 

is bad for the areas around the new place which is built; and
Mistakes of this

It

it is bad for the areas around the old place.
^ kind happen because people see

like money, which can be measured by its amount, and torn down
"space" as an abstract commodity.

'.f ,

To avoidand built up without regard for its relationships, 

these mistakes it is essential to see that when there is too1

little space for education, it is the university environment 
as a whole which is failing, and that it is the environment a^ 

a whole, which must be repaired.
We must, therefore, formulate the problem of providing new 

space, as a problem of repairing the environment in such a way 

that the repairs improve both the old place, and the new. The 

key to all this is already contained in the discussions of Chap 

ter 2, on balanced use. We stated there, as.our fundamental 
axiom, that an environment is good only when every single place 

which it contains, large or small, is itself in balance
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(y#
ThQ policy which follows from this axiom, and from the 

attempt to treat the environment as a whole, is this, 

a place goes out of balance (the College of Education, in our 

example), then the environment must be repaired in such a way 

that all the places affected by the repair (all the places 

near the existing college, and all the places near any proposed 

additions) must, at the end of this repair, all be in better 

balance than they are now.
In short, we will not allow any changes in the environment 

to have the effect that some places are brought into balance, 

at the expense of other places which are brought out of balance.'. , 
Repair will be allowed, only when it improves all the places 

affected.

When
t.

0

h
! ■

' j

It means that the OFFICES,What does this mean in practice.
OUTDOOR PLACES, PATHS, PARKING, STUDENT HOUSING ATHLETICS, STUDENT" V: ; 
GATHERING PLACES, and so on, in or near the existing School of
Education will all be more in balance (will have- more of the

irequisite patterns) than before the repair, and that all the
associated with any new

•r. i

OFFICES, OUTDOOR PLACES, PATHS, etc
buildings, will also be in better balance than they are now.

The procedure which will guarantee this result, is described ■

• f

*1

We start with the notion that it is ain full in Chapter 9.
place of the type DEPARTMENT, which is out of balance, 

scheme on page 00 tells us that we cannot bring a DEPARTMENT 

into balance without also bringing all its associated PUBLIC

■t. '
The

'I
i :

-

; BUILDINGS, STUDENT HOUSING, PARKING, ROADS, PATHS, LIBRARIES, 
ATHLETICS, CAFES, FACULTY OFFICES, STUDENT WORKPLACES into

We then go through the task of design, taking these^ 

place-types one at a time, and re-arranging the corresponding 

places according to their associated patterns, 

of this task, we shall, for example, be forced to create student 
housing within a reasonable distance to satisfy Living woven 

into learning; bicycle paths to satisfy Bike paths and racks;

balance.

In the course

- Draft-58-
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arcades and connected open space between buildings to satisfy 

Convex connected open space and Territorial ambiguity; parking 

lots to satisfy Commuter parking; classrooms to be used by the; 
entire university community to satisfy Classroom distribution;' 
cafes or student lounges to satisfy No isolated student union; 
athletic courts and saunas to satisfy Relax, leisure is a part 

of learning.
We do not, of course, allow this process to extend outward 

indefinitely. We cannot provide parking for the entire campus^* 

when we are designing the education buildings; nor can we make 

. all the open space on campus convex and connected. But in each 

case we can make a piecemeal effort to increase the presence of 

each pattern in the local environment. We can make convex con
nected open spaces around the buildings, reaching out toward 

the neighborhing buildings; we can place a student coffee lounge 

in a realm between education and a neighboring department; we 

can create a bike route that will eventually join up with other 

bike routes to create a whole network.
And now consider all these new places which we have created: 

classrooms, outdoor places, pedestrian paths, local roads, park- ' 
. * ing, athletics, student gathering places. To follow our policy 

strictly, each one of these places which we have created, must 
now itself, be brought into balance - which means that each one 

of these places in turn, must satisfy the patterns that apply to 

it. Making sure that this is in fact so, our concern will ripple 

out once again. We shall be forced to examine the relationship 

between each of these places, and its neighbors; and, perhaps to 

create still other, new places which are required in turn. Of 
course, this process of rippling outward comes to a halt sooner 

or later; but in the process, we have created a vast fabric of 

relationships between the place that we have modified, and the 

places all around it. It is precisely this web of relationships 

which finally creates the global order we are looking for.
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• 1. SIZE OP PROJECTS # •

■ » LARGE VERSUS SMALL\ ■'!/

• i
t

"Large" project 
could be passed 
in many ,small 
increments

Allows allocation 
to many areas of 
campus at any given 
time

Requires allocation 
to few areas of 
campus at any given 
time

a.

Incremental growth 
model does reflect

Most

b. Lumpy growth model 
does not reflect 
actual needs. Most 
of time facilities 
out of balance with 
need.

4*,
actual needs, 
of time facilities ' 
are in balance •Y •V • ■;

Minimizes serious 
dislocation.

Necessitates radical 
dislocations vs large 
numbers of people more 
dispersed from one 
location to another.

c.
■>', -■

■>-

T .7'
I*'-

Minimizes the need for 
serious remodeling since 
there would be very little 
relocation - remodeling 
would occur gradually as 
needed to update receivers 
only.

Delivers highest rate of 
return (assignable sq.ft.) 
per’ $ invested

d. Necessitates substan
tial remodeling as 
vacated sphere is 
converted to new users.

<1 ,

i ..
t '■

%'

'i

...

ScaleDelivers a lower rate 
of return/$ invested 
in building.

e. i / •‘i

model

Adequate resources for remodelling 
and small additions as need arises 
continually corrects obsolescence. . 
Leads to feeling that existing 
facilities should be properly main
tained; people grow attached to 
their places

f. Few resources for re
modelling causes 
facilities to become 
increasingly obsolete; 
leads to (erroneously) 
feeling that existing 
facilities should be 
abandoned in favor of 
totally new ones; lack of 

■ interest in maintaining

'.i

s %
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i , • 1
iexisting facilities; only source 

of relief is new building; in 
fact let facilities run down to 
justify new ones. Leads ultini' 
ately to complete decay of 
facilities.

\
■6 '

i,

Lag time reduced to minimxam 
in between conception and 
execution. Meets scheduled 
demands for space. Minimum 
cost increases from in 
flation.

Has large (time) lag factor 
between conception and 
execution.
behind scheduled demands for 
space; 2.
costs during lag period.

Less manageable, more suscep 
tible to large errors

Discourages user participation 
in design process.

g*

One is always1

Inflation increases

More unmanageable, less 
suscept to large errors, ,

Encourages or at least 
permits user participation 
in design process.

h

i.. ■»

tt
4

; ;
v-; /• *

..V

r:
U -1\ ' v-. ’■ :■;V.;!.>>•

i’'*V, .s'-.y
.V?: i'.; •'j

•■'•v • •f. -I..' ; iA'.-' '0'■ • • r:\ ■ 'V. ! V: '■^7 S-y.V , I' -v- / : V. >i,:-
i. ,V. ■ -.7 V>’j' «;■:

h.v:i ■ 'ii',''A' 'J'--' 
V'V "\

1 .

’•\S;v.'’:; c

i, •> I' •' .,t '‘i';

•'■5 \■■i^ i.-
V ■

s .
, '■ V-

■■ • '•

V,, '■

V i'

■_V ,7»• • j;t p.1 ■'. ! 1
'1/

V
I

.V'■ i 7
■’ •* ' •

i'
■I y'-.

■ I ■V .•
>' ... * ,f ■I.f .,'.V Draft61*•:;v • ■.

.i' • .*7 •

'i %o i\#
t

«•
f

f



• y 4» »
4. . i.

(

* ^

CHAPTER SIX: ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSES I

We are now ready/ finally, to describe the administrative 

, processes which will be required to make all the foregoing 

possible.

1. Organization
We propose that the process of development shall always 

involve four kinds of groups:
a. The groups who initiate projects, which we call the 

project teams. As we shall see below, literally any 

user group on campus, who find their part of the 

environment unsatisfactory, may form a project team.
b. A committee which represents students, faculty and admin

istration - which, at the University of Oregon is currently 

called the Campus Planning Committee (CPC). The existing 

Campus Planning Committee should be redefined so that it 

is clearly understood as the representative of the users 

on the campus, and they must have enough power to make 

the key decisions concerning projects and the allocation 

of funds. . [Note: The committee should, as it does now, 
act to advise the President, with the understanding that 

the President will carry out their recommendations, except 

in highly unusual cases. ' Members of the committee need to 

be appointed for longer terms than they are today - we 

suggest a term of at least three years - and the.terms 

should be overlapping.]
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4^ The office of planning on the campus, which at the 

University of Oregon is currently called the OPIR.
This is a group of trained architects and planners, 

who will help the project teams to initiate their 

projects, who will play a major role in the creation 

of the capital construction list, as they do today, 

and who will help project teams undertake the schematic
The OPIR

c.'

«•

rJ- '
■ b.1, . K

r

\
1 [Note;design of their proposed projects, 

at the University of Oregon in its present form cannot
,•

V-'
A -

it must be re-organized tocope with all these jobs;
include the campus architect, whatever staff are

-Vv
V' »r.

1 necessary to help the project teams, and that part of
.1, . ;; .

physical plant which is responsible for large scale re 

This new version of a OPIR will, in fact, be

.1

pair.
responsible for all capital construction on campus. in-
eluding all phases of planning, building., and recon-

b struction.]
The group of top level decision makers, which includes, 

at the University of Oregon, the President of the Univer- ^ 
sity, the State Board of Higher Education, and the Ways . 
and Means Committee of the State Legislature.

d.

ir !
• i' '

m' 2. Processes
We now turn to the processes,' There are five.

\
: 7 •A:They are;

• 1

A, Adoption of the patterns,
B, Biennial diagnosis of the current state of the university.
C, Initiation of projects,
D* Allocation of resources.
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Design and construction, {A ^ ^ 
We discuss them one by one, A gAgA

E,gv .• A'*-

;■'S-aa
J >>• A ■ r.'

s Draft: ,A Ml '' 63-.■*.

t

*•
• 'i• ,1

O /; •' \
i

' i ■,1



!

I .a I V 1 •f-I

i-

4? i i
A. Adoption of the patterns 4

In Chapter 7, we shall describe a number of patterns which 

’ . we consider essential to the health of the university. However,
although these patterns are in large part based on empirical 
findings, they are nevertheless still open to disagreement. If 

the users of the university are to rely on the patterns as guide- 

■ lines, during the process of design, they must have full confidence 

in the patterns, and they must therefore have the chance to iron 

out their disagrements. Further, whatever agreement is reached, 
must be campus-wide; it is not enough for isolated individuals 

to agree or disagre with the patterns. Finally, just because 

the patterns are based on empirical findings, it is certain that 

over time, the patterns will need to change, as our knowledge 

about the environment and its effects changes.
For all these reasons, it is necessary that the pai;terns for-v*;, 

the university by formally adopted by the campus’community, in 

a way that is always open to review and improvement.
We propose that the patterns be formulated by OPIR, and 

adopted by the Campus Planning Committee (CPC), on behalf of 

the university community; and that any proposed changes in these 

patterns, must then, themselves always be adopted by the CPC.
Under this system, there is always, at any given moment,

' -' current set of patterns which are considered "adopted" by the
university, but these patterns are always open to review.

. make sure that the patterns do not stagnate, and to make them 

sensitive to changes in knowledge, we propose that the CPC be 

required to review the patterns, at least once a year, with 

the idea of making any changes that are necessary; and that 

members of the campus community who are dissatisfied with the 

^ current patterns, can madce alternative proposals at that time.

b :r.
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since the patterns will have a very strong impact on people's, 
actions, it is essential that the CPC reflect campus-wide senti-

To this end, we propose that

i -

ment as accurately as possible, 

all patterns, or changes in patterns,,shall be published in the
#

Campus Newspaper, the Emerald, at least one month before adoption 

by the CPC - so that people who wish to raise objections can do 

so, either by letter, or by appearing in person at the CPC meeting.,

Biennial diagnosis of the current state of the universityB. •a - <
’ «

■I We propose that the OPIR make a diagnosis of the kind iUus-' 
trated in Chapter 8, every two years. In later bienna, this 

will simply mean bringing the previous diagnosis up to date.
Every two years OPIR will present their latest diagnosis to the 

: CPC for formal adoption, and will make any changes required by
CPC, prior to adoption.

. CPC will then rank order the policies, to provide the campus 

community with a public, and clearly visible, assessment of 

priorities, which can guide the individual projects, 

understood that projects which are submitted to CPC will be 

accepted or rejected, and given their priority on the capital 
construction list, according to their degree of conformity to 

these policies and diagnoses, and their order of priority.
It must be clearly understood that the diagnosis and policies ’

are themselves based on the patterns. In this sense, they are not 

adding anything new to the framework already provided by the 

patterns. However, the diagnosis and policies, reflect the 

current situation on campus, and make it clear how these patterns 

can best be implemented, on the campus, given its current con 

dition. It also gives the OPIR and the CPC an opportunity to >
. express their understanding of the relative urgency in a way 

which will influence individual projects - both at the time 

of their creation, and during the assignment of priorities.
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C. Initiation of projects I

>;■ - V ' •The first principle of initiation is this. Any group of 

people on the campus, may propose a project. It is important 

to understand this principle, and to recognize that it is 

rather different from the process of initiation which is in 

practice today. A "group" may be a group of students in a dorm; 
it may be the ad hoc group for preservation and development of 

the mill race pond; it may be the Department of Anthropology; 
it may be a pair of departments; it may be the junior faculty 

and Ph.D. students in the Department of Music; it may be a half 

dozen people who believe that flowers should be planted along 

public paths; it may be a group of secretaries who want to im
prove their work place.

It is not necessary to put any constraints on the groups who 

may initiate projects, because projects will be judged and funded : 
according to their merits, and the benefit they do to the campus 

. as a whole. In particular, many groups may form on an hoc basis 

precisely in order to initiate a project. We call any such group 

a "project team".
To initiate a project, the project team must put together 

a project proposal, with the help of the OPIR staff; and then 

submit the project to the CPC. 
have the format illustrated in Chapter 9. 
lar, that it contains the following items;

1. A statement and analysis of the place on campus deemed 

unsatisfactory.
2. An analysis of the patterns which are missing from the 

place in question, and an explanation of how these and 

other appropriate patterns can be brought into play.
.,3. A drawing, at 1/16 scale, showing the general position 

of the proposed building (or open space, etc.), on the 

campus.
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This project proposal must always 

This means in particu
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4. An approximate cost for the project.
The campus planning committee, and other user groups, will 

later have to decide the relative importance of different projects. 

It is therefore essential that each project proposal be formulated 

in a way which shows, quite clearly, how, and to what extent, that 

project contributes to the overall balance of the university.
To this end we require that each project proposal follow the 

rules of presentation laid out in Chapter 9, exactly. These 

rules are constructed to show relative strengths and weaknesses 

of any given project, precisely and explicitly.
» ■

D. Allocating resources!
. V

Suppose that in a given biennium, one hundred projects are 

submitted to the Campus Planning Committee.if ■■■■■:i Which of these
How much money should be given to

How are the projects to be ordered?. 
We propose that the Campus Planning Committee make these 

decisions in a manner which relies to a great extent on the

projects should be funded? 

the projects which are funded?

•» v-

project groups themselves.
. We wish to stress that it would be highly inadvisable, in our .

■;

Opinion, for the priorities to be decided from "above", either
Theby university administrators, or by the CPC acting alone, 

schism between the people who request funds for projects, and 

the people who allocate the funds, widely regarded as an essen- \ 
tial administrative practice, only contributes to the alienation

* -I :
j. »

and non-responsibility of the users - and above all forces each 

user group to focus exclusively on their own needs, and to be
It fails completely to give

, t

oblivious to other peoples needs, 
people any balanced sense of the relative importance of their own
project and other projects.

«;
The only way to assure real participation in the planning

is to require the users who submit projects for consider-
:

1

• process
ation to decide for themselves which projects are most urgent
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Only in this way can we be assured that people will be satisfied 

with allocation decisions. They will be satisfied with these 

decisions if they make them themselves, if they themselves have 

to confront the harsh reality of limited resources and urgent 

needs. In the current allocation system, all participants feel 
that they have been betrayed and that others have taken advantage 

of them. We stress the notion of "others" or "them" as central
The only healthy way to treat this problem is to

I •••

to this malay.
invest the decisions on allocation in the people themselves.,I - \ •

In order to involve user groups actively in the process of 

ordering projects, we propose that the CPC hold hearings, once 

every two years, in which all those groups which have submitted ' 
proposals will participate, both as advocates of their own pro 

posals, and as a jury to decide on a list of priorities and a 

level of funding for each project. The CPC will conduct these 

hearings in a manner analogous to that of judges. 
the committee will ask advocates to explain the merits of their 

proposal, the application of patterns, the upgrading of places 

into balanced use, the contribution of the project to the univer 

sity as a whole and any other information which may throw light 

on the desirability of the project.
At the end of the hearings, each participant group will be

F ... • i

Members of

b
' «

1

•«
t

, . requested to order all the projects in a list of priorities. The •
lists of all participatns will then be combined by majority rule 

> (if a majority prefers project A to project B then A is preferred
When the majoritytoB, and so on, for all pairs of projects, 

decision is inconsistent, the inconsistency will be ironed out
by requesting participatns to deal specifically with the conflicting

if the majority prefers A to B, B to C and C to A,
*

people will be asked to order the three again until the inconsistencjy 

: is- irohed out.) This kind of ordering of priorities only involves * *

pairs, i.e • 9

•i
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comparison between pairs of projects and can be done by laymen ‘ ,
without difficulty.

IThe CPC will submit the combined order of priorities to the ;
If he approves it, it will then bePresident for his approval, 

submitted to the State Board of Higher Education.

E. Design and construction

Once a project has been adopted by the CPC, and placed on v 
the list of projects for the State Board, it will be necessary 

for the President, acting on the advice of the,CPC, to appoint • 
a project team, which will carry out the final schematic design
and cost estimator, that is to be submitted to the State Board

This final project team may be different in composir( for funding.
tion from the original project team, if the original project team

• ■

I
r

did not contain enough people to represent the users o,f the pro
posed project in a balanced way. However, the new project team 

must always contain the leaders of the original project team.
Most important of all, the formal project team may in no case 

have more than six persons in it. We have found that large groups ^ 
cannot work together successfully to design a building.

The formal project team will complete the schematic design 

for their project, with the help of staff members from OPIR, 
but without the help of outside professional architects.

. is a departure from normal practice. In normal practice, the 

university would hire an architect to do the schematic designs. 

However, to encourage participation in the design, we recommend 

that the project teams be given the job of doing the schematic 

/design, together with the staff members of OPIR, and that no pro 

fessional architects be hired until the project has actually re 

ceived funds from the State Board and the Legislature*
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4/ • The possibility of a group of lay people designing a build- i 
ing for themselves, hinges on the use of the pattern language: 
a system of patterns similar to the one given in Chapter 6, but ‘ 
much more extensive, containing detailed information about the 

interior design of buildings and open spaces, and organized to 

allow any lay person to design buildings for himself. This 

pattern language is available from the Center for Environmental 
Structure, and is undergoing constant development. Since the use 

, of the pattern language requires some training, we suggest that,. 
for the first few years at least, the Center might undertake the 

responsibility of training staff members of OPIR and the project
■' • •<

teams.
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The schematic design prepared by the project team and OPIR 

will then go forward to the State Board and to the Legislature, 

as an item on the Biennial budget request. Only when (and if) 

the project is funded, will a professional architect come onto 

• the job. This architect will be required to follow the schematic 

design, as given; and will not be allowed to introduce any arbi
trary changes based on his own tastes.

A final word about construction. One of the very destructive 

aspects of recent university building in Oregon, has been the 

gratuitous variety of the different building types. One architects 

■ builds steel X-frames; another builds reinforced brickwork; an
other uses wood construction; another reinforced concrete shells.

f

.A

'V

b
■

.i

f ■

■ '*
■

;

; ■ ’.4
I

This variety has been regarded as a positive expression of free
dom and democracy. In fact it is nothing of the sort. It 

merely expresses the fact that none of the architects have any 

particularly good reasons for choosing the building systems they ? i
/ -

have chosen, with the result that the university has, lost any vr, :;!' 
kind of consistent structural vernacular. '..-■I
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. \
The pattern language which we shall make available to 

project teams, will include specific patterns about construe
This means that in the future, the univer

v;

i'

tion and materials, 

sity will be unified not only by the global patterns which ; 
define its emerging plan, but also by consistent principles 

of construction and materials.’
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UNIVERSITY SIZE

If a university is too small it suffers from lack of variety;
if it is too large, it no longer works as a human organization; if
it grows too fast, it breaks down because it doesn't have the chance
to absorb or adjust to change.

Many people share the intuitive feeling that giant universities 

are too impersonal and bureaucratic to allow learning or research 

the freedom they need. At the other extreme, very small univer
sities also seem to fail, somehow - perhaps because they have not 
reached a critical mass in some respect, and cannot provide the 

richness of faculty, students and research projects, which are needed 

to create a good atmosphere for learning. The question is: Can 

these rather vague intuitions be made more precise? Can we give 

any estimates of the critical size a university must have, in order 

to function well, or of the size at which a university becomes
"too big"?

To answer this question, v/e must first choose a measure of
We were unable to discover any existinguniversity excellence, 

system or report measuring the quality of universities as institutions.
Hov/ever, we found the American Council of Education's A Rating of
Graduate Programs to be a starting point to make comparisons of

Two surveys have
The A.C.E.

probable indices of quality of universities, 

been made by the A.C.E. 
ratings are based on a nationwide survey of university graduate

— one in 1966 and one in 1969.

The surveys were completed by facultyfacilities by discipline, 

members in institutions that had awarded at least 100 doctorates
in two or more disciplines in the most recent ten-year period for 

which doctoral data were available, 1957-1967.
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Three things were rated for each department listed: 1. Quality 

of graduate faculty; 2. Effectiveness of doctoral program; and 3. 
Change in the last five years. The "Quality" and "Effectiveness" 

ratings were so highly correlated (.99 in most disciplines) that 

it is not necessary to consider them separately. In the published 

report, number of votes cast was given only for "Quality of graduate 

faculty."
In order to construct a measure of institutional excellence 

we tabulated the faculty ratings for 16 key disciplines which would 

normally be found in any balanced university. In the 16 disciplines 

selected there were 55 institutions which had at least one discipline 

rated as "Distinguished and Strong". Totaling all votes cast for 

each of the 16 disciplines in each of the institutions gives a rough 

measure of total institutional excellence. The total score thus 

obtained ranges from 1279 (Berkeley) to 8 (Yeshiva). (Note that 

this index is therefore biased towards graduate education. It is 

possible that a measure, chosen to reflect the quality of under
graduate teaching, might show different results.)
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The following graph presents the connection between excellence 

as measured by the A.C.E. rating, and total student enrollment;

d

University student population
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As we can see, there are two possible ways to interpret this 

graph. If we interpret it in the manner described by the dotted 

curve, we have an unaccountable discontinuity between 20-25,000 

and 25-30,000, v/hich seems implausible. It is more plausible to 

assume that there is an aberration in the data, for that interval, 

and that the curve is in fact smooth, as shown by the solid curve.
If we accept the solid curve as the best fit to the data, we 

may then say that excellence does depend on size: It reaches a 

maximum for universities whose population is in the 20,000 - 30,000 

range, and then falls off again. This would suggest that up to about 
20,000 students, the bad effects of size are counterbalanced by the 

benefits of variety, but that size begins to overwhelm, the benefits 

of variety beyond about 30,000.

There is a second, and altogether different way of explaining 

the poor quality of very large universities: they are poor, not 
because their size has made them poor, but because they have grown 

too fast (on the grounds that their institutions are poorly 

adapted to needs, because their has been too little time for 

adaptation). To test this hypothesis, we compare the growth rates 

for the same 55 universities during the periods 1939-1953, and 1953- 

1969, with the A.C.E. measure of excellence for 1969. The results 

are presented in the following table:



; ■

I

/ hi
• sAll Institutions

Institutions with more thah 800 points.* (9 institutions)

1953

I. I'.l
. i-

A.
•: i

119691939

161,438109,995106,8611. Total students
17,93712,22211,8732. Average size of institution

3. Average rate of growth per year 2.92%0.209%
i

Institutions with 200 - 800 points.* (15 institutions) 
(The 1939 enrollment figure for UCLA is unknown)

1939

B.

19691953

153,643 289,050119,3111. Total students
19,27010,2437,9542. Average size of institution

5.51% •2.05%tjC rate of growth per yearO

(31 institutions--Case Tech, and Western
Davis is unknown.)Institutions with 1 - 200 points.* 

Reserve counted as one.
C.

1939 enrollment figure for U.C • »

196919531939
j520,496247,245187,1411. Total students »

I

16,7908,8476,0372. Average size of institution

3. Average rate of growth per year 5.61% I43.32%
5

Without New York Univeristy the totals are:
196919531939

476,095209,857139,3701. Total students
15,8906,9954,6462. Average size of institution

3. Average rate of growth per year 7.93%3.61%

used in the ratings of institutions—*The system of points used here is the same as 
the American Council of Education's AJ5.a^ng.,of Graduate P,r.ojG.y_qi!iaj.

k.

removed because its growth pattern and large enrollment .**New York University was 
significantly affect the totals.
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The table shows clearly that excellence and growth rate are
It is hard to establish a definite optimum or maximumcorrelated.

for the growth rate, since growth in 1939-53 was so different 

from growth in 1953-69. However, we may confidently infer, from 

the data, that any university which has growth rate of much more
than 2% per year, is likely to run into trouble.

We have found correlations between size and excellence, and 

between growth rate and excellence. It is always possible to dis
miss correlations of this kind, on the grounds that they are merely
by-products of other correlations, or on the grounds that it is 

the excellence which creates changes in size and growth rate, not 
vice-versa. However, there seems no basis for doubts of that kind, 

in this particular case, and it is most reasonable to assume, as 

the correlations suggest, that size and growth rate do have an 

effect on excellence.

Therefore;
of 2% per year, and limit the absolute size of any university to

Limit the growth rate of any university to a rate

25,000 students.

There is one important additional note, 

which we have used, is based on graduate teaching.
The measure of excellence 

It is very likely 

that graduate teaching does better in large institutions, since it
relies on the variety of professors and research, more than on the 

quality of classes. It is therefore possible that a careful 
examination of the connection between excellence of undergraduate
teaching and university size, may show that the ceiling should be 

as low as 15,000. We have, so far, been unable to find any evidence 

for this conjecture, but it remains an open possibility.
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UNIVERSITY SHAPE AND DIAMETER

When a university is too spread out, people cannot make use
of all it offers; on the other hand, a diameter for the university
based strictly on the 10 minute class break is needlessly restrictive.

The patterns Town-Integrated with Campus and Living Woven 

into Learning, describe the need to mix academic functions with 

parts of the town, and with student housing. Thus they imply that 

the diameter within which campus activities are located be as large 

as possible. This pattern attempts to answer the question, how 

large can the diameter be before parts of the university become 

lost to its users?
There are two diameters at stake:
1. The diameter of a zone within which all classes must be 

located, given the ten minute class break; and
2. A larger diameter within which all university functions must 

be located if they are to be truly accessible to the university 

community at large.
We take these two questions separately:

Diameter for classrooms:
It is commonly assumed that all academic buildings on a campus 

must be within 10 minutes walk of each other (see, for example, Anton 

Egner, "How Big Can You Get", College and University Business, Vol. 

No. 5, November 1964). This assumption imposes a very small diameter
37,
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a high density, and a maximum student enrollment on the campus.
Yet the assumption is based on one isolated fact - the fact that 

classes happen to be scheduled with a 10 minute interval between 

them.
this feature of scheduling, 
massive constraints follow from such a relatively isolated and 

unimportant fact, at least requires closer examination of the logic 

behind the concept of a 10 minute diameter.
Let us start with a different configuration: 

stand its functional consequences, 
of the university are uniformly distributed, over a circle whose 

radius diameter is 15 minutes - and that non-classroom buildings
How often will students be inconvenienced by

As Egner has pointed out, it seems impractical to change
However, the fact that such relatively

and try to under- 

Imagine that the classrooms

are even further out. 

this more open distribution?
We start with a mathematical observation. If we have a uniform

distribution of points within a circle of diameter 15 minutes, then
This82% of the point pairs will be less than 10 minutes apart, 

follows from the general rule that the proportion of points which 

are less than x apart, in a circle of radius R, is given by the 

function 

p (x,R) ^ + (R^ - x^) (tt - 26) - Js (2R^ + x^)sin 201 TT X
TTR^

x/2R
(M. G. Kendall and P.A.P. Moran, Geometrical Probability, London, 
1963, p. 42.)
area, by increasing its diameter from 10 to 15 minutes, only 18% 

of the trips taken within this larger circle will be longer than 

10 minutes.

where 0 cos

In other words, even when we double the classroom

Notice also, that the classes which a student takes during the
Yet it isday, by no means always follow on one another's heels.

when one class finishes at 11:00 a.m..only in these cases - i.e 

and that same persons next class starts at 11:10 a.m., that the 10
• /



Page 3.

minute distance is even an issue. We estimate that on the average, 
a student has no more than four of these "on-the-heels" moments in 

his class schedule, for any given week.
When we put these two observations together, we realize that 

on a 15 minute campus, a student would, on average have four 

"on-the-heels" class connections per week, and that only 18% of 

these, i.e. 0.72 of them, would be so far apart that it takes more 

than 10 minutes to walk between them. In short, in a university 

whose classrooms fall within a 15 minute circle, we should expect, 
students to be a couple of minutes late, once a week. This is 

hardly serious. It seems that the 10 minute constraints has been 

exaggerated in the literature. We propose that classrooms be un- 

iformally distributed within a 15 minute diameter circle.

The Larger Diameter for All University Functions;
The location of non-class activities such as athletic fields, 

administrative services, research offices, student health services, 

etc., are not constrained by the 10 minute class break. These 

places are used when people have at least an hour or two between 

classes, or when they are through with classes for the day. They
need only be close enough so that one can comfortably walk to them

Reliance on vehicles of any kind willfrom any point on campus. 
not do because;

University diameter based on the assumption that people 

can bike around campus automatically closes off parts of the univer
sity to non-bike riders - in American culture, bike riding is

Our observations of large

1.

unlikely to be anywhere near universal, 

campuses which specially accommodate and encourage bicycle riding 

where bicycles are in fact very common (U.C. Davis and U.C. Santa 

Cruz, for exam.ple) indicate that as much as 30 or 40 percent of the 

campus population nevertheless choose to limit their experience of
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these campuses rather than to buy or ride a bicycle.
Establishing maximum distances based on the assumption 

that there will be a public transportation system is even more 

A public transportation system between parts of 

the university, convenient and economic enough to be feasible, would 

require an extremely high density both at the university and in 

the town - a density on the order of a very large city.
Finally, the last point is hardly worth mentioning - that 

of using the private automobile to get around campus, as this would 

pose, just as a start, untenable parking problems.
Clearly, then, if all parts of the university are to be accessible 

and well used by the campus population, they must be within com
fortable walking distance of each other.

2.

dismissible:

3.

It is important to note here that aside from the purely 

physical aspect of the comfortable walking distance, there is a 

more subtle but equally important psychological dimension related 

to it, which is this: When something is within walking distance, 

one is much more aware of its presence as part of one's environment 
and is thus more likely to make frequent use of it. 

of all parts of the university, furthermore, helps people relate 

to it - it is very difficult to relate to something if one has only 

a partial image of it. 

question of use, it seems clear that people will better use the 

university and all its parts, if they could relate to it.
Given these arguments, it would be extremely helpful to know 

exactly how much university activities out of the range of walking 

distance of every other university activity "suffer" or are lost 

to its potential users, by performing the following experiment;
For a number of large universities, locate services at random 

both inside and outside a comfortable walking distance diameter.

The awareness

And to bring this argument back to the
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Then determine the university population eligible or in need 

of these services (most sources have these figures) and find the 

ratio of people actually using the service to this "target popu- 

See if there is a correlation between this ratio and 

distance from the center of gravity of all university functions.
lation".

As yet we have said very little about what a comfortable
We know thatwalking distance is, and how it may be determined, 

it varies substantially from culture to culture, and varies to a 

lesser degree according to local climatic and topographical con
ditions, and of course it varies for different age groups, 
it is probably not difficult to get a reliable figure given a 

specific age group in a specific locale.
In fact, if the results of the above experiment bear out our 

hypothesis, then for each university there will be a significant 

drop within some relatively narrow range of distances, the median 

of which would be the radius or one half the comfortable walking 

diameter for that university.
Until we perform this experiment or one similar to it we feel 

safe in speculating that in Eugene where the climate is relatively 

mild and the terrain flat, comfortable walking distance for students
For now, to be extra 

safe, we use the more conservative figure of 20 minutes - even a 

student who is less inclined toward walking than most, would 

probably walk a 20 minute distance.
Thus we propose that all parts of the university be located

However,

there is on the order of 20 to 30 minutes.

within a circular zone with a diameter not exceeding 20 minutes.
We have established that classes need to be within a zone with

a diameter of 15 minutes, and all university functions need to be
What do thesein a zone with a diameter not exceeding 20 minutes, 

time distances mean in terms of actual diameter in feet?
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In translating time distances to actual physical distances, 

several variables must be taken into account. Egner points out 
that one must consider the time it takes to gather oneself in 

leaving a class and settling down upon arriving (one minute total), 
and that one should also consider the average heights of buildings, 

allowing a half minute average for ascending or descending one floor. 

This kind of exactness applies to the case of the diameter of classes 

but is probably inappropriate for the other.
The point about the height of buildings is worth some discussion. 

Since the existing multi-storied buildings on the University of Oregon 

campus are well within the 15 minute diameter for classes right now, 
they will have little bearing on establishing the actual diameter, 

except to tend to establish the center of the zone near them - and 

they suggest a pyramid structure for classroom distribution, 

the pattern. Horizontal Communication, prescribes that buildings 

be low - preferably two stories - for other reasons, we assume that 

new classrooms at the periphery of the circular zone, will not be
Incidently, the fact that it takes roughly 

8 times as long to travel vertically as it does horizontally - 30 

ft/minute as opposed to 275 ft/minute (average walking speed for 

students according to Egner), means that this is yet another argu
ment for low buildings.

In addition to Egner's helpful variables, one needs to consider

Since

more than two stories.

the increase in path length when a path between two points deviates
We took 15 pointfrom the straight line distance between them, 

pairs on the University of Oregon campus and compared their path 

length along paths, with their corresponding straight line distances.
The average increase was found to be 15%.

Taking all the above variables into account, the maximum diameter 

of the zone for classes is 275 ft/min x 13 min - [.15(275 ft./min.
X 13 min)] = 3039 feet, and the maximum diameter for all university
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275 ft/min x 20 min - [.15(275 ft/min x 13 min)] =functions:
4985 feet.

Therefore:
distributed within a circular zone of not more than 3000 feet in

All classes must be placed so that they are evenly

diameter. Non-class activities such as athletic fields^ research
offices/ administration must be placed within a wider circular zone
of not more than 5,000 feet.
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TOWN INTEGRATED WITH UNIVERSITY

When a university is built up as a campus, separated by a
hard boundary from the town, it tends to isolate its students
from the townspeople^ and in a subtle way takes on the char
acter of a glorified high school.

The idea of the unified campus, set off from the town, is a 

historical pattern unique to American universities.
European universities have never been zoned campuses, 
and the university are always well integrated.
German tov;n of Marburg, for instance, the extent of the integra
tion is so deep that everyone in the town considers himself part 

of the university (Gilbert, E.W., "The University Tovm in England 

and West Germany", University of Chicago, 1961, p. 25).
We believe there is a sound functional basis for giving up the 

zoned camp vis concept in American universities, and replacing it 

with the European pattern of university-town integration.

The great. 

The town
In the West
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Bullock, Dickens and Steadman, in their book, A Theoretical 
Basis for University Planning, claim a zoned campus "may ... create 

a psychological, as well as a physical, separation of town and gown, 
which, it is suggested, can lead to resentment and enmity on the 

part of the townspeople, and a snobbisness and sense of isolation 

in the university".
England, 1968.)

These authors cite recent examples of successful integration 

in the plan for the Manchester Education Precinct, in Cambridge, 
where the town and the university are engaged in joint development 
of the "Lion Yard" site, and at the University of Aston, in Birming
ham.

(Land Use and Built Form Studies, Cambridge,

There is also evidence that the zoned campus organization leads
to an undesireable isolation on the part of the students.

"... some students feel uneasy about their loss of contact with 

society outside and see their undergraduate days as artificial 
This emerges clearly from the survey of student 

opinion published by Peter Marris in The Experience of Higher 

Education:

and unreal.

... you are, as it were, cut off from the world.
You don't have responsibility, you tend to live a bit in a

I don't know, I have a horrid feeling we will get 
It's an unreal atmosphere ... out of 

touch with the people you will work with, and what they feel
Many of the students interviewed by Peter Marris 

in fact rated this isolation in a 'closed, unreal, artificial 
and irresponsible life 

their university experience." 

op cit.)
This sense of isolation is felt by the people of the town as

Since universities nearly always become important centers of 

their towns (Kerr, C., The Uses of the University, Harvard, 1963),

dream world, 
a shock when we leave.

about things.

as the most apparent disadvantage of
(Bullock, Dickens and Steadman,

well.
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they arouse the interest of the non-academic community, 
the university is organized as a zoned campus, remote from the 

everyday life of the town, it is impossible for the community to 

become familiar with the university - its cultural, service, sports.
And so the townspeople 

They must have either a formal

But when

and technical facilities - in a natural way. 
feel isolated from the university, 

reason for going to the campus, or they read about it in the news
paper .

In the town-integrated universities, on the other hand, people 

are always using the shops and parks, cafes, sports centers, clinics, 

that are part of the university life - they use them because they 

are public facilities that form a natural part of the town; they
And as they use these places, people 

learn, incidentally, about university life and what the university 

has to offer.
We have argued that the town-integrated pattern creates less 

isolation for the university.
that people prefer the town-integrated pattern, 

creating less isolation between town and campus communities, the 

town-integrated pattern is the preferred relationship among people 

who have experienced both patterns - isolated campus and town-
We learned this from a pilot study on the University 

The study, among faculty and students who have 

experienced at least two univerisities along the dimension "separate 

campus" and "town-integrated", indicates that people prefer the 

places where they experienced the most integration with the town.
We presented a series of seven diagrams to each of 45 subjects. 

These diagrams, shown below, represent a sequence of different re
lationships between university and town, ranging from an isolated 

campus to a thoroughly integrated university town.
subject to pick out those diagrams which corresponded to kinds of

are not "student facilities".

We also have evidence which shows
In addition to

integration. 
of Oregon campus.

We asked each
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university-town relationships he had experienced.
"Imagine that, in your present status, you are going to 

another campus and the diagrams you have picked represent the 

situations you can choose from, with respect to the way the campus
Assume that matters such as quality of 

the department, pay, attractiveness of the town, are constant.
Which town-campus relationships would you choose as most desireable?"

We then asked
him:

is related to the town.
Now:

Notice that in this experiment, we never asked subjects to 

speculate about situations they had not experienced. Each subject
chose among alternatives which he had personally experienced, 
the great majority of cases, we found that people preferred the more

In

integrated, or most integrated of the alternatives they had experienced.
When asked to choose, from all seven diagrams, including those 

they had not experienced, the one they felt to be ideal, 70% chose 

one of the three diagrams representing various styles of integration. 

(Note: This material, entitled "Campus Boundary: Experiment #1",
is available on the University of Oregon campus. Office of Planning 

and Institutional Research.)

We turn now to our own speculations on the functional nature 

of this pattern. We believe the preference for a town-integrated 

university represents deep dissatisfaction with the current image
of American universities. 

effect of postponing maturity among the student body; it gives the 

campus the character of a glorified high school, it isolates young 

people, and tells them, subtly, that they are still children.

We suspect that the zoned campus has the
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The town-integrated pattern, creates an entirely different 

It is not simply a bigger and more sophisticated 

It is a different place altogether.
atmosphere.
version of a high school.
When young people come there, they are coming to a town, not to a 

school; they are coming as young men and women, finished with 

"school", and ready to be serious about their lives.
The zoned campus, like the parental home, has the effect of 

shielding the young from the difficulties of the world. Faced
with this stiuation, young people may simply take up the expected 

role, struggle against it, or simply cope and try to get an educa
tion in the meantime, 
hope of mature education.

But none of these possibilities contain the

In the universities that are functionally integrated with their 

towns, the students, like other townspeople, are assumed to be 

adults, embarked upon their lives, and they therefore tend to 

vehave more like adults. We would expect therefore, that the most 
successful teaching and the best student work occur in universities 

which are integrated with their towns.
In this spirit we propose the following experiment.

Rank order a number of randomly selected universities, 

according to a measure of the maturity of student work.
2. Establish, for each university, its relationship to the town, 

and then classify the university as an instance of the "campus 

pattern" or the "town-integrated pattern".
We predict there will be a significatnt correlation between 

those schools ranked high in 1, and those schools classified 

"integrated" in 2. Of course, as always, certain difficulties will 
arise as this material is collected and organized. There will be 

other correlations, various measures of "mature student work", etc. 

However, we expect some form of the correlation to stand
for it undermines the

1.
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most fundamental pattern in American universities, the isolated 

campus.

Therefore: 
and out, like fingers, into the town.

The boundary of the university must weave in
Parts of the town must

grow up within the campus, and parts of the campus must grow
up within the town.

Context
This pattern applies to any university in an urban context. 

It does not apply, of course, to universities which, for special 
reasons, are located in isolated rural regions.
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UNIVERSITY AS A MARKETPLACE

Large agglomerations of departments and heavily centralized
academic facilities, kill variety, academic freedom, and student
opportunities for learning.

In the middle ages, a university was a collection of teachers 

who attracted students because they had something to offer, 

was a marketplace of ideas, where people could shop around for 

the kinds of ideas and learning which made sense to them, 
heavily over-administered university of today, kills the variety 

and intensity of the different ideas at the university, and also 

dampens the student's opportunity to shop around for these ideas.
To re-create this kind of academ.ic freedom, and the opportunity 

for exchange and growth of ideas, two things are needed.

It

The
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First the social and physical environment must provide a setting 

which encourages rather than discourages individuality and freedom 

of thought. Second, the environment must provide a setting which 

encourages the student to see for himself which ideas make sense - 

a setting which gives him the maximum opportunity and exposure to 

a great variety of ideas, so that he can make up his mind for himself.
The image which most clearly describes this kind of setting is 

the image of the traditional market place, where hundreds of tiny 

stalls, each one in competition with the others, each one developing 

some specialty and unique flavor which can attract people by its 

genuine quality, are so arranged, that a potential buyer can cir
culate freely, and examine the wares before he buys.

What does this image mean when we translate it into the terms 

of the university? First, it means that the projects underway at 

the university must be mutually accessible and open to inspection.
Each faculty member must be free to develop projects around his 

own specialty, and make them as interesting as possible to students.
It will happen when individual group projects are free to flourish, 

but cannot happen so easily when faculty members see themiselves 

as part of a large scale departmental "machine".
Secondly, the marketplace requires that students are free to 

examine courses and faculty projects, to develop a fine sense of 

the breadth of academic work, and to find the particular kind of 

learning that suits them.
Does the physical arrangement and design of buildings have 

any impact on a university's capacity to function as a marketplace? 

We believe it does. In fact, we shall argue that a number of current 

university building practices are destroying these functions, and 

killing the marketplace atmosphere. These building practices are 

creating environments where small group and individual projects 

cannot thrive. And they are making it extremely difficult for the
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students to shop around and discover what variety there is.
We have isolated the four'features of modern university 

buildings which, we believe, are doing the damage. We discuss them 

here, one by one. Our argument, in every case, is that the feature 

we describe is inhibiting the marketplace function, and that, to 

support the marketplace, another feature is required.
1. Sheer size. The buildings themselves are too big. Each 

one is swallows up a great variety of projects; and the campus 

tends to become a collection of large anonymous office buildings.
When a small project, a department, or a research group, is 

agglomerated in a large building, its identity is diminished. People 

on the campus do not know that it exists. Instead they are aware 

of the entire agglomeration, as one, formidable bureaucracy. (There 

is evidence for this argument in the research report, "Preliminary 

Program for Massing Studies, Document 5: Visitor Survey", 
Environmental Analysis Group, August 1970, Vancouver, B.C., cf. the 

pattern "Human Scale in Public Buildings".)
We would therefore expect to find faculty and staff resisting

large buildings, on the grounds that in such settings, their projects 

would suffer. In a small survey of University of Oregon faculty and 

graduate students we found this to be so. Twenty people were in
terviewed; they were asked, "If you could change your office, work,
project, department place (depending on their positions, i.e. 

faculty, graduate student, project or department head) , would you 

choose a place in a small building, with a few other projects (the 

example of Deady and Emerald Halls were given - both rather small, 

three and two storey buildings), or would you choose a place in a 

large building (the example of Prince Lucien Hall, the eight storey
Thirteen said they preferredcampus office buildings, was given)?" 

working in small buildings; four preferred large buildings; and 

three indicated no preference. Sixteen of the twenty said they
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would prefer a campus that was a collection of many small build
ings, each housing a few projects, as opposed to a campus that
consisted of a few, very large buildings, with the projects
agglomerated.

We conclude then, that buildings over two or three storeys 

inhibit the variety of projects required to sustain the university 

as a marketplace of ideas; and that a campus of many small two 

and three storey buildings is in keeping with the marketplace func
tions, while a campus with few, very large buildings is not.

Large buildings have relatively 

few entrances, and the entrances they do provide are completely 

public - they are not associated with the territory of any particular 

This means that there is no simple access, from the pedestrian 

domain, to the projects themselves, 
within the building, away from the main entrance, 
aware of them from the street.

In a marketplace, each stall is open to the public domain, and
People are aware of everything that is being 

In effect, each doorway is associated V7ith the display 

of one kind of offering: 

be felt from the street.
To establish this character on campus, we must eliminate the 

consolidated public entrance.
its own entrance right on the public domain with shop windows into 

the activity, and displays on the nature of the work, 
buildings must be low, with many entrances on the ground gloor, 

and outdoor stairs to entrances on the second and third floors.
In effect, all the circulation between the educational projects 

occurs in the public domain.

2. Consolidation of entrances.

group.
The various projects are deep 

People are not

access is direct, 

offered.
and the identity of that offering can

Instead, every project must have

This means
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In our survey at the 

University of Oregon, 11 of the 13 faculty members sampled, said 

they would rather work in an old building which they could modify 

to their needs, than move into a brand new building, v/ith regulations 

on transforming the space.
choice, people will pass up a new building, if it means that they 

cannot take possession of their space, and modify it to suit their 

style.

Materials v/hich cannot be modified.3.

In other words, when they have the

They stay impersonal; they 

The buildings are
Many new buildings have this defect: 

resist their user's attempts to possess them, 
built and finished with materials which to begin with are cold in
feeling, and then are impossible to modify. Furthermore, when 

the buildings are large, they must be cared for by a special staff; 

inevitably, to make things simple for this staff, rules are created 

v^hich, in the end, prevent the simplest modifications. On many 

occasions, during our interviews on the University of Oregon campus, 
we have heard the comment, that such buildings appear to have been 

designed with only the janitors in mind.
Wherever this problem occurs on campus, the marketplace character 

is lost. The special modifications-and idiosyncracies of each small 
group do not find their way into the environment. Variety is 

suppressed. In some cases, the groups and individuals who cannot 
work in such a setting, actually leave the campus, and do their 

most interesting work at home, or in rented space.
The environments which people do take possession of, and which 

do become personal, and contribute to the marketplace character, 

are all small in scale, adapted to groups and projects. Even when 

such buildings are large, they are combinations of small units; and 

each place is built so that the users themselves can change it: they 

can add a room, build a new window, paint it, transform the classrooms.
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4. No strong connections between buildings. Even when 

universities are comprised of small buildings, housing unique 

projects with an identity in the public domain, still the market
place character is not complete. If these buildings are isolated 

from one another, or in isolated complexes, students do not get 

the full benefit of the variety. They are not able to shop around 

naturally, as they go from class to class. The places which are
isolated from their experience, tend to be the places they stereo-

When then isolation amongtype in their view of higher education, 

buildings is severe, shopping around is impossible, and students 

acquire a rather distorted picture of the structure of knowledge.
In a true marketplace, all the buildings are connected by a

The paths which make up the system aremajor pedestrian system, 
continuous between buildings, and strongly defined, with arcades, 

and with the displays and entrances at the edge of the buildings. 

The system is so organized, that a person will inevitably be 

taking walks, that, over time, lead him all through the university, 

and put him in touch with the details of university life.
We have reviewed the four features v/hich tend to break down

The features requiredthe marketplace atmosphere in universities, 

to restore the university as a functioning marketplace are given in
the solution statement to this pattern.

The result of these features is an environment of low buildings, 

with strong connections between them, and a deep expression of
In feeling, such an environment is not unlike the medieval 

universities, where students literally shopped around, from teacher 

to teacher, looking for the kind of learning that suited them.

variety.
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Make the university a collection of small build-Therefore:
ings, situated along pedestrian paths^ each containing one or
two educational projects. Make all the horizontal circulation
among these projects, in the public domain, at ground floor.
This means that all projects open directly to a pedestrian path, 
and that the upper floors of buildings are connected directly to

Create a display around each 

entrance, with shop windows, exhibits, which help identify the
Connect all the pedestrian paths, so that, like a market-

the ground, by stairs and entrances.

project.
place, they form one major pedestrian system, with many entrances
and openings off it. The overall result of this pattern, is that
the environment becomes a collection of relatively low buildings.
opening off a major system of pedestrian paths, each building con
taining a series of entrances and staircases, at about 50' intervals.
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DEPARTMENT SIZE

When a department is too large^ students and faculty become
alienated; it becomes hard to run successful programs there;
and hard to maintain the proper educational milieu.

The fact that large departments tend to overwhelm students, 

while small departments create a better milieu for learning and 

teaching has been widely discussed in the literature, 

example, the Report of the Committee on University and Teaching 

Methods, H.M.S.O., London 1964; P. Meredith, "The Departmental 
Reality", Universities Quarterly, Vol. 17, No. 1, December 1962; 
H. Butterworth, The Universities and Educational Today, London, 
1962,

See, for

8.P-
However, since there are also reasons for making departments 

large (to create variety, to provide economies of scale, and so 

on), it is essential to define the tolerable upper limits for 

departm.ent size, so that we can then allow departments to grow 

right up to that limit.
In order to determine a rough threshold betv;een departments 

which are "small enough", and departments which are "too big", 

let us start by trying to define the possible functional basis
How does size, affect the behavior, of the 

The only thorough and elegant
for such a threshold, 

people in an educational community?



Page 2.

work we know of, which deals with this kind of question is Roger 

Barker and Paul Gumps, Big School, Small School, Stanford Univer
sity Press, Stanford, California 1964. 
several high schools, with enrollment varying from 35 to 2287 

students, to see what effect the size has on the behavior of the
Although a high school is of course 

very different from a university department, the ecological forces 

which Barker and his co-workers describe are so deep and so general 
that they almost certainly apply to university departments also.

Barker's studies are focussed on what he calls "behavior settings"; 

In a series of books and papers published during the last twenty

These authors have studied

individuals in the schools.

years, he has shown that the quality of life in an institution or 

a society, is largely determined by the variety of behavior settings 

available there. He has shown, essentially, that the health of a 

social system depends on the richness and variety of behavior settings, 

in much the same way that the health of an ecological system like 

a pond, depends on the variety of ecological niches and species in 

the pond.
The central empirical finding of Big School, Small School, is 

Although a big school contains a larger absolute number ofthis:
behavior settings than a small school, the number of behavior
settings available to any one individual is drastically less in the
big schools than the small, to such an extent that it becomes
difficult, or impossible, for students in the bigger schools to
regulate their lives or maintain their equilibrium in the system.
In the end, they learn less and develop less as persons.

The arguments, and the empirical findings, are of such importance, 
and such power, that we quote the following extracts in full 

(Barker, 1960, pp. 30-33.)
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1. The behavior consequences of the stronger forces acting upon students of 
small high schools, in comparison with those of large high schools, will

take the form of 'liardcr”

I
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1.1 Greater effort. Greater individual effort can 
work or longer hours. The greater effort is directed both toward the 
primary goals of the setting and along the maintenance routes. When 
the assistant yearbook editor leaves, with no one available for replace
ment, tbe editor proofreads all the galleys instead of half of them.

1.2 More difficuH and more important tasks. There is in most settings a hier-
— archy of tasks with respect to difficulty and importance. The inexperi

enced sophomore has to take the lead role in tlie play when the ex
perienced senior becomes ill. ^
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2. Behavior consequences of greater range in the direction of the forces acting 

upon students of small high schools will be:
“'2.1 Wider variety of activities. Each occupant is called upon to fill more 

“ positions and play more roles in the setting. The director of the small 
choir also plays the organ. This primary resultant has many ramificabons 
and manifestations; it involves perception as well as overt bclnwior. the 
person sees himself as suitable for previously "inappropriate tasks, it 
involves people as well as nonsocial situations. The person has to meet 
and interact with a greater proportion of the total variety of people

< 2.2 Less sensitivity to and less evaluation of differences between people.
------This will usually be in the nature of ignoring diflerences previously

noted, and exhibiting increased tolerance of those noted. It is a direct 
manifestation of the greater variety in the direction of forces; under tlreir 
influence not only does the person see himself as suitable for new roles, 
but he sees others, too, as more widely suitable. Undoubtedly the in
creased strength of the behavior-setting forces aids this process, too. 
Recalcitrant media (the self and others) become more docile. Here wo 
enter the field of values, at least on a functional level. When essenbal 
personnel are in short supply, it is necessary to "accept” those persons 
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25ECOLOGICAL UNITS

because of the greater effort and longer hours, with consequent fatigue, 
the niaxiinal level of a person’s achievement in any particular task is re
duced. The soloist of the chorus who is also conductor, organist, and 
librarian is less able to excel in one of these tasks than if he were able to 
devote all of his time to it. This tendency may be enhanced in a social 
setting where an individual’s performance requires others’ support, as 
is often the case; it is easier to pitch a superlative ball game if the fielders 
can catch the ball.

3. Behavioral consequences of the joint influence of greater strength and greater 
range in the direction of forces acting upon students of small high schools 
will be:
3.1 Greater functional importance within the setting. With increasing scar- 
— city of population, the people who remain become ever more essential. 

A stage is sometimes reached where everyone is a key person; this 
happens when everyone in the setting is in one or more essential jobs, 
with no substitutes available.

1

I

i*.

I
I

3.2 More rcsponsihilitij. In striving to maintain the setting for his own per- 
' sonal reasons, the individual in a setting where population is scarce is 

also contributing something essential to the other inhabitants of the 
setting, who may have quite dificrent interests and motives. A high 
school student wants to study second-year Latin, and by doing so as
sures Sue and Joe and Mary, who want the class, too, that it will be held. 
He, and all the others, achieve “Latin plus appreciation.” Re.sponsibility 
is experienced by a person when a behavior setting and what others gain 
from it depend upon him. This in most cases amounts to adding a new 
set of social goals to tire setting, or of increasing the valence of an exist
ing set.

Both functional importance and individual responsibility are attri
butes experienced by a person himself, and by his associates. They do 
not occur to so large a degree in optimally populated settings, and not 
at all in overpopulated settings. A setting that is tndy optimally popu- \l 
lated does not burden itself with indispensable personnel; people are too ” 

'unreliable. Substitutes, vice-presidents, committee members in excess of 
tlie quorum requirement, a second team: these are regular features of 
optimally manned settings.

3.3 Greater functional self-identity. A decrease in the population of a be- j 
havior setting below the optimum for the setting qua setting is ac- 
companied by a change from preoccupation with “What kind of a person 
am I?” and “What kind of a person is he?” to “What has to be done?” 
and “Who can do this job?” This is a major shift. It is closely related ^ 
to the importance and variety of jobs to be done, but it is grounded also i 
in well-established perceptual laws. A functionless person, as is neces- j 
sarily true of many in an overpopulated setting, and to some degree in 
an optimally populated setting, has only personal attributes and potential 
functions (e.g., abilities, aptitudes). Tlie only functional relations he 
can have are the interpersonal ones of being liked or not being liked, 
of being judged and evaluated by others and by himself. Thus, “What

i

!

i

I

i

i

i
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kind of n person am I? (is lie?)” becomes of central importance; it cre
ates a liiglily personal and egocentric situation. Here, too, tlie person is 
in the position of a figure against an undilfcrentiated background, where 
small differences are clearly seen. Individual differences become im
portant, and the innumerable ways of sorting and classifying people be
come prominent.

But a person with a function, as is necessary in an underpopulated 
setting, is more than a person; he is a person in a complicated behavioral 
context, and he is judged within this context. Fine discriminations as 
to the kind of person he is are difficult to make. There is less possibility 
and need to classify functioning people with respect to the kind of people 
they are. The question becomes “Is the job coming off?” If it is an im
portant job, and it is coming off, the person takes on the value of this 
achievement no matter what “kind of a person” he is. Personality analy
sis (by self and others), including subtle testing, sorting, and classifying 
people, is a feature of overabiindantly populated settings.

3.4 Lower sfnnclards and fewer tests for admission. A baseball game of two 
members can scarcely maintain the semblance of the setting although it 
occurs in this emasculated form in Midwest, with a batter-catcher and 
a pitcher-fielder. The claim of such a setting upon potential partici
pants is very strong indeed, so strong that it will accept, solicit, even 
impress a five-year-old pla) cr or a parent into the setting. We are all 
familiar with tlie change in personnel policies when the prime sources 
of manpower are withdrawn from settings, as during a war. Age, sex, 
and ability tests for admission to settings are changed and the formerly 
rejected members are welcomed: women operate lathes, 16-year-olds 
supervise work crews, and retired professors are reprieved. Ihe lower 
selectivity of behavior settings relatively deficient in occupants is closely 
related to the greater range of direction of the forces operating upon 
them; see paragraph 2.2.

3.5 Greater insecurity. Under the pressure of engaging in more difficult and 
more varied actions, a person in an underpopulated setting is in greater 
jeopardy of failing to carry through his tasks. To his personal uncertainty 
is added that which arises from lack of reserves in the behavior setting 
as a whole. The latter amounts to increased dependence upon every 
other person carrying through his assignments.

3.6 More frequent occurrences of .success and failure. Tire undeqropulated 
setting, by providing a situation where high aspirations (in relation to 
ability) are encouraged in important actions, but encouraged without 
authoritative coercion, provides a place for the flowering of success ex
periences, and also of failure experiences. The underpopulated setting 
is one where self-esteem and social status can both flourish, and also 
wither. The degree of the success and of the failure a person achieves 
is related to his evaluation of the importance of the setting in which the 
experience occurs.

The last sentence raises an important issue: All of the consequences 
of underpopulated settings that have been mentioned have been made 
as relative statements: they describe the behavior to be expected in an
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underpopulated setting in comparison with that which occurs in the 
same setting with an optimal number of inhabitants to maintain its 
homeostatic level. It is assumed that the settings are equally valued in 
both eases. In circumstances where the "same” small setting was under
valued (“this doesn’t amount to anything”) or overvalued (“this is ex
clusive”) relative to the “large” setting, some of the predictions would 
have to be modified.

’"T'^nTiTirfEeTlTicory tliat has guided the rcsearcTTweillTTO-Tltme; welTave 
assembled data with respect to a number of the predictions derived from ^ 
thMhcory. /
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\ IDENTIFICATION OF K-21 DEIIAVIOR SETTINGS X

The reader will find that the behavior settings which are ide^med and 
described'in the schools and towns we have studied usually appear to be 
reasonable, common-sense parts (Appendix 4.1). It mu.s^>c emphasized, 
however, thactj^io identification and enumeration of K^Tbehavior settings 
is a highly techmeal task. Many reasonable, commQtvsense parts of insti
tutions and commi'i^iitics can be identified whiclrMo not possess the dis
tinguishing characteristics of K-21 behavior sewings. It is essential that the 
operations for identifying K-21 behavior setfings, which arc presented in 
detail in Midwest and Its^Children (Barker and Wright, 1955, pp. 50-57, 
489-95), be followed by inyestigators'making use of tbem. The essential 
technical problem is to identify a single part as one or as more than one K-21 ; 
behavior setting; e.g., is tlie school office a single K-21 behavior setting or , 
is it two K-21 behavior settings: the'^sgliool principal’s office and the 
tary’s offiee? This decision requires rating the K-value for the principals . . 
office and secretary’s office. The K-value iV^ rating of the degree of inter- | 
dependence of the two parts in question. If'the rating of K is below the : 
cutting point we have chosen, i.e., 21, the two parts constitute a single set- ; 
ting; if tlie rating is above the cutting point, the twbparts are separate K-21 .■ 
behavior settings. \
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/ VARIETIES OF BEHAVIOR SETTINGS \

'pie definition and description of behavior settings make it clear that 
alb^ttings have the same fundamental structural and dynamical charac- 
^4istics, but tlrat beyond these definitive attributes behavior settings vary 
widely. Like cells, crystals, and fishes, they display many different prop
erties. 'The varying properties of behavior settings make it possible to clas-
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Now, how small should a university department be? Unfortunately 

Barker does not give us any direct way of ansv/ering this question.
"What

The data of this research and our own
His summary of the same problem for the high school reads: 
size should a school be?
educational values tell us that a school should be sufficiently
small that all of its students are needed for its enterprises".
(op.cit., p. 202.)

To find a threshold for department size, consistent with this 

principle, we have conducted a very small pilot survey, in which 

we have asked faculty and students questions about their relation
ships with their departments, to see how these relationships depend 

on size.
We asked faculty from departments of different sizes whether 

they feel that faculty meetings are effective, v/hether they feel 
they can make a contribution to the department, whether faculty 

have valuable discussions with one another, and whether there is
We asked students from departmentsany sense of community there, 

of different sizes, whether they feel at home in their departments, 
whether they have good talks with faculty members in their depart
ments, whether their departmental advisor knows them by name? 

define negative answers to these questions as "complaints". 

found that the incidence of complaints does vary with department

We
We have

size, and that the incidence of complaints does seem to increase
sharply as faculty size approaches 20, and as student enrollment
approaches 400.
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TABLE

Faculty size Complaints Student FTE's Complaints

> 20 60% > 300 52%

< 20 22% < 300 17%

We may guess that these thresholds are determined by two
As far as faculty are concerned, 20 is the largest group 

which can sit around a table - the largest group, in short, which 

can hold an intimate seminar-type meeting, and where people can 

all know each other on a first nam.e basis, 

are concerned, this is the largest group of faculty, where students 

can hope to grasp the full spectrum of faculty opinion and dis
cussion; hence the largest department where they can hope to have 

any relationship to the department as a v7hole, or any substantial 
communality of experience with all their fellow students.

factors.

As far as students

Therefore: Limit the size of any university department. Our
current best estimate for the tolerable maximum is 400 students
plus faculty. When departments grow beyond this size, they must
be split to form new departments.
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DEPARTMENT SPACE STANDARD

Spaces are not working properly if they are overcrowded or if
Empty desolate spaces are as bad to work inthey are under-used.

as overcrowded ones.

This pattern gives standards for spaces in departments but also 

defines the kinds of spaces contained in a department. Spaces not 
listed, such as lecture rooms, classrooms, grant research space, 
and libraries, are considered outside of departments and not under 

the jurisdiction of departments for reasons given in the patterns. 

Classroom Distribution, Seed Research and Project Spaces, and 

Decentralized Libraries.
The principle of this pattern is that departments be as large, 

but no larger, than the sum of the spaces given in the solution 

statement. This means that if departments are smaller than what 
these standards establish then they are entitled to additional 
square feet. On the other hand, if they are larger, the surplus 

space should be given over to other departments which are deficient. 

This principle is based on the fact that under-used spaces are as 

detrimental to a working and educational environment as over-used 

space. They lend an air of unseriousness, wastefulness, and of 

"nothing happening". People do not generally feel like working 

in such an atmosphere (see the chapter on Balanced Use in the main 

body of this report). In addition, of course, they represent a
waste of money, and in<lquities when other departments are short 

of space.
Because these standards then are to be used in a much more

serious way than standards are generally used, they are not minimum
But they are not in any sense of thestandards, but optimal ones, 

word, luxurious; they represent what is needed for a good v/orking
and learning environment.
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The standards for the various kinds of spaces listed are for 

the most part, known and familiar, 

our own studies for a few.
Square Feet.
Assignable Space, plus corridors, stairs, lobbies, toilets, etc.) 

is to take 135% of the Net Assignable Space, 
for Gross Building Area (Net Useable Space, plus walls, and mechan
ical equipment, etc.) is to take 154% of the Net Assignable Space.

We applied our own figures from 

All standards are in Net Assignable 

The rule of thumb for Net Useable Space (the Net

The rule of thumb

Each department must have no less or no more than 

X square feet of net assignable space, where X is the s^um of the 

following:
Department Head 

Faculty office space

Therefore:

230 sq.ft. 

140n sq.ft. where n is the number 
of faculty

Secretarial and
clerical space where n is the number 

of clerical staff.
75n sq.ft.

Department reception
(incl. 1 receptionist)150 sq.ft.

File space where n is the number 
of file cabinets for 
department office.
where n is the number 
of faculty
where n is the total 
number of students in 
the department

lOn sq.ft.

Department hearth 20n sq.ft.

Student lounges 4n sq.ft.

Graduate and T.A. 
workplaces where n is the total 

niomber of graduate and 
T.A.'s who do not have 
other assigned lab or 
office space.
where n is the nuinber of 
students in the department 
who live outside the 
5,000 feet campus diameter, 
and who do not have other 
assigned lab or office 
space.

50n sq.ft.

25n sq.ft.Student workplace
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i
Laboratories:

Agriculture where n is the number 
of student stations

75n

IIAnimal Sciences
Architecture &

Allied Arts
Biological Sciences
Business
Engineering
Geography
Physical Sciences
Psychology
Technical-Vocational
General

125n

50n
50n
30n

125n
40n
50n
40n
60-70n
30n

For each lab, add 20% for, storage and preparation space.

Departmental Research
Agricultural

Sciences
Biological

Sciences
Mathematical

Sciences
Physical

Sciences
Engineering

Sciences
Social

Sciences

where n is the 
number of FTE

200n X 10% storage 
300n X 10% storage
160n X 10% storage 
250n X 10% storage

30n X 5% storage 
60n X 5% storage

160n X 10% storage 
250n X 10% storage
200n X 15% storage
300n X 15% storage

30n X 5% storage 
40n X 5% storage

140n X 10% storage
lOOn X 10% storage

30n X 5% storage 
40n X 5% storage
30n X 10% storage 
80n X 10% storage

IIII

IIII

IIII

IIII

IIII

IIItArts

IIIILanguage & 
Literature

Professions IIII
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The basis and/or source for each standard is as follows:
Department Head: Department heads often have several people 

in their office for meetings. A room which would hold say up to 

six people with room for displays requires about 230 square feet 

(from Square Foot Assignments, Center for Environmental Structure, 

Berkeley). Planning and Procedures Handbook for Campus and Build
ing Development (Oregon State Board of Higher Education), gives a 

standard of 150 sq.ft., for department heads. We feel that this is 

inadequate unless a special meeting room is attached to his office.
Faculty Office Space: Each faculty needs a private office where 

he can hold a private meeting with one or two students. This re
quires 140 square feet (Square Foot Assignments, CES). This is 

again higher than the figure of 100 square feet given in the Oregon 

Handbook. Faculty-student meetings are much more effective if 

they force an across the desk relationship - the chance for a more 

informal arrangement will require more than minimal 100 sq.ft.
Secretarial and Clerical Space: 75 sq.ft, is the standard 

for a full time, eight hours a day basic workplace. (Square Foot 
Assignments, CES). Oregon Handbook gives 75 sq.ft, to secretaries 

and 50 to typists in an open office. We have found that work stations 

in open offices need partial enclosure for them to be at all effec
tive, requiring then at least 75 sq.ft./station.

File Space: 10 sq.ft, per file. This is the figure given in 

the Oregon Handbook for file cabinets with work space.
General Office Reception (includes one work station): 150 square

This is the figure given in the Oregon Handbook.
20 square feet per faculty member (See the 

This room should be able to hold the 

The Oregon Handbook gives 20 feet per

feet.
Department Hearth: 

pattern. Department Hearth).
entire faculty for meetings, 
station as standard for conference rooms.
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Student Lounges: 5 square feet per student majors in the 

department (see the pattern, Student Lounges). This figure is
based on a calculated guess that a maximum of 25% of the students 

in a department will be in department lounges at any one time.
Graduate and T.A. Workplaces: 

the Oregon Handbook.
50 sq.ft, per T.A. Given in

Student Workplaces: 25 square feet for every major living out
side the 5,000 feet campus diameter, and not having other assigned
lab or office space (see the pattern. Student Workplaces). We 

normally advise 40 sq.ft, for a workplace used for short periods 

of the day. However, since these workplaces will be grouped in 

most cases, and the chances are very small that everyone in the
group would be there at any one time, we feel that 25 sq.ft./ 

student will be enough; at the least it provides the students 

with a place they can call their own, where they can leave things. 

Laboratories: These standards are given in the Oregon Handbook,
as Laboratory Design Standards.

Departmental Research Space: 
for Research Space at the University of Oregon, we use standards 

employed by the University of California system.

Since standards were not available

Note that the space standards for both laboratories and research 

change drastically from year to year as technologies change, 
figures must be carefully reevaluated every year - or every two 

years at the minimum.

These
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FABRIC OF DEPARTMENTS

Over-emphasis on the individuality of departments helps to 

fragment knowledge by keeping it in watertight compartments.
Yet each department requires its own identity.

It is widely recognized, that "departments" tend to reinforce
Forthe separation of knowledge into watertight compartments, 

instance, this is, of course, first and foremost an administrative 

it cannot be solved without changing the department
However, the physical environment

a proper

problem:
organization of a university.
can also help to maintain the fragmentation of knowledge: 
understanding of this effect, will influence our ideas about the 

physical distribution and arrangement of departments.
To understand the problem, let us compare three possible ways 

of distributing faculty and research over the physical space of a 

university.

i

1. Grouping by projects.
Grouping by departm.ents.
Grouping by broad subject areas.

2.
3.

1. Grouping by projects. In this case offices, research and
teaching are grouped according to face to face interest groups contain
ing from 5 to 10 faculty members, together with the offices, research

The faculty who belong to one projectwhich they need.space, etc • r
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are contiguous, 
are not necessarily contiguous.

Grouping by departments.

However, the projects belonging to one department

In this case, the projects defined 

in (1) are themselves grouped according to the departments they
In this case, all the projects belonging to one depart-

2.

belong to.
ment are contiguous; however, departments belonging to any one subject
area, like physical science, are not necessarily contiguous.

3. Grouping by broad subject areas. In this case the depart
ments defined in (2) are themselves grouped according to their in
tellectual affinities, to form complexes like behavioral sciences, 
physical sciences, performing arts, etc., and all the departments 

in one such complex are contiguous.
Let us nov7 go back to the original problem, and ask: Which of 

these distributions will contribute most to the formation of connec
tions between different academic disciplines. There are two issues 

at stake:
1. The maintenance of connections.
2. The formation of new connections.
We first discuss the maintenance of connections. It is plain 

that the members of a department who meet, regularly, must be rea
sonably near each other. If they use the same facilities regularly, 

they must be reasonably close to these shared facilities. However, 
the need for proximity is sometimes exaggerated. Detailed analysis 

of the need for proximity, shows that the distance threshold at 

which two points are considered to be too far apart, depends on the 

frequency of the trips which any one person has to make between 

these points. For example, a trip which is made once an hour, is 

not considered to be a nuisance until the points are more than 100 

feet apart; a trip which is made once a day is not considered to be 

a nuisance until the points are 400-500 feet apart; and so on.
(See Alexander, Walkey and Schreiner, Proximity Analysis, Center 

for Environmental Structure, Berkeley, 1970._
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Bearing this effect in mind, let us discuss the thresholds for 

three critical distances.
1. Distances between immediate colleagues and collaborators.

Since there may be minute to minute discussion between them, they 

must be very close together: within 50-100 feet if possible. This 

explains the need for grouping by projects.
2. Distances between individuals and the department they belong 

to. We have argued elsewhere (Departmental Hearth), that every de
partment needs a strong center, not only for mail and departmental 
administration, but also for discussion of results, perusal of re
cent journals, etc. It is reasonable to assume that people will 
want to make at least one trip per day to their departmental hearth. 

Proximity analysis tells us then, that every project must be located 

within 500 feet of its departmental hearth - but need not necessarily 

be any closer.
3. Distances between related individuals from different depart

ments. Note first of all, that the relationships which individuals 

have with people from other departments are far more varied that 

any simple subject areas suggest. For example, the members of the 

psychology department are not primarily associated with sociology 

and education, as the behavioral science grouping would indicate - 

each person has his own relationships - and they are very varied - 

biology, neurophysiology, architecture, art, music, education, 

sociology, business, economics, chemistry, and so on. Secondly,
the frequency of the trips implied by these relationships is not 
particularly high. It is very rare indeed for a person to have 

daily contact with any other person in another department; even 

weekly contact is relatively rare. Since a weekly trip, can perfectly 

well include a ten minute walk - it can, go from one side of campus 

to the other.
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We see then, that there is little to be gained by any 

particular proximity between departments, 
clearly discernible pattern of relationships and the distances 

are not critical anyway.
We conclude then, that for maintenance of existing connections, 

faculty offices and facilities should be clustered to form relatively 

small projects, and that these projects must be within 500 feet of 

the departmental hearth which they belong to - but that there is no 

advantage to be gained by any further grouping; neither by contiguity 

of projects which belong to one department; nor by the grouping of 

departments to form broad subject areas.
Let us nov/ turn to the formation of new connections.

Since there is no

We must
first of all dismiss the idea that sheer physical proxmity creates 

It was a common mistake in early theories of environ
mental planning, to assume that proximity alone, can create connec-
connections.

tions between people, which has since been vigourisly criticized 

(see for instance, Melvin Webber . . .). It is certainly true that 

a cluster of offices witnin a project, may create associations be
tween the people who have offices there; and true that the depart
mental hearth may create connections too between members of a de
partment: but in these cases, it is because there is a common
meeting place, where you see a familiar face, and have a chance to 

intensify a connection which already exists. Proximity between 

buildings alone, just does not have this effect. Have you ever 

formed relationships with, anthropology, say, just because the 

anthropology department V7as next door? In fact, we doubt strongly 

whether proximities play any role in creating connections between 

disciplines.
We suspect that the physical environment helps, and hinders, the 

formation of interdisciplinary work in an entirely different way - 

a way that is in fact almost opposite. Contrast two kinds of
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university:
and each one of them is associated with a discipline:

The other, where there are no

one where there are a nximber of separate buildings.
Psychology,

Physics, Law, Modern Languages.
buildings that can be associated with "fields"; but where a build
ing either contains a variety of different projects, that are en
tirely different in character, or contains small projects so 

particular that they cannot be named by one particular category.
We believe it is possible that the first kind of university actually 

helps to reinforce the notion that academic fields are separate, 
watertight and separate compartments, because the buildings express 

this fact.
Consider, in particular, a law building, 

indeed likely, that people will get two impressions from the existence 

of this building.

It is possible, and

First, since there is a simple label for all the 

activities which go on in this building - "law" - people have a stereo-
i typed image of the activities there, and have no detailed under

standing of them - because, in their minds, they can always summarise
Second, since the building is so 

clearly marked as the territory of the law school, it is natural 
to expect that people will feel excluded, feel that they have no 

right to be there, and that the only people who do have a right to
The combined effect 

it discourages people from

what happens there as "law".

be there are the people who are doing "law", 

of these two processes, is simple:
thinking about the detailed projects that might be going on there; 

and discourages them from going there, 

people from forming any connection with the law school, cognitive 

or practical, unless they happen already to be "in" the law school. 
Whereas the proximity of buildings has little effect on the forma
tion of connections between disciplines, this kind of cognitive 

stereotyping can very seriously hamper the formation of connections.

In short, it prevents



Page 6.

To study this question we intend to ask people which particular 

projects on the campus, apart from their own, they feel most con- 

We believe that we shall find that those departments 

which do have clearly marked territory, will be least often chosen: 
and that people will feel most connected to the projects, or 

individuals, who either have offices in a "mixed" building, or else 

have offices in small buildings outside the range of their depart
mental building which cannot be stereotyped by the name of their 

department.

nected to.

Let us assume for the time being, that our results confirm 

this hypothesis. In that case, to solve the problem of creating 

departmental identity, without jeopardizing the formation of inter
disciplinary bonds, we must try, so far as possible, to treat each 

department as a collection of projects, all within 500 feet of the 

departmental hearth, but otherwise loosely interleaved, with projects
from other departments, and that we must avoid the formation of 

buildings which are too strongly identified with one department, or 

one complex of departments: Therefore:

Give each department a clearly identified home base, but
spread the parts of the department within a radius of 500 feet.
so that they interlock with the parts of other departments. No
one of these parts should contain less than five faculty offices.



LIVING WOVEN INTO LEARNING

Students who want to live closely related to the university -
want their housing integrated with the university; yet most on-campus
housing provided today, is zoned off from academic departments.

In the pattern. Students Within 10 Minutes of Campus, we have 

shown that all student housing needs to be within 5,000 feet of the 

center of university functions. We attempt now to determine exactly 

what spatial relationship between student housing and academic 

departments is needed within this boundary. More explicitly, we 

address ourselves to the questions should housing be integrated 

with academic departments?, and if so, how much of the housing, and 

how integrated should it be?
Some students want to live closely related to the university; 

others want to live more closely related to the town. This is borne 

out throughout the U.S. where campuses are located in towns. Inas
much as all students want to live close to academic departments, 
for convenience, their desire to be in the thick of university 

functions fluctuates during their academic career. Usually a 

student starts off wanting a close relationship to the university, 

but feels more and more as he gets older, a desire to have his 

housing more independent - more like other people.
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We asked 42 students at the University of Oregon to state 

their preference between four situations; 

university administered housing; 2) living on campus in privately 

or cooperatively administered housing; 3) living off campus in 

university administered housing; 4) living off campus in privately 

or cooperatively administered housing.
The results are tabulated as follows:

1) living on campus in

On Campus Off Campus

University
Administered 4 6

Private or
Co-op Administered

8 24

Thus 30 out of 42 or roughly 75% chose the off-campus situation.
A smaller survey of 15 students verified this ratio - 10 out 

of 15 percent said they preferred living off campus.
In the second part of the survey of 42, we presented the following 

diagram showing 4 different degrees of integration of housing with
academic functions, asking the students to choose the one they 

preferred. irlMULSTED AW'
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Among the 30 students who chose the off-campus situation in 

the first question, 21 chose the least integrated diagram (no. 3). 
Of the 12 who chose the on-campus living situation, 8 chose some 

degree of integration (1, 2 and 4).
In the second survey the 15 students^presented a slightly 

different picture from which to choose a living situation.
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HousingAll but two chose the two integrated pictures, 1. 
mixed in the same buildings as the classes and office, and 2. 
Housing in separate building, but the buildings themselves mixed
in the university buildings.
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In analyzing the results of these two surveys, it is unclear 

as to whether more students would not have chosen to live on 

campus in a more integrated situation, had all other considera
tions been held constant - especially that of university restric
tions, which is apparently a major concern.

On the other hand, the students who chose the on-campus living 

situation, and the more integrated picture of housing with university, 

were more consistant in their reasons for the two choices, with re
spect to the central question that they wanted the two environ
ments more integrated.

Since it would be a serious mistake for the university to provide 

more housing integrated with academic departments than there is a 

demand for, we take the more conservative viewpoint, and let the 

20 to 30% of the students who consistently advocated an integrated 

picture of their housing with the university, indicate what the 

ratio should be.
The surveys strongly indicate that the housing which is closely 

related to the university, be physically integrated with academic 

This is contrary to what most universities provide 

their students when they provide on-campus housing.
It is becoming more and more common practice in university 

planning to zone off student housing in some special area separate 

from academic areas, and in fact, also from the town, thereby 

destroying the very relationships that both groups of students 

look for.

departments.

Let us look particularly at the problem of the students who 

want their housing integrated with the university.
Even if the housing is on-campus and very close, the fact that 

it is separate and agglomerated, splits the two worlds, so that the
Thus the studentwhole advantage of having it on campus is lost, 

leaving the academic zone tends to have all thoughts of school
wiped from his mind when he gets home; conversely he enters the 

academic zone, with the same sense of now distinctly having left'his 

liv^^Snvironment and having entered the academic one.
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Furthermore, zoning residential from academic areas leaves
the academic area with an atmosphere of sterilty and deadness, 
much like what Wall Street is like during the weekends or at 

night. As Richard Dober points out (The New Campus in Britian, 

Ideas of Consequence for the United States, EFL, 1958 p. 45)
"... You create a separate residential area, and unless you are

• /

careful the whole center of the university goes dead in the 

middle of the afternoon".
Given then, that integration is needed, what is required to 

achieve it?
The problem of the university going dead, will not be solved 

by an even salt and pepper distribution of the two, since the 

housing will never be dense enough to lend life to the entire 

campus. Such a distribution would in fact make the housing 

itself unpleasantly dead. Furthermore, the pattern. Size of 

Student Communities, gives 40 to 60 as the right size for student
communities. Thus these two points suggest that areas of housing 

of at least 40 to 60 students alternate with areas of academic
departments, and in order to keep either from being too agglomerated 

and zoned off, we guess that there should be no more than two stu
dent communities together, and probably no more than 300 feet of 

continuous academic departments along any path.
observations, we estimate that it is unpleasnat to pass any more 

than a block - roughly 300 feet - of continuous office buildings, 

at night, without coming to some buildings with life in them - 

housing or shops.

From informal
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Therefore; Provide housing for 20 to 30% of the student
population within the 3,000 feet university diameter (given by
the pattern^ Campus Shape and Diameter). Do not zone this housing
off from academic departments - instead alternate the two so that
there are never more than two or three student communities or more
than 300 feet of academic function, before each is interrupted by the
other.

Except for the pattern, All Students Close to Campus, we have 

not looked into the special needs of students wishing their housing 

to be distinct from the university. It is unlikely that univer
sities will be providing housing for this group, but if they do
because of housing shortage in the town, or for any other reasons, 
further studies v/ould have to be conducted. It is not clear from 

this study, alone, what is needed by them. We speculate however, 
that they too should not be zoned off in some special part of 

town, but that they should be integrated with the town, and also 

in groups of 40 to 60.



'

UNIVERSITY AS A MARKETPLACE

(SEE CAMPUS)



DRAFT

DEPARTMENT HEARTH

When an academic department is just a collection of offices,
without a focusy there is little chance for a sense of community
to develop; and the possibility of an open exchange of ideas is
diminished.

No department can survive as a human organization without 

constant informal contact among its members, 
become specialized in research and instruction, it becomes unlikely 

that informal communication can be sustained by normal work pro
cedures .

However, as people

What organization can we introduce to solve this problem? Our 

interviews with faculty from virtually every department at the 

University of Oregon, confirmed our idea that the correct organiza
tion is a single place, which functions as the social heart for 

the entire department: a place that people drop by every day, to 

check their mail, to look over the latest periodicals, to drink 

coffee, a place where students can come to find out about the de
partment, and chat with the professors. This solution has been 

tried in many places, and people who have experienced it claim it 

works very well. Ti^e^J^ha^man of Sociology, at the University of 

Oregon, told us, "The department hearth is worth its weight in gold".
However, we found very few places where a department hearth 

was actually functioning on the University of Oregon campus.
Nearly everyone complained about the lack of contact within their 

departments, and voiced a need for some kind of lounge space.
People who, at one point in their career, had experienced a real 
department hearth, grew nostalgic, as they told us how wonderful 
it had been.

n
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The problem is that the department office has been substituted 

for the department hearth. The office draws people in, usually to 

pick up their mail, but it does not encourage them to stay, for
more than a few seconds, 
hearth is required.

To make people linger, a substantial 
The three essential characteristics, usually 

left out of the department office, are comfortable places to sit, 

coffee or beer, and a table full of the current periodicals in the 

field.
To make the hearth the functional center of the department, it 

is also necessary for department offices to be close enough to it, 

so that a trip once a day is not a nuisance. From the pattern. 

Proximity Analysis we get the figure of 500' as the limit. VVhen 

people are situated in offices more than 500' from the hearth, it 

becomes a bother to drop by, every day, and contact breaks down. 
Therefore:

I For every department, create a social hearth. Place the hearth
at the center of gravity of the department offices; and beside a
path that everyone uses.
department mail, coffee, secretarial pool, supplies, small library.

Within the hearth, provide a lounge.

student information, etc. Make certain all department offices are
within 500' of the hearth.



STUDENTS CLOSE TO CAMPUS

When students live too far from campus, they cannot be part

of university life.

Students need the chance to move back and forth spontaneously 

between their living and university environments, 

places are separated by vast commuting distances, the decision

If a student is

When the two

to go from one to the other becomes irrevocable, 

to take his academic life seriously, he needs to be able to go

back to campus from his home to see a professor, or look up a 

reference in the library, or drop in on a colleague in his depart-

Conversely, he should not be con

strained from taking a break from work while he is at the univer

sity - to go home for a nap, or check the mail, or babysit for 

his wife, whenever he can and feels like it. 

back and forth like this has a great deal to do with how involved 

he can get in the university and how much he enjoys it. 

study called Student Housing Survey, Fall, 1966, Office for 

Institutional Research at Wayne State University, Cedar states 

that "... the primary factor in a student's decision to live on 

campus will be his degree of involvement in the University".

("On Campus" in Cedar's term means within a mile of it.)

ment when it occurs to him.f

The freedom to move

In his
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This same study found that 54% of the students at Wayne wanted 

to live in the University area, but this figure is taken as con

servative due to some special conditions at Wayne: 

students currently live more than two miles from campus, so that 

most of the students have not had the experience of living close

(It was found that the closer students live to campus, 

the more they desire to live in the university area.) 

the area around the campus is badly deteriorated and has a high 

crime rate, and is thus considered an undesirable area to live in

89% of the

to campus.

Furthermore,

by most. An additional special condition at Wayne, is that 50% 

of the students there live at home with their parents.

Cedar tabulated the students view of advantages and disadvan

tages in living close to campus as follows:



/
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Table 17
I

( Advantages of Living on Campus

Percentager Comments

University library, classes, professors.Easier access to
other University facilities 

Reduction of transportation and parking problems, and
27.57,

1A.5
11.8transportation costs

Saves time in general or saves travel time 
Improvement of student social life, e.g., conducive to_

forming friendships, participation in social activities , 11.2

academic and cultural : ■'

Being in an environment with many 
activities

Time saved - spent at library, other University 
facilities, or used for studying 

Campus is conducive to study
References to unspecified activities,: e.g., closer to

participate in more activities

10.5

3.9
3.8

3.6
activities, can

encourages independence,Separation from family, e.g 
responsibility, privacy 

Convenience 
Close to downtown, e.g., shopping, theatres 
'References to campus atmosphere, e.g., 

atmosphere

. 3.3• f
3.1
2.5

< V •
enjoy campus

1.0

3.4
Other

100.17,*
Total

1575 +Base N

,1

total 1007. because of rounding.* Does not

+ N “ The number of comments.

r- n-

/

Tx) 1

OV J

1

i
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Table 18 i

of Living On CampusDisadvantages
/

Percentage
/

Comments

Unspecified negative comments
or descriptions such as unattractive, , V
objections to poverty, traftlc, congestion, noise,
residents

crime, rough neighborhood 
Too expensive, e.g., high prices,

to live, the cost cult-able for raising
Environment, including housing, facilities,

children, e.g., schools, playmates, play
neighborhood

?

27.17.
21.7

7.4

6.3

5.4
too expensive 5.1Housing facilities poor or 

Parking problems 
T.oss of contact

activities, associates, interests
Too far from employment

clth Eamlly nnd/ot friends, neighborbpod 3.7
3.4

3.2
and service facilities

life and school spirit, extra-inadequate shopping

--‘SJrSuvtrtS-d^ rSstlcn
lire is lu, regulations imposed by

2.6

Campus
of experience and exposure or 
the University 

Lack of good food service

2.0 
1.7 '■

1.7

. ^Snfstro^^h^rnit'rori:: t. study, e.g.. friends, 
activities

Ting X™ndry, doing

house cleaning

1.4
1.2 ^

away from

1.2-

' f 4.9
Other

100.07.

. . 884 +
Total

Base N . • • •
n t-'- ('

' r.-

+ H “ The number of comments. u

' *■*
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Note that, the main advantages are that of easier access

to university professors and facilities, reduction of transporta

tion and parking problems, saving time in general, improvement of

student social life, and being amidst academic and cultural

activities; while the main disadvantages cited have strongly to

do with undesirable conditions existing specifically around the

Wayne campus; the neighborhood close to campus is deteriorated

and considered undesirable, there is a serious crime problem,

and housing is too expensive, etc.

From this, it would be safe to assume that almost everyone

wants to be conveniently close to campus if conditions close to

However, there are differences in how closecampus were ideal.

within this convenient distance, people want to be, for other

We discuss these variations later.reasons.

Let us first try to determine the outer limits of the location 

of housing given that almost everyone wants the convenience of 

being able to go back and forth from campus if they could also have

other requirements met.

We conducted a small survey of 55 students at the University 

of Oregon to determine the distances people live and how often 

they make spontaneous trips back and forth between the two places. 

We found that if a student lives within 1/2 mile of campus, he

averages five trips per week home for breaks from campus, he
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brings a friend home from campus 2 times per week, and he goes back

to campus from home on the average of 2 times per week. If he

lives within a mile, he goes home twice a week in between classes.

brings a friend home once a week, and takes a trip to campus from

home 1.5 times a week. If a student lives over a mile from campus.

he never makes a trip home, rarely brings a friend home (twice 

a month on the average) and takes a trip to the campus from home 

slightly less than once a week.

Thus the frequency of trips between the campus and home drops 

considerably at a mile distance from the center of campus.

This seems intuitively right. One mile is probably the maximum 

distance a student would consider a walking distance, and we

guess that this has a lot to do with whether or not he feels a

place is accessible. In other words, even though he may actually

travel this distance by car or bike, the fact that it is still a 

conceivable walking distance makes it seem conveniently accessible.

and he makes more trips as a result. (See Campus Shape and

Diameter.)

Thus we conclude that all students should live within a one

mile radius of the center of campus.

But our analysis of the survey and Cedar's report indicates

that as much as students want to live within a convenient distance

of the campus, they vary in how close they want to live within 

this one mile radius.
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We know that roughly 25% want their housing totally integrated 

with academic activities (see the pattern, Living Woven into 

Learning).

We estimate that the rest fall into two groups: 

want their housing partially integrated with the university, and 

roughly 50% want some distinction between their living and academic 

environments.

roughly 25%

We have no hard data to support these last two 

As far as we can gather, about 50% of the students in the 

survey of 55 expressed a fairly consistant desire to have their 

housing somewhat distinct from the university, 

the remaining 25% are somewhat in between the group wanting total 

integration and the group wanting a separation.

The reasons given by students expressing a desire for their 

housing to be distinct from the university match some of the "non

specific" disadvantages of living close to campus cited by the

figures.

And we guess that

Wayne students. By non-specific, we mean those reasons that would 

apply to any campus, regardless of the state of the area immediately 

around the campus. These are;

Environment, including housing not suit

able for raising children - e.g., schools, playmates, play facilities, 

neighborhood.

No. 3 on the table:

No. 11 on the table: Campus life is restrictive in terms of the 

limitations of experience and exposure or regulations imposed by 

the university.
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In addition, the Oregon students who expressed a general desire 

for some separation gave the reason of wanting "the opportunity 

to get away from academia".

Clearly these three concerns do not have to be in conflict

with the general need of wanting to be conveniently close to, or 

within one mile of the campus, 

sire to live among "regular" people, and not be restricted to 

student neighborhoods.

The critical question then seems to be that of density of students 

v;ith respect to the density of other people.

of students wanting to live closely and partially integrated, and 

the ratio of students wanting separation from the campus, and 

place them in three zones, we get the following densities:

They all seem to indicate a de-

If we take the ratios

1. 25% of the student housing integrated with academic 

activities (see Living Woven into Learning). 

population is 15,000, then 3,000 students live within this inner

If the total student

square, resulting in a density of 15 students per acre.

2. 25% of the student housing integrated with peripheral 

university activities (see Campus Shape and Diameter) in a ring 

between 1500 and 2500 feet from the center of campus, 

total student population is 15,000, then 3750 students live in this 

ring, resulting in a density of 10 students per acre.

If the



Page 9.

50% of the students separated from campus, integrated with 

the town, in a ring between 2500 and 5000 feet from the center of

3.

If the total student population is 15,000, then 7,000campus.

students live in this ring, resulting in a density of 4 students

per acre.

In most university town, of medium to small sizes like Eugene, 

the average density per acre around the university is usually

medium - about 20 units per acre or 50 people per acre. The above

distribution of students creates a pattern where students are more 

mixed with town residents as they get further away from campus, 

and it is still possible for the students living furtherest from 

campus to be conveniently close to it.
(

Therefore: Locate all student housing within a one mile radius

of the center of the university in the following proportions;

25% integrated with academic activities within 1500 radius of

the center (See Living Woven into Learning).

25% in a ring between 1500 and 2500 feet of the center.

50% in a ring betv/een 2500 and 5000 feet of the center.



LIVING WOVEN INTO LEARNING

(SEE DEPARTMENTS)



DRAFT

STUDENT HOUSEHOLD MIX

The segregation of single from married students is arti
ficial and stifling.

The ratio of students who are single, and married has been 

changing very rapidly toward a higher ratio of married students. 

There are several reasons for this: the ratio of married under
graduates to single undergraduates is increasing, as students 

tend more and more to get married or live together at younger 

ages, and the number of married graduates increase, as univer
sities increase their graduate programs.

Right now, at Eugene, for example, the breakdown of single 

and married students is as follows:
Single undergraduates 7180 

married undergraduates 1623 

single graduates 

married graduates 

Because the number of married students relative to single 

students, has been increasing and since most universities up 

to a few years ago emphasized single student dorms over married 

student housing, in their housing programs, many universities 

are already faced with the problem of vacancies in their single 

student dorms, and a shortage of married student housing.
Married students, in fact, often have a more difficult time 

finding housing which is within their means, than single students. 

For example, when single students live in apartments, they often 

get as many roommates as they need to cover the rent, while a 

married couple cannot do this as easily.
Obviously anu program for student housing should reflect the 

actual ratios of different student household types.

1619
2380
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The common practice at most universities is to segregate 

the different types of households, placing single student dorms 

on or near campus and putting married students at some distance
This seems altogether wrong, or at best exaggerated. 

Let us look for example at the question of friendship forma- 

The opportunities for friendship formation is crucial in 

student housing since it is during the college years, when interests 

and values are developing, that many lasting friendships are formed.
While it is true that people are likely to form the most friends 

among their own kind because of mutual interests and similar 

circumstances, it isn't natural for them to limit themselves ex-

from campus.

tion.

clusively to people who have the same marital status, and indeed 

it is questionable whether this would be at all healthy.
The various stages of life are obviously a continuum, and one 

group needs contact with the other: When single people have close 

friendships with married people, it gives them a chance to see what
marriage is like, and what it is like to have children, 

it is unnatural for married students to lose contact with their old 

single friends.
Students do form friendships across the maritial line, and they 

are more apt to if they live in a mixed situation.
In a small survey of 27 students at Eugene, we found that 

married students living in segregated housing average 6 single 

friends, while married students living off campus in mixed neighbor
hoods average 10, and that single students living in segregated 

dorms average 2 married friends, while single students living off 

campus in mixed neighborhoods average 2.75.
The idea of married students living far away from campus is not 

justified either.
living close to campus as much as single students:

Conversely,

Married students want all the conveniences of
they, for

example, want easy access to campus facilities and professors, and
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a reduction of their travelling and parking problems, etc. 

(See Students Close to Campus)•
The one requirement they have if they have children, which 

single students do not have is for their children to have enough
If all married student housingplaymates and schools to go to. 

was located within a mile of the campus as prescribed in Students 

Close to Campus, there would probably be enough people with 

children (students or non-students) so that this would not be a
problem.

Thus, the segregation and removal of married students from 

single students, to the extent we find it in most universities 

today, is not justified, is unnatural and can even be somewhat 
harmful to students.

What should the extent of the mix be? Some clustering of 

students by household type makes sense, since students do still 

seek their own kind for most of their friends. But these clusters 

should be small - 6 to 12 units as in a small apartment house, and 

they should be part of a larger community made up of a mixture of 

groups of different household type (see Student Communities). 
Therefore:

Make sure the amount of student housing for single and married
students reflects the actual ratio of single and married students

Cluster household types in small groups of 6 to 12 unitson campus.
but mix these groups with other small groups of other kinds of
households, to form larger communities of 40 to 60 students.



PRIVATE ACCESS TO YOUR ROOM

In communal living arrangeraents like dorms and cooperative

apartments, it is very difficult to strike the right balance

A critical feature is the organi-between communality and privacy.

zation of the entrances, in relation to the common and private

spaces.

If there is one common entrance, and/or paths to individual

rooms all lead through the communal parts of the building, then

people tend to feel that there is not enough privacy: There is

too much group interaction surrounding each person's comings and

goings. The communal feeling becomes forced.

We found this to be the case among dorm residents, at the

University of California, Berkeley.

Originally, people chose communal living in the dorms, because it 

offered a chance to meet people, and find their way into university 

The dorms provided an immediate set of friends, roommate 

and neighbors down the hall.

got the feel of university life, they tended to have friends 

scattered throughout the community, as well as in the dorms, 

this process occurred at different rates for different individuals. 

And at any one moment, students varied in the balance of community 

and privacy they sought, within their living group, 

who had established a net of friends in the community, through

The dynamics went as follows.

life.

However, as time passed, and students

But

The students

their department, girl friends, interests, etc., wanted more
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privacy within the living group, than the students who found 

their primary community within the dorm.

This is a natural sequence of events; it is inevitable in

communal living. However, the physical arrangement of the dorms

made it extremely difficult to evolve a social order that was

compatible with this process. The dorm was organized as if the

dorm community, itself, was the only substantial community, 

organization featured one effective entrance to the building.

The

through communal space; a common hallway, which itself became a

well-used communal space; and all the rooms arrayed off this

As a result, people were always "sticking to

gether"; aware of each other's comings and goings; tagging along;

communal hallway.

eating together: The dorm community became claustrophobic, and

some people felt they had to "break away".

The majority of the people interviewed found the social order

oppressive, in just this way. One girl said, "I get along with the 

people on my floor, but they all think I'm a snob because I don'u

do everything with all of them". (This material is presented in

Chapter III of Dorms at Berkeley: An Environmental Analysis, Van

der Ryn and Silverstein, Center for Planning and Development Research,

Berkeley, 1967.)

We believe this sequence of events is typical in communal 

living no matter the size of the group, 

common entrance, through communal space, the group will have trouble

If the dwelling has one
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establishing a workable balance of coinmunity and privacy, 

some cases, this kind of nuisance will actually split the group

In

entirely.

All the dorms which work, allow people to walk directly to their 

rooms, without passing through communal spaces, if they want to, 

even if there are also other paths to the rooms, which do allow

them to pass through the communal areas. It is only under these

conditions that each person can freely choose a different balance 

of community and privacy, according to his mood and style. There

fore :

Provide private access for each living unit in a communal dwellingI

(whether a family, an individual room, or a couple's room); locate

the communal spaces away from these entrances and circulation, in

such a way that people can glance in on them, but are not always

entering and moving through them, as they come and go.

This form of organization lowers the pitch of communal life.

People are free to choose the amount of communality they wish. In

the extreme, let us say for a couple who want nothing of the communal 

life, the place is like an apartment house; they come and go as they 

please; and the group adapts to their withdrawal.

case, the group does form a solid primary community, so they gather 

together in the common space every night, for dinner.

Or, in another
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This pattern is not difficult to apply, when the overall 

density of units is low.

simple to provide direct access to the outside, from each unit, 

or to create a rather anonymous circulation hall, 

all density is high, and the building contains more than two storeys, 

the pattern can be achieved with frequent outdoor stairs, the 

stairs open, and with no doorway, and units opening directly off 

the landings or along covered, outdoor arcades.

archetype that has been used for hundreds of years in the Cambridge 

residential colleges:

Under such conditions it is reasonably

When the over-

This is the

(Drawing & Photo)
f

In some schemes it might make sense to give the units two 

entrances - both a private entrance and a door to the communal 
territory. This scheme is proposed in Dorms at Berkeley, op.cit., 

pp. 78-9.

(Drawing)



ADMINISTRATION DECENTRALIZED

Administration is very often over-centralized: All the branches

are located together^ in one imposing complex, when, in fact.

various parts of administration could operate more effectively,

if they were located according to the functional connections each

requires in the community.

University administrations tend to become very highly struc

tured organizations, containing many parts, each part correspond

ing to the management of some service for a particular sector of 

the university community.

trations are functionally related to each other.

In some cases these different adminis-

For example, in

the case of the Registrar and Student Service Research, both

organizations draw from the same set of records, and so they must

be located together. On the other hand, there are many parts of 

university administration that do not bear a strong functional re

lationship to one another. Student counselling, for example, has 

no relationship whatsoever to Admissions, Financial Aids, Data

Processing, etc.

However, it is often the case that the entire administration

is located together, in the same building, as if each department 

had functional cause to be near the other departments, 

do the various departments not all need each other, but it is

Not only

genuinely impractical to put them all together, in one building.
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It creates problems:

1. Locating all the departments together, can weaken the 

relationship between an individual department and its particular 

community. For example, Student Employment needs to locate among 

student, perhaps in the student union; but not among other depart

ments, in an administration building. Located in its natural 

community, the service is inevitably more accessible: people get 

to know about it, simply by passing it many times, and finally 

stopping in.

Locating the administration in one place creates a size

able and imposing administrative territory, which in turn, strains 

the relations with the community at large, 

people feel as though they are dealing with a vast, interlocking 

bureaucracy, every time they come in contact with an individual

(The feeling that such impersonal territory creates, in

2.

Under such circumstances.

service.

general, on the campus, is discussed in F. MacShane, "The Horrors

at Berkeley, or Did Architecture Make Students Riot?", Art News,

Vol. 64, No. 5, September 1965.) Just as this kind of territory

keeps the community out, physically and psychologically, so also 

does it tend to keep the staff in. 

institutions, that people become trapped in their own territory.

Certainly

It is an old story in large

and lose touch with the real phenomena, behind the paper, 

location alone is not at the root of this problem, but it does



Page 3.

play a role. When departments are located independently, and in 

direct relation to their users, they tend to develop a character 

that is more responsive to their clients, than the aggregated 

departments (cf. Human Scale in Public Buildings).

3. The creation of a single administrative complex creates

other problems, for the staff. Work groups tend to become too

large, for pleasant working conditions; work styles become homo

genized, to suit the top-down management style; and the"red tape" 

proliferates. These problems are taken up, in a general form, in 

the patterns. Small Work Groups, and Small Services Without Red

Tape.

Given the fact that some decentralization is desireable, we

must now establish which departments can be located independently.

and which departments must be located together.

At the University of Oregon, we find that Administration can

be immediately divided into two groups: the services that are 

used daily by students and faculty, and those services whose 

functions are remote from everyday campus life. Financial Aid, 

Foreign Student Affairs, Counselling, Studemtn Employment, Personnel 

Office, Student Services, and the President's Office and Staff are

all of the first type - they have a direct relation to the community, 

and they are used spontaneously by the students and faculty, as

needs arise. On the other hand, we have Admissions, Registrar,

Business Office, Student Service Research, and Data Processing.
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These groups share records, and do not require spontaneous, 
daily contact with the university community.
handled formally - often through the mail, and by bulletin and 

telephone.
These two groups of services require two kinds of locations.

The first group should be located within the community, and in 

such a way that people pass the various services daily, 

departments in the first group, however, are not tied together, 

and they can be located more or less independently, 
group of departments do form a functional cluster, and they must

This group, how-

Their services are

The

The second

be located together, around a common record bank, 
ever, does not require direct connection to the community, and so 

the cluster may be located toward the edge of the university, away 

from the "center of gravity". Therefore;

When locating administrative services, provide two kinds of
location; First, community locations - all the departments that
serve a sector of the campus community directly: Locate these
departments independently, each one as near as possible to the
center of gravity of its particular community (e.g Student• 1

Employment, Dean of Students in the Student Union; Counselling near
student housing). Second, all the departments that are not serv
ing the comiTiunity directly, on a daily basis: Cluster these depart
ments around a common record bank, and locate the cluster at the
edge of the university, away from the community centers. Never
create one, vast administrative territory, for all the departments.

There may occasionally be cases where the community oriented 

services require contact with the records bank, serving the remote 

Counselling, for example, will need access to univer- 

In these cases it is wiser for the "community" de
departments . 
sity records.
partment to make the trip to the record bank once a day, or to
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develop a small, duplicate set of records, than to give in to the 

temptation to centralize the function, 

this choice have generally agreed that the inconvenience of distant 

records is slight, compared to the importance of an autonomous 

location.

Staff members faced with

S





Public services don't work if 

they are too large. When they 

are large, their human qualities 

vanish: they become bureau
cratic; red tape takes over

mx.
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Small Services without Red Tape
Red tape can be overcome in two ways. First, it 
can be overcome by making each service program 
small and autonomous. A great deal of evidence 
shows that red tape occurs largely as a result of 
impersonal relationships in large institutions. When 
people can no longer communicate on a face to 
face basis, they need formal regulations—and in the 
lower echelons of the organization, these formal 
regulations are followed blindly, and narrowly.

Second, red tape can be overcome by changing the 
passive nature of the clients' relation to the service 
programs. There is considerable evidence to show 
that when clients have an active relationship with a 
social institution, this institution then looses its 
power to intimidate them.

'[VfM IZ5WP

(continued over)

Therefore:

Give the services in any public 

service organization the follow
ing characteristics:
1. No one service more than 12 

staff members, total.
2. Each service autonomous as 

far as possible; and housed in an 

identifiable, physically autono
mous unit, with direct access to 

a public thoroughfare.
3. The services arranged in a 

loose informal way; so that . 
there is no hard and fast dis
tinction between services 

provided by agencies, and ser
vices which are initiated and 

run by members of the com
munity.

Ocnsumcr
Advice

OCKSEiniCE
AUTOMOMOtt



Small Services without Red Tape

support, they must be able to takeProblem (continued)
References on the way red tape and their place, along with the existing, 
bureaucracy work against the needs services, which requires a very loose

and flexible arrangement of service 
areas. These conclusions are rein-

of the poor:

Gideon Sjoberg, Richard Brymer, forced by the very great variety of 
and Buford Farris, "Bureaucracy possible service programs. As we see 
and the Lower Class", Sociology from the list given in the solution 
and Social Research, 50, April, (above) a center could theoretically 
1966, pp. 325-377. Alvin \N. Gould- provide as many as twenty or thirty 
ner, "Red Tape as a Social Prob- different services. The more of 
lem", in Robert Merton's Reader in these services the service center can

provide, the better for its clients.Bureaucracy, Free Press, 1952, pp. 
410-418.

The published evidence deals with 
These authors identify two main the experiences of poor people who 
features of the red tape syndrome; encounter red-tape. It is almost cer-
1. Lack of personal relationships, tain, though, that the pattern holds 
size of organisation, and frame- for all income levels. The middle 
works of rigid rules.
2. Feelings of impotence on the 
part of the client.

class is sick of red tape too.

Context
This pattern was developed original
ly for the services in a multi service 
center. It applies equally to the de-

We have concluded that:
1. No service should have more 
than 12 persons (all staff, including partments of a city hall, of a medi- 
clerks). We base this figure on the cal center, or to the local branches 
fact that 12 is the largest number of a welfare program. In most of 
that can sit down in a face to face these cases the pattern would re
discussion. It seems likely that even quire radical changes in adminis- 
smaller staff size will work better trative organisation. However diffi

cult they may be to implement, we
2. Each service should be autono- believe these changes are required, 
mous—not subject to regulations
from parent organisations outside Critical Experiment 
the center. This should be empha- Ask people which public services 
sised by physical autonomy. In or- they are very satisfied with, and 
der to be physically autonomous, which public services they are very 
each service should have an area dissatisfied with. Compare the two 
which is entirely under its own jur- groups of services for size, and for 
isdiction; including access to some the autonomy and decision making 
public thoroughfare, and complete power of their staff members. We 
physical separation from other ser- predict the smaller services are go

ing to come out better. Does any-
3. A center should encourage the one have any evidence like this, one 
members of the community to for- way or the other?
mu late new service programs on 
their own initiative. (The fact that 
thi:, will require extensive commun
ity organisation is dealt with in the 
pattern Community Territority.)
To give these new services full

still.

vices.

By: Christopher Ale.xander, Sara Ishikawa, Murray Silverstein.

July Iht)S revised .huu' CJ70

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.





Proximity Analysis
Everyone has to walk around a bit, during the work day. But if you 

have to walk too far, too often, it becomes a nuisance.

Current architectural methods of- peak efficiency only when they 
ten include a proximity matrix, healthy in mind and body. A per- 
which shows the amount of move- son who is forced to sit all day long 
ment between different people and behind a desk, without ever stretch- 
functions in an office or a hospital, ing his legs, will become restless and 
These methods always make the unable to work, and inefficient in 
tacit assumption that the functions this way. Some walking is very 
which have the most movement be- ^ good for you. It is not only good 
tween them, should be closest to- ' 
gether. However, as usually stated, 
this concept is completely invalid.

because they are too far-but the 
nuisances of the repeated long trips 
can interfere with the working day 
even before that stage is reached, 
just by being annoying.

An office will function efficiently 
so long as the people who work 
there do not feel that the trips they 
have to take are a nuisance. Trips 
need to be short enough so they are 
not felt a nuisance—but they do not 
need to be any shorter.

are

for the body, but also gives people 
an opportunity for a change of 
scene, a way of thinking about 
something else, a chance to reflect 

This concept has been created by a on some detail of the mornings 
kind of Taylorian quest for effi- work, or one of the crucial every- 
ciency, in which it is assumed that day human problems in the office, 
the less people walk about, the less
of their salary is spent on "waste- Oh the other hand, if a person has
ful" walking. The logical conclusion to make the same trip, many times,
of this kind of analysis, is that, if it there is a point at which the length

only possible, people should of the trip becomes time consuming
not have to walk at all, and should and annoying, and inefficient be-
spend the day vegetating in their 
arm-chairs.

The nuisance of a trip depends on 
the relationship between length and 
frequency. You can walk 10 feet to 
your file, many times a day without 
being annoyed by it; you can walk 
400 feet occasionally, without 
being annoyed. In the following 
graph we plot the nuisance thresh
old for various combinations of 
length and frequency:

were

cause it makes the person irritable, 
and actually starts to interfere with 
his work. This becomes critical 

The fact is, that people will work at when a person starts avoiding trips (continued over)

Therefore: When deciding how close together 

to place two parts of an office find out how 

often different people have to make the trip, 

between the two, and then make sure that 

the distance between them, is less than the 

nuisance distance for that trip frequency, 

according to the graph.

Frequency
of

Trips

1/Week
2/Week
l/Day
2/Day
4/Day
1/Hour
2/Hour
4/Hour

Nuisance
Distances

25 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450
Trip Length

Note: For the purpose of these calculations, we reckon every flight of stairs as equivalent to 40 feet of 
horizontal distance, since stairs are more of a barrier, psychologically, than their actual length implies.



Proximity A nalysis

Problem (continued)
The graph is based on 127 observa
tions in the Berkeley City Hall. Peo
ple were asked to define all the 
trips they had to make regularly 
during the work week, to state their 
frequency, and then to state wheth
er they considered the trip to be a 
nuisance.

The line on the graph shows the 
median of the distances said to be a 
nuisance, for each different fre
quency. We define distances to the 
right of this line, as nuisance dis
tances. The nuisance distance for 
any trip frequency, is the distance 
at which we predict that at least 
50% of all people will begin to con
sider this distance a nuisance.

It would be possible to define the 
nuisance distance, more stringently, 
by plotting a line further to the 
left. For example, it would be pos
sible to plot a line at which we pre
dict that 25% of all people will con
sider the trip to be a nuisance. 
However, in general, it seems hardly 
reasonable to base a design on such 
a severe restriction.

Since this graph is of the utmost 
importance in planning and archi
tecture, it is highly desirable to re
peat the experiment, perhaps with a 
larger sample.

By: Christopher Alexander. Barbara Schreiner and Ronald Walkey

October 1970

ms pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure. P.O. Box 5156. Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.



HUMAN SCALE IN PUBLIC BUILDINGS

When human organizations are housed in enormous buildings.

the human scale vanishes, and people stop identifying with the

staff v/ho work there as personalities, and think only of the

entire institution as an impersonal monolith, staffed with

"personnel".

The question of human scale in the environment is extremely 

difficult to pose in empirical terms. However, despite the great 

difficulty, the problem is undoubtedly real: Nearly everyone 

has had the feeling, at one time or another, that a building, or 

an environment, is "out of scale", that it dwarfs the human or

ganization within it, and makes the people feel small and imper

sonal .

At what scale do buildings begin to have this effect? We

suspect that, in public buildings containing a large number of 

services, or organizations, the problem begins to occur as build

ings grow larger than 3-4 storeys, and contain more than 3-4 or- 

If this is true, it means that most of the publicganizations.

buildings being built in cities today, are too big, and that the 

people who use these buildings are currently suffering from the

problems created by inhuman scale.
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The strongest evidence for this conjecture that we have found

to date comes from a survey of visitors to public service buildings

(Preliminary Program for Massingin Vancouver, British Columbia.

Visitor Survey, Environmental Analysis Group,Studies, Document 5;

August, 1970.)Vancouver, B.C • r

with respect to the scale of the buildings, two kinds of en

vironments were studied - old, three storey buildings, and tall

The visitors to the small buildings differedmodern skyscrapers.

from the visitors to the skyscrapers in an extraordinary way. 

people going to the small buildings most often mentioned friendly 

and competent staff, as the important factor in their satisfaction

In many cases the visitors were able to give 

names, and even describe, the people with whom they had done business.

The

with the service.

Visitors to the skyscrapers, on the other hand, mentioned friend-

The great majorityliness and staff competence rather infrequently, 

of these visitors found their satisfaction in "good physical

appearance, and equipment".

In the skyscrapers, the visitors experience is depersonalized. 

They stop thinking primarily of the people they are going to see, 

and the quality of the relationship, and focus instead on the

In the skyscraper the staffbuilding, itself, and its features, 

becomes "personnel" - interchangeable and indifferent; and the 

visitors pay little attention to them as people - friendly or un

friendly, competent or incompetent.
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We learn also from this study, that the skyscraper visitors 

complained frequently about the "general atmosphere" of the

building, without naming specific problems. There were no such

complaints among the visitors to the smaller buildings, 

as if the skyscrapers induce a kind of free floating anxiety in

It is

people; the environment "feels wrong", but it is hard to give a

It may also be that the cause of the uneasiness is simple - 

the place is too big, it is difficult to grasp, the people are like 

bees in a hive - and therefore people are embarrassed to say it 

outright (i.e., "If it is as simple as that, 1 must be vyrong - 

after all, there are so many of these buildings.")

However it is, we take this evidence to indicate deep disaffee-

reason.

tion from the human environment in the skyscrapers. The buildings

they make us forget the 

people inside them, as personalities; and while we use them we 

complain about the "general atmosphere", 

a more perfect description of Kafka's nightmare.

What are the qualities of two, three and four storey buildings, 

that give them human scale, and which are lost in the taller build

ings?

impress themselves upon us as things;

We could not ask for

In smaller buildings, the workgroups have more autonomy; 

they are not part of a massive organization.

the development of character and personality in the group; and 

these human qualities can be felt by visitors.

1.

The autonomy supports
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The smaller buildings maintain an intimate relationship 

From a two or three storey building you can

2.

to the street.

You can make out the facesparticipate in the street scene; 

of the people below, and they can see you; from three storeys 

you can shout out, and catch the attention of people in the

In the higher buildings, the visual detail is lost, and 

people speak of the scene below as if it were a game, from which

street.

they are completely detached.

Furthermore, it is easier to get down to the street from the 

smaller buildings. This is true both physically and psychologically: 

The elevators in the tall buildings are a psychological barrier; 

they "remove" people from the pedestrian scale, and cut down the 

informal dropping-in that occurs in the smaller buildings.

3. On the whole, people do not identify with the tall build

ings as positive symbols of the culture; and therefore beside 

these buildings, people feel small and powerless.

People gain stature from massive elements in their environment, 

when these forms have a shared, positive meaning in the culture.

But the skyscrapers are different. They remind us of boring work, 

interlocking bureaucracy. Big Business - there is no strong positive 

identification. And so in scale, beside them, we feel small:

"When I was a boy looking from Palisades, I could see the hills 

of Inwood, Fort Tryon, and Fort Washington as the bag masses, 

railroad bridge across the Harlem was interesting but small. Now

The
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all these are dwarfed by the man-made structures, the Henry Hudson

Unfortunately, I have been unableBridge, the Paterno apartments, 

to achieve an intimate or trusting relationship with these new 

foreground masses; and the hills I loved, and love, have become

My place in my city is small because I do not love the

(Paul Goodman, Five Years, Vintage Books,

tiny.

things that are now big".

New York, 1969, p. 4.)

To maintain human scale in public buildings; MakeTherefore:

them small, not more than 3-4 storeys high; and never staff the

buildings with more than 3 or 4 different groups.







Building Shaped for Light
It is our belief that the excessive 

use of artificial light in modern 

buildings is inhuman; buildings 

which displace natural light as 

the major source of illumina
tion are not fit places to spend 

the day.
This is an important assertion. It has never been 
fully investigated, though every expert alludes to 
it. If it is taken seriously, it has drastic implications 
for the over-all shape of buildings.

and so serious, that this man could not even bear 
to discuss it, since to discuss it would have opened 
the floodgates".

Second: People's complaints are serious—but they 
are easy to dismiss. It is much harder to dismiss a 
growing body of evidence which suggests that man 
actually needs daylight, since the cycle of daylight 
somehow plays a vital role in the maintenance of 
the body's circadian rhythms—and that the change 
of light during the day, though apparently variable, 
is in this sense a fundamental constant by which 
the human body maintains its relationship to the 
environment. (See, for instance, R. G. Hopkinson, 
Architectural Physics: Lighting, Department of Sci
entific & Industrial Research, Building Research 
Station, HMSO, London, 1963, pp. 116-117.) If 
this is true, then too much artificial light actually 
creates a rift between a person and his surround
ings, and upsets the human physiology.

There are two kinds of reasons for believing this 
assertion.

First: All over the world, people are rebelling 
against windowless buildings; people complain 
when they have to work in places without daylight; 
Rapoport has shown, by content analysis, that peo
ple are in a better mood in rooms with windows 
than in rooms without windows. {Amos Rapoport, 
"Some Consumer Comments on a Designed Envi
ronment”, Arena, January 1967, pp. 176-178.) 
Edward Hall tells the story of a man who worked 
in a windowless office for some time, all the time 
saying that it was "just fine, just fine", and then 
finally quit; as Hall says: "The subject was so deep.

(continued over)

Therefore: Limit the width of 

buildings. Make buildings whose 

internal spaces are lit from two 

sides, up to 50 feet wide — no 

more. If the building’s internal 

spaces are lit from one side only 

make it 20 — 25 feet wide. Take 

the width as a roof-line-to-roof- 

line measurement.
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Building Shaped for Light

Problem (continued)
We have discussed the implications 
of this problem at the scale of in
dividual rooms in the pattern. Light 
on Two Sides of Every Room. Now 
we ask, what characteristics must 
buildings have so that all their 
spaces are naturally lit?

to apply only to the background 
light level—the light which gives the 
room its quality as a room.)

much deeper than 20-25'. When 
they are wider than this, the arti
ficial light, of necessity, takes over.

2. To determine the distance from 
windows where natural light can be 
effective, we must first determine 
an acceptable minimum level of 
general illumination. We take the 
minimum level of working illumina
tion of 10 lumens/sq.ft, (demanded 
by the British Statutory Building 
Regulations) and increase this by 
ten, giving a minimum illumination 
level at any point in a room of 20 
lumens/sq.ft. This level corresponds 
to that found in a typical corridor, 
and is just below the level required 
for reading.

Finally, we discuss the cost increase 
created by long narrow buildings. A 
long narrow building has a larger 
perimeter per unit area than a 
square building. How big is the dif
ference? The following figures are 
taken from a cost analysis of stan
dard office buildings, used by Skid
more Owings and Merrill, in the 
program BOP (Building Optimiza
tion). These figures illustrate costs 
for a typical floor of an office 
building, and are based on costs of 
$21/sq.ft, for the structure, floors, 
finishes, mechanical, etc., not in
cluding exterior wall, and a cost of 
$110/running foot for the peri
meter wall.

We break this down into two ques
tions:

1. What is the acceptable mix of 
natural and artificial light, where 
the natural light dominates 
throughout the day?

2. At what distance from openings 
does natural light become so weak 
that it no longer contributes to the 
"acceptable mix" defined in ques
tion 1?

From the assumption above in 1, 
we know that 10 lumens of this 
must be from daylight. If we use 
the "standard sky" illumination of 
500 lumens/sq.ft, (this corresponds 
to a dull day, introducing a margin 
of safety), then to achieve an illum
ination of 10 lumens per sq.ft, re
quires a daylight factor of 2%.

Sha(.>e Perimeter Perimeter Cost Total '.'ost
Cost iS' PerSqFi(S) PerSqFt. iS)

Area
iSq.Ft.l1. As for the right mix of natural 

and artificial light, so that natural 
light will dominate, we propose the 
following experiment. Turn arti
ficial lights on in rooms with vary
ing amounts of natural light. Invite 
people into these rooms; after they 
have spent a moment there, ask 
them, "Did you notice that the arti
ficial lights were turned on?" At 
the point where people cease to 
notice that artificial lights are on, 
but are aware only that the room is 
naturally lit—at this point the right 
mix is achieved. We conjecture that 
this level can only be achieved if 
the general illumination provided 
by the artificial lighting never ex
ceeds the natural light, anywhere in 
the room. That is, the natural light 
always contributes at least 50% of 
the overall light leyel of the space.

15,000 120x125 S54 000
15,000 100x150 55000
15,000 75x200 60,500
15,000 60x250 68,000
15,000 50x300 77,000

36 24 6
3 7 24 7
40 25 0
4 5 25,5
5 1 26 1

We see then, that at least in this one 
case, the cost of the extra perimeter 
adds very little to the cost of the 
building. The narrowest building 
costs only 6% more than the squar- 
est. We believe this case is fairly 
typical, and that the cost savings to 
be achieved by square and compact 
building forms, have been greatly 
exaggerated.

Experiments have shown that a 2% 
daylight factor can only be main
tained (in a side lit room, with 
evenly distributed windows, and a 
ceiling less than 12 feet), if the ac
tual glass area of windows is of the 
order of 25% of the floor area.

If we consider that the average glass 
opening is likely to be no greater 
than 60%, for reasons of reducing 
glare, providing multiple openings 
(see Windows Overlooking Life), 
and to accommodate structural 
components, then the maximum 
depth of a room which will sustain 
10 lumens/sq.ft, at a point furthest 
from the windows can be deter
mined to be about 25'.

(Note: Any task requiring visual de
tail may require very high levels of 
illumination. These tasks will natu
rally be located near a window, or 
provided with a spot supplement. 
The proportion above is intended

This means that buildings open at 
one side to daylight, cannot be

By: Christopher Alexander. Barbara Schreiner, Murray Silverstein and Ronald Walkev.

October 1970

This pattern is tentative. It u'u hare any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environniental .Structure. P.O. Box SJ36, Berkeley, California 94 70.5; we will add vour comments to the next editioti.



Horizontal Office Buildings
When an organization occupies many different 

floors of a multistorey building, communica
tion between staff on different floors is shot.

Every organization depends on in
formal communication between its 
various departments. The formal 
messages that pass between depart
ments are only a small part of the 
"glue" which actually holds an or
ganization together. A much larger 
part of the work that gets done 
hinges on human relationships. 
When people are getting along well, 
and when they understand each 
other, the organization functions 
smoothly. When people stop under
standing each other, and try to do 
business on a purely "business"

basis, the smooth functioning of 
the organization falls apart.

departments. (See, for instance, 
Bernard M. Bass, Organizational 
Psychology, Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 
Boston, Mass., 1965.)The creation of proper human rela

tionships depends most on chance, 
informal, casual contact between 
people. A smile, a good morning, a 
chance to discuss a misunderstand
ing while in the corridor, a shared 
idea during a coffee break, these are 
the moments that make a healthy 
organization work. In short—a 
healthy organization requires a 
great deal of casual, informal con
tact among people from different

The amount of contact between 
staff members in different depart
ments, depends greatly, on the 
floors they occupy. This is a part of 
everyones common experience. 
You get to know the people work
ing on your floor much better than 
the people working on other floors.

(continued over)

I
Therefore: Make all office buildings hori
zontal. If possible keep them down to two 

storeys in height. Where land values force the 

creation of high office buildings, still keep 

the emphasis of building horizontal, and make 

sure that the floors are as large as possible, 

so as to minimize the number of organizations 

that have to spread themselves over more than 

two floors.

NCfT THIS



Horizontal Office Buildings

Problem (continued)
A study by Marina Estabrook and 
Robert Sommer, shows the effect 
dramatically. Estabrook and Som
mer studied the formation of ac
quaintances in a three-storey uni
versity building, where several dif
ferent departments were housed. 
They asked people to name all the 
people they knew in departments 
other than their own.

Their results;

Percent of 
people known: 

12.2% 
8.9% 
2.2%

When depart
ments are: 

on same floor 
one floor apart 
two floors apart

People knew 12.2% of the people 
from other departments on the 
same floor as their own, 8.9% of 
the people from other departments 
one floor apart from their own 
floor, and only 2.2% of the people 
from other departments two floors 
apart from their own.

In short—by the time two depart
ments are separated by two floors 
or more, there is virtually no infor
mal contact between the depart
ments.

Since human organizations depend, 
to the extent underlined in the first 
paragraph, on informal contacts be
tween departments, it seems essen
tial to try and house organizations 
in buildings which have one or two 
storeys, but no more.

By: Christopher Alexander 
Contribution By: Robert Sommer and Marina Estabrook

October 1970

This pattern is tentative. If yon have any evidenee to support or refute its eurrent fonnuiation. please send it to the Center f^r 
l.nvironniental Structure. P.O. Box 156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add vottr eontnients to the next edition.



DRAFT

UNIVERSITY PARKING

As the university grows, there is a great danger that park-
But if the parkinging will overwhelm the university environment. 

is too far away, it can easily degrade teaching and learning.

So long as a university is small, most of the faculty and
students can find a place to live within a fifteen minute walk.

As the university populationso they can easily walk to work, 
grows, even though housing densities go up, many faculty and 

students who cannot find cheap enough housing within a 15 minute 

walk, are forced by the high price and scarcity of housing, to
At that distance it be- 

Unless there
move out beyond the 15 minute radius. 

com.es almost impossible for them to walk to work, 
is public transportation available, they have to drive to work.
Hence the parking problem.

We start by estimating the demand for parking. There are 

commuter parking foressentially three kinds of parking demand: 
faculty and staff, student parking, and short term parking. We
have argued elsewhere that all student housing must be v/ithin 

walking or biking distance of the university, since parking spaces 

on campus must be paid for, and it is virtually impossible for 

more than a few students to pay the very high parking rates which
We therefore limitwill be required (Students Close to Campus).

discussion to the parking required for faculty and staff
We shall also assume that

our
comn^uters, and for short term needs, 
there is no public transportation: 

be argued that here and elsev/here, that there ought to be public
although it can, of course.

transportation, to reduce the parking problem.
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The number of commuter spaces required to serve a given 

building depends on two parameters: N, the number of staff 

offices in the building, and P, the percentages of university 

staff who live within 15 minutes walk of the campus. Estimates 

made by the University of Oregon Office of Planning and Institu
tional Research, suggest that there must be one parking space for 

every ten staff who live within 15 minutes (because the majority 

will walk), and two parking spaces for every three staff who live 

more than 15 minutes walk away. This means that a building with 

N work stations, requries N(0.1P + 0.67 (1-P)) = N (0.67 

parking spaces for commuter parking.
The number of spaces needed to serve short term needs is related 

to M, the number of work stations in the building. This number 

includes all staff and faculty offices, but also includes all 
work stations in libraries, computer centers, research laboratories, 

meeting rooms in the student union, and so on. All these kinds of

0.57P)

work stations generate quick pick up and drop off traffic, and 

require short term parking. We have not yet had the opportunity 

to study the volume of short term parking, but we guess that a
building with M work stations needs about M/40 short term parking
spaces.

We have defined the amount of parking which a building needs. 
Now, how close to the building must this parking be. This is a 

critical question. If it is too close, it may be impossible to 

satisfy the other patterns (Small Parking Lots, Nine Percent 
Parking, etc.) which protect the quality of the environment. If 

it is too far it will be very inconvenient, and if it is altogether 

too far it will simply not be used. We must find distance for 

the parking which brings these opposing factors into balance.
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The pattern Critical Parking Distance (Ron Walkey, Center for 

Environmental Structure, 1970), tells us that short term parking 

must be within 300 feet of the destination in order to be useful. 

(If it is more than that, people will often keep cruising, in the 

hope of finding a closer space).
parking distance depends on the population of the city, 

are willing to walk further, in large cities, 

from 400 feet, in a city whose population is 25,000, to 650 feet

It tells us also that commuter
People

The distance varies

in a city whose population is 200,000, to 800 feet in a city whose 

population is 800,000. These figures are supported by a study
of parking price done at the University of Oregon, which show 

that people are willing to pay as much as $100 per year for a park
ing space, provided that this space is well Icoated from their 

point of view. The three parking lots in which people are willing 

to pay $100/year, are all within 500 feet of the workstations they
serve. It is extremely important that parking spaces should be 

within this range, since the type of parking needed to maintain 

the quality of the university environment, will be expensive, and 

will have to be paid for by its users. Parking lots which are more 

than about 1000 feet from the workplaces they serve are not only 

given a very low price, but are also almost deserted. It serves 

no purpose to place parking too far from the workplaces it serves.
One final comment. A university is first and foremost a 

pedestrian precinct. People walk between buildings; walking, sitting, 

strolling, are an essential part of the relaxed and thoughtful 
atmosphere required for learning. To preserve this pedestrian 

quality, we suggest that the parking spaces associated with any 

given building, should always be placed on the side of the building 

which is furthest from the university center, and as far away from 

the building as possible, within the distance limits stated above.
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This will guarantee that parking tends to concentrate towards 

the edges of the university, and leaves the center free of cars. 
Therefore:

For every building with M staff offices, and M workstations,
provide 0.25 M metered short term spaces, 300 feet from the build
ing, in the direction away from the university center; and provide
N90.67 - 0.57P) commuter spaces 500 feet away from the building.
also in the direction away from the university center.

Tv70 points concerning implementation.
First, it is necessary for people to have stickers which

Without suchidentify the exact parking lot where they may park, 
stickers, people v/ill try to park in lots which are less than 500 

feet from their own building, but which are in fact intended to
serve some other building that is closer to the center.

Second, whenever a new building is built, the parking, which 

meets this pattern - i.e. 500 feet away from the center - must be
If it is impossible to find parking space.built at the same time, 

which meets this pattern, and is also compatible with the other
parking patterns (especially 9%) then the building may not be
built in that position.
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NINE PERCENT PARKING

When the area devoted to parking is too great, it destroys
the land.

Very rough empirical observations lead us to believe that it 

is not possible to make an environment fit for human use, when 

more than 9% of it is given to parking.
These observations are very tentative. We have yet to perform 

systematic studies; and our observations rely on our own subjective
estimates of cases where "there are too many cars" and cases where

However, we have found, in our preliminary"the cars are alright", 

observations, that different people agree to a remarkable extent
This suggests that we are dealing with a 

phenomenon which, though obscure, is nonetheless substantial.
For the reader's benefit, here are two examples of environments

One is a typical

about these estimates.

which have the threshold density of 9% parking, 

medium density suburb, with 8 houses per gross acre, and Ih cars per 

This has 12 cars/acre, which uses just about 9% of the land. 
The other is the quadrant of the University of Oregon, illustrated
house.

below, bounded by the education building, the music school, the
In this area, 10%

Many people we have talked to feel
cemetery and the outer end of the tennis courts, 

of the land is given to parking, 

that this area is beautiful now - but that if any more cars were
parked there, it would be ruined.

What is the possible functional basis for this intuition. We 

conjecture that the following: People feel, subconsciously, that 

the environment is the medium for their social intercourse. It is 

the environment which, when it is working properly, creates the 

potential for all social communion, including even communion with 

the self.
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We suspect that when the density of cars passes a certain 

limit, and people experience the feeling, subjectively, that 

there are too many cars, what is really happening is that subcon
sciously they feel that the cars are overwhelming the environment, 
that the environment is no longer "theirs", that they have no right 

to be there, that it is not a place for people, and so on. 
all, the effect of the cars reaches far beyond the mere presence

They create a maze of driveways, garage 

doors, asphalt and concrete surfaces, and building elements which
When the density goes beyond the limit, we sus

pect that people feel the social potential of the environment 
has disappeared; instead of inviting them out, the environment 
starts giving them the message that they should stay indoors, that 

they should stay in their own buildings, that social communion is 

no longer permitted or encouraged.
We have not yet tested this suspicion, 

out to be true, it may be that this pattern

After

of the cars themselves.

people cannot use.

However, if it turns
which seems to be

based on such slender evidence, is in fact one of the most crucial
patterns there is, and that it plays a key role in determining the 

difference between environments which are socially and psychologically
healthy, and those which are unhealthy.

It seems, then, that environments which are human, and not 
destroyed socially or ecologically by the presence of parked cars, 

have less than 9% of their ground area devoted to parking space. 
Therefore:

Never allow parking lots and garages to cover more than nine
percent of the land.
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It is essential to interpret this pattern in the strictest
namely, that the parking generated by any parcel

The pattern
possible way:
of land, must be taken care of within that parcel, 

becomes meaningless, if we allow ourselves to place the parking 

generated by a piece of land A, on another adjacent peice of land
B, thus keeping parking on A below 9%, but raising the parking on 

B, to more than 9%. In other words, each piece of land must take 

care of itself; we must not allow ourselves to solve this problem 

on one piece of land, at the expense of some other piece of land.
What about underground parking. May we consider it as an 

exception to this rule. We may, provided that the presence of 

the underground parking does not violate or restrict, the use of 

the land above the parking garage. If, for example, the parking 

garage is under a piece of land which was previously used as open 

space, with great trees growing on it, then the garage will almost 
certainly change the nature of the space above because it will no 

longer be possible to grow large trees there. This parking garage 

would not be allov/ed as an exception. Similarly, if a garage is 

under a building, and the structural grid of the garage (60' bays) 

constrains the structural grid of the building above, so that this 

building is no longer free to express its needs, then once again, 
this garage will not be allowed.

On the other hand, an underground parking garage allowed as 

an exception to the rule, if it does not constrain the land above 

it - this may be true in the case where a garage is under a major 

road, or if it is under a playing field or tennis court, or if it 

is under a building made in such a way that the structure is not 
constrained.

and immediate implication.The nine percent rule, has a clear.
for the balance between surface parking and parking in garages.

This follows from simple arithme-at different parking densities.
Suppose, for example, that an area requires 20 parking spaces 

Twenty parking spaces will consume about 7000 square
tic.
per acre.
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feet, which would be 17% of the land, if it were all in surface 

parking. To keep 20 cars/acre in line with the 9% rule, at least 

half of them will have to be pared in garages, 
gives similar figures, for different densities:

The table below

% in two 
storey garages

% in three storey 
garages

Cars per 
acre

% on 
surface

12 100
17 50 50
23 50 50
30 100

(
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PARKING STRUCTURES

Large parking structures full of cars are inhuman and dead
buildings - no one wants to see them or walk by them.

One of the most difficult problems to solve in planning any 

urban environment is that of satisfying the parking needs without 

completely wrecking the environment. Parked cars are unpleasant - 

they generate no life and they take up immense amounts of space. 
V7hen the amount of required parking is very high, parking

structures help the problem - they concentrate the parking and 

put much of it out of view. But this is not enough - they are 

still very unpleasant to see and walk by, they are essentially 

dead buildings.
Several steps must be taken to solve the problem:

The ground level portions of the structure along pedestrian 

paths must be given over to life generating activities such as
Since the need for parking goes hand in hand 

with commercial development, this idea also makes good economic 

in most cases, the value per square feet of ground floor 

commercial spaces is considerably higher than the value per square 

feet of parking spaces.
McGraw-Hill, page 1240-1241) supports this idea: 
first floor rentals, a garage in Cincinnati takes in more than 

$150,000 in annual rentals from ground floor tenants".
There are many examples of multi-level garages with shops and 

offices on the ground floor - the Ellis-0'Farrell Garage and the 

Sutter-Stockton Garage, are two examples in San Francisco, 
especially fine example is a relatively small new parking structure 

just recently built in Berkeley on Durant Way near Telegraph Avenue. 
This garage has shops on the ground floor, so that the life at the 

pedestrian level is completely unbroken by parking, and the three

1.

shops and offices.

sense:

Time Saver Standards (Callender, 4th Edition,
"As an example of

An
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upper floors of parking is hidden behind brick arched "windows", 
so that one is completely unaware of the building as a parking 

structure.
2. The car entrance to the garage must be on an arterial, at 

an edge of the pedestrian precinct, so that traffic generated by 

the garage does not destroy local roads around it, and so that 

pedestrian precincts are kept safe and pleasant for pedestrians. 
Pedestrian entrances to the garage should be on the pedestrian 

side of the garage, away from the artery. While the garage may be 

open to the arterial, for light and air, it should be closed and 

invisible from the pedestrian sides of it.
The top surface of an underground garage should not be a 

parking lot - but should either be left as open space, or built 

upon. However, large trees should not be expected to grow on 

top of garages. The smallest of trees require at least 4 feet of 
fill.

3.

4. The garage should be as small as possible - a garage above 

ground should never be too high. No matter how much pedestrian 

level activity there might be, if there was too much parking behind 

the shops or on upper stories, the structure would have a deadening 

effect on the environment around it. Time Saver Standards says the 

following with respect to size of garages: "...the lot should be 

about 100 by 200 feet or 120 by 130 feet for building the most 
economical unit. Today, multi-level structurds must rise at least 

three floors in order to make the per car cost reasonable. Usually 

the cost of construction of a single floor for parking above the 

essentially costless ground floor raises the per-space cost to 

uneconomic levels".
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Thus, where parking needs are high, build parking structures
at the edge of the pedestrian precinct, with car entrances only- 

off arterials. Line the g^^und level portion, along pedestrian
paths with shops and offices, and never make the parking structure
much larger than 120 x 130 feet, and never more than three levels
above ground. Make underground structures so that the ground floor
level is either open space or built upon - never parking. Never
put an underground parking garage under open spaces which have large
trees on them.



VERY ROUGH DRAFT

SMALL PARKING LOTS

Vast parking lots wreck the land for people.

Large parking lots have a way of taking over the landscape, 
creating unpleasant places, and having a depressing effect on 

the open space around them.
This is due to their size - a car is so much bigger than a 

person. A large parking lot, suited for the cars, has all the 

wrong properties for human scale. It is too wide, too much pave
ment, no places to linger. (In fact, people speed up v/hen they 

are walking through such places, to get out of them as fast as 

possible. Experiment.) And yet these are the kinds of open 

spaces that are filling up the environment.
From "Cars Surround Pedestrian Island" we have the idea of

the lots at the periphery of precincts, as edges for defining the 

precincts. Now we propose that the form of parking along this 

periphery should be a collection of enclosed, small lots.
If more than 8-12 cars are visible in one lot, they are per

ceived as a number of cars, as many cars; less than 8-12, we 

see them as one thing, a small parking lot. (Old Tiny Parking 

Lots argument.)
Thus, a lot is defined as enclosed parking for 8-12 cars.

To reduce the circulation space in such a small lot, they should 

be dead ends: one way in and out. This makes it essential that 

a driver be able to see if any spaces are available before he 

pulls into the lot. Thus, we shape the lots for scanning: the 

lot is open to a thin spine road, from which you can see all 
the spaces.
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Variation on pattern for Green Streets applies here.
(Perhaps should be taken as another pattern): The parking lots 

are generally overpaved; to make them really feel like human 

areas to which cars are fitted, the paving should be restricted 

to^minimum; exactly where parking and circulating occurs, all the 

rest is earth and paths.

Mak«w parking lots small, for 8-12 cars; when a lot requires
more parking, it is built up as a collection of these 8-12 car lots.

Each lot is bounded and enclosed with wall, hedge.along a spine.
Each lot is deadend,, youtrees; not visible from the outside.

The collection of lots is open andcannot drive through it.
angled to the spine so you can scan it, for spaces, without

So that adjacent parking lots do not create the im-entering.
pression of an agglomeration, no one lot may be within 100 feet
of another, unless there is a building in between.

The lots open to pedestrian paths, forming gateways
Minimum paving within the lots -

Also:
to the pedestrian precinct.
many places where earth and paths wrap around the paving. 
through pedestrian paths through the lots; the pedestrian paths 

out of the lots are branches from a main pedestrian trunk.

No



Tiny Parking Lots

Large parking lots aggravate the 

feeling that cars are dominating 

our environment.

Large parking lots create an impersonal, in
stitutional atmosphere. They make the ped
estrian feel dominated by cars; they sepa
rate people from the pleasure and conveni
ence of being near their cars; and, if they 
are large enough to contain unpredictable 
traffic, they are dangerous for children, 
since children inevitably play in parking 
lots.

It is hard to pin down the exact size at 
which parking lots become too big. Our in
formal observations suggest that parking 
lots for four cars are still essentially pedes
trian and human in character; that lots for 

, six cars are acceptable; but that any area 
near a parking lot which holds eight cars, is 
already clearly identifiable as “car domi
nated territory".

A A r\u U
(continued over)

_ Residential 
Area6 cars

5n—(\ n
xj—u--------

Therefore: Break up parking lots in residential 

communities to separate tiny park
ing lots each holding no more than
SIX cars.



Tiny Parking Lots

Problem (continued)
This may be connected with the 
well-known perceptual facts about 
the number seven. A collection of 
less than 5-7 objects can be grasped 
as one thing, and the objects in it 
can be grasped as individuals. A col
lection of more than 5-7 things, is 
perceived as "many things". (See G. 
Miller, "The Magical Number 
Seven, Plus or Minus Two: Some 
Limits on Our Capacity for Process
ing Information", in D. Beards lee 
and M. Wertheimer (eds.) Readings 
in Perception, New York, 1958, 
esp. p. 103.)

It may be true that the impression 
of a "sea of cars" first comes into 
being with about seven cars.

Critical Experiment:
Look at parking lots of different 
sizes. Notice which sizes are so big 
as to give you an impression that 
you are in a car-dominated environ
ment, and notice what sizes are 
small enough so that the cars do 
not seem more important than any
thing else around you. Try to deter
mine the threshhold.

Context
This pattern applies only to parking 
lots exposed to pedestrians. It is es
pecially crucial in keeping residen
tial areas "residential", i.e., human. 
The principle (not the pattern) 
should however apply to downtown 
areas too: Inasmuch as the number 
of cars in parking lots would have 
to be much larger, something 
should be done to play the, cars 
down. The lots should be somehow 
sunken, covered or hidden.

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin. Shlomo Angel.

.August 1969 revised May 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure. P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley. California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.







Nobody wants through traffic going by their houses.
Through traffic is fast, noisy and a road network, so placed that no 
dangerous. At the same time cars path along other roads in the road 
are important, and cannot be ex- network can be shortened by travel 
eluded altogether from the areas along the “loop", 
where people live. Local roads must ‘
provide access to houses, but pre- The loops themselves must be de
vent through traffic from coming signed to discourage high volumes 
through. or high speeds: this depends on the

total number of houses served by a 
This problem can only be solved if loop, the road surface, the road 
all roads which have houses on 
them are laid out to be "loops". A 
loop road is defined as any road in

feels, safe so long as it serves less 
than 50 cars. At this level, there 
may be a car every two minutes at 
rush hour, and far fewer during the 
rest of the day. The number of 
houses served will vary, according 
to the average number of cars per 
house. At VA cars per house, such a 
loop serves 30 houses; at 1 car per 
house 50 houses; at 72 car per 
house, 100 houses.width, and the number of curves 

and corners. Our informal observa
tions suggest that a loop is, and

(continued over)

Looped Local Roads
Therefore:
Place all local roads in the network in 

such a way that they form loops, no 

one loop serving more than 50 cars.

Here is an example of an entire 
system of looped local roads, de
signed for a community of 1500 
Jiquses in Peru.

1 Through
Road

\ r
Looped

^Rcad

Looped
Road

Even a simple grid can be changed 
to have looped local roads.

) I ir T'.ro-
Road



Looped Local Roads

Problem (continued)
This map looks as though it Fias 
looped roads. Actually, only one or 
two of these roads are "looped” in 
the functional sense defined.
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By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin, Shlomo Angel.

August 1969 revised June 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidenee to support or refute its eurrent formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.
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CRUISING LOOP

The predominate use of cars demands that travelling in 

cars be considered a real way of experiencing the environment.

In current planning, there is a tendency to keep shunting 

cars and everything that has to do with cars away on the out
skirts of things. This comes about in trying to preserve the 

environment for pedestrians, and to make it safe, pleasant and 

human again.
The intention is good, but we should be aware of one thing: 

We stubbornly continue to use our cars. The consequences are 

that our experience of the environment becomes more and more 

limited to the outskirts of things, and the center of the 

community gets more and more robbed of the life that cars and 

the people in them generate.
Let us discuss these two consequences separately:
Cars already separate the people inside of them from the 

surrounding environment because of the glass and steel between 

them, and because of the speed at which cars move. To remove 

cars to the outside of community activity makes the problem of 

separation between people in cars and the community even more 

serious. It is hard to measure the effect of this, but we 

guess that it has serious consequences on society as a whole - 

people's preception of the world around them becomes less acute 

and they become more and more unrelated and distant from society 

as a whole.
The other problem is that the community itself tends to break

We have all 
VJe tend to take

apart when all roads are outside the center of it. 

experienced driving between two places everyday, 
the same route, and if this route does not include the center of

!
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the community, we tend to lose touch with the community as a 

An example of this problem is found at the campus at
In order to keep cars out of the center of campus, 

the roads are organized so that there are very short roads leading 

into the parking lots around the periphery of the campus, 
teaches biology, one enters the campus on the west side, and parks 

in a lot there, walks a hundred feet or so deeper into the campus 

to the biology building; and at the end of the day walks back to 

the car and drives out the same gate, never having even gotten a 

glimpse of what is going on at the center of campus, a few hundred 

feet on the other side of the biology building.
at this point, is no longer a community - no one has a sense of the
campus as a whole anymore.

It is interesting to note that before this system of traffic 

was installed it was possible to drive through campus, 
through traffic was not allowed to enter the campus, during regular 

working hours of the week, it was at least possible to cruise through 

the campus on weekends and in the evenings, 
to show visiting parents what the campus was like, or sim.ply to take
a drive to see what was going on, as a break from their studies
during these off-hours.

whole. 
Berkeley.

If one

The Berkeley campus

Even if

Students were then able

Thus the road system in a community, can break it apart or it can 

hold it together. How can it hold it together given the many
problems that cars represent?

The most serious problem that cars impose on a community is 

created by through traffic. Through traffic brings unwanted traffic 

into the community and creates the most danger and noise, 
traffic is not as serious a problem since it is not as excessive; 

it is slower; and very importantly, the people in the cars are 

part of the community - they are familiar with it, and they care 

about it.

Local
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The pattern, Looped Local Roads, proposes that all roads 

inside neighborhoods be looped to keep through traffic out of 

neighborhoods. We propose in this pattern, that these loops 

penetrate into the community, so that each one touches the center
or some common part of it.

This allows the following:
1. People driving to any part of the coitmiunity, gets a chance 

to see what is going on in the main part of it. The hypothesis 

is that if you are in touch with the center of the community 

your chances of feeling as though you are in touch v/ith the community 

as a whole is greatly increased.
The community as a whole in turn is held together, and the 

activity at the center is increased by the presence of people in 

cars.

2.

3. People have a chance to cruise through the community - to
In this way 

Loops are in
this respect, not as good as roads which go through the community, 
but again, the crucial aspect here is that the loops touch the 

center, so that in cruising, one may take one loop or as many loops

keep in touch with it; to show it off to visitors, 

pride and interest in the community is enhanced.

as one li]ces, but on any one of them have contact with the center 

of things. The activity of cruising will be greatly helped if 

there was a common landmark visible from each loop (like a campanile)
to orient oneself (and visitors) to.

To make these loops work, they must not be too long so that 

it becomes a nuisance to get anywhere on them, 
must be one way continuous loops, not cul-de-sacs, to make them 

safer, and more interesting, 

tion of two minutes.

In addition, they

People driving do not mind a devia- 

At a speed of 20 miles an hour, this means 

that a loop can be 20 miles/60 minutes x 2 minutes, or 2/3 of a 

mile long.
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Therefore: In any neighborhood make the road system, loops 

(see Looped Local Roads), so that each loop is one way continuous
(not cul-de-sacs), and so that each one touches the center or
some conmon part of the neighborhood, and is never more than 2/3
mile long.





Traffic accidents are 

far more frequent 

where two roads cross, 

than at T-junctions.

V4'

125'»—'
minimuin

]This follows from the geometry. 
Where two two-way roads cross, 
there are 16 collision points, com
pared with 3 for a T-junction. 
(John Ca!lender. Time Saver Stand
ards, Fourth Edition, New York, 
1966, p. 1230.)

fS 11 V.IC.iy ’ Ij) t-<' ‘Writ UaL
J

Further evidence shows that the 
T-junction is safest if it is a right- 
angled junction. When the angle de
viates from the right angle, vision is 
less good, and there is confusion 
about right of way. Accidents in
crease. (Swedish National Board of 
Urban Planning, "Principles for 
Urban Planning with Respect to 
Road Safety", The Sea ft Guidelines 
1968, Publication No. 5, Stock
holm, Sweden, p. 11.) Even a whole 
network can be done with T-junc
tions.

Therefore:
Make all intersections 

not served by a traffic 

light, T-junctions, with 

the angle as near 90^ 

as possible.

r'i‘





Paths Interrupt Roads
Pedestrian crossings are obstacles to ped
estrians and throughway s to auto
mobiles—the car rules over people.
In many places, it is recognized by 
law that pedestrians have the right- 
of-way over automobiles. Yet at the 
crucial points where roads and 
walkways cross, designers invariably 
give priority to automobiles. They 
make the smooth, fast road contin
uous, interrupting the pedestrian 
walkway at the junctions. This con
tinuous road surface actually im
plies that the car has the right of 
way.

flow, is greatly affected by the both requirements. The slope may
width of the road. (CoUn Buchan- not be too steep, since this would
an, et^al. Traffic in Towns, HMSO, be dangerous to traffic, and make
London, 1963, pp. 203-213.) The the pedestrians invisible as the car
road and the lanes themselves, nose rides up. A slope of 1 in 6, or 
should therefore narrow to the less, is safe from both points of
width of the through lanes. Any view. This kind of crossing is some-
crossing more than three lanes what elaborate. It is probably only 
wide, should be split in two. This appropriate where pedestrian traffic 
not only keeps the crossing distance is unusually heavy—for example at 
at a minimum, but it enables the a corner where a great deal of ped- 
pedestrian to get beyond the visual estrian traffic is generated by the
barrier of parked cars for a clear entrance to a school, or a transit
view down the length of the road- station,
way.

What should crossings be like to 
accommodate the needs of the 
pedestrians? To make the crossing even easier to 

The fact that pedestrians feel less see from a distance, and to give 
vulnerable to cars when they are weight to the pedestrian's "right to 
about 50 centimeters above them, be there", the pedestrian path 
has been discussed in the pattern, could be marked by a canopy at the 
Pedestrian 50 cm Above Car. The edge of the road, 
same principle applies, even more
powerfully, where pedestrians have Finally, bus stops, vendors, shops, 
to cross a road. The pedestrians grow naturally around a place 
who cross, must be extremely visi- where a pedestrian path crosses a 
ble from the road. Cars should also road. There must be enough room 
be forced to slow down when they for these activities on both sides of 
approach such a crossing. If the the crossing, and for the parking, 
pedestrian way crosses 6-12 inches standing, loading and unloading 
above the roadway, and the road- that go with them, 
way slopes up to it, this satisfies

The way a path crosses a road, 
depends on traffic density. If the 
traffic density is very low, it is safe 
to let people cross where they want 
to. If the traffic density is high, the 
crossing has to be specially defined.

The main problem for pedestrians 
trying to cross a heavily travelled 
road, is the width of the roadway. 
Buchanan has shown that the aver
age waiting time, and the percent
age of pedestrians who are forced 
to wait, for various levels of traffic (continued over)

Therefore:
1. Narrow the road to the length of the 

through lanes at the crossing.
2. If the road is more than 3 lanes, split 

it, and provide an island in the middle.
3. Keep the pedestrian path at a con
stant level through the crossing, 6-12 

inches above the road surface, and slope 

the road up to it—with a slope not 

greater than 1 in 6.
4. Swell out the pedestrian path on both 

sides of the crossing to make space for 

kiosks, benches, vendors, etc.

; V\'.
slope
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Paths Interrupt Roads

Context
This pattern applies to road cross
ings where pedestrian density is apt 
to be fairly high and where traffic is 
also fairly heavy. It does not apply 
to local residential roads where 
both are low. It does not apply to | 
crossings where pedestrian density ! ^
is high and traffic low, since under ^ c 
these conditions the pedestrians ; 
have no trouble competing with i 
cars. The pattern only applies to Region A — Pedestrians free to 
situations where the pedestrian is cross anywhere.
“threatened". Buchanan defines a Region B — Some form of con- 
situation where a pedestrian is trolled crossing desirable, 
threatened, in terms of the delay he 
experiences while waiting for a gap 
in the traffic: “when 50% of ped
estrians are liable to experience de
lay the average delay to all is about 
two seconds. The corresponding 
average delay to those who are ac
tually delayed would in this case 
amount to 4 seconds. It is generally 
considered that, at about this point, 
the pedestrian's freedom to cross 
the road anywhere he pleases in 
accordance with his own judgement 
needs to be curtailed, and that can
alisation of pedestrians onto some- 
kind of controlled crossing is re
quired. We think that an average 
delay to all crossing pedestrians of 
two seconds may be taken as a very 
rough guide to the border-line be
tween acceptable and unacceptable 
conditions. Any greater delay 
would imply that rnost people 
(more than 50%) would have to 
adapt their movements, to give way 
to motor vehicles—a situation clear
ly not compatible with the idea of 
an environmental area." (p. 204)
Buchanan, op.cit. His data for this 
borderline condition is presented 
below. If a particular roadway of 
width, W, carrying a volume of 
traffic, VPH, lies in region B, then a 
special pedestrian crossing is re
quired.

Problem (continued)
A less extreme solution, to be used 
perhaps at less important inter
sections would be to modify the 
roadway's texture along the ap
proach to the crossing. Rougher 
texture gives the driver three kinds 
of warning: a) it alters the dynam
ics of the car giving a different 
“feel" to the roadway; b) the sound 
of the car passing over the road is 
noticeably different; c) it gives the 
roadway a different visual appear
ance. All of these cues combined 
will be incentive for the driver to 
slow down and become more alert. 
The length of this textured section 
will depend on the speed limit of 
the road. For 25 mph, it will be 62 
feet on either side of the crossing; 
for 35 mph—105 feet and so on 
according to the following table 
from the California Drivers Hand
book, California Office of State 
Printing, April 1970, p. 15:

62 feet 
105 feet 
160 feet 
225 feet 
302 feet

4-4

o
4^H—r

m
vohicU's iH'r hour

25 mph 
35 mph 
45 mph 
55 mph 
65 mph

The use of bumps or textured road
ways for slowing people down is 
demonstrated in railroad crossings. 
Highways are now using rough and 
noise generating textured surfaces 
to slow drivers down for off-ramps 
and for sections of the highway 
where lanes merge. They are ap
parently effective alarms; some of 
them generate noises and vibrating 
sensations inside the car.

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin and Shlomo Angel.

Contribution By: Ronald Nicolino.

August 1969, revised September 1970
This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.



ACCESS TO A GREEN

When people live and work extremely close to large open
they visit them and use them often; but evengreen areas,

a fairly short distance will discourage them.

People often want to get away from whatever they are doing - 

they naturally look for outdoor spots v;here they can relax and 

take a break - a quiet corner, a glade of trees, a lawn, a 

meadow. In cities, we try to meet this need for green places by 

providing parks. But parks, as they are usually conceived, don't 

really meet the need - they are simply too far apart, too far 

from the people who need them.
In order to study this problem we visited a small park in 

Berkeley, California, and asked 22 people who were in the park 

how often they came to the park, and how far they had walked to 

the park. Specifically, we asked each person three questions;
a. Did you walk or drive?
b. How many blocks have you come?
c. How many days ago did you last visit the park?
On the basis of the first question we rejected 5 subjects who

had come by car or bike. The third question gives us, for each 

person, an estimate of the number of times per week that person 

comes to the park. For example, if he last came 3 days ago, we 

may say he typically comes twice per week. This is more reliable 

than asking the frequency directly, since it relies on a fact which 

the person is sure of, not on his judgement of a rather intangible 

frequency.
We construct the table as follows. In the first column, we 

write the number of blocks. In the second column we write a 

measure of the area of ring shaped zone which lies at that distance. 

The area of this ring shaped zone, is proportional to the difference
of two squares, i.e., the measure of area of the ring at 3 blocks,

_2 _2 is 3 - 2 = 5.
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In the third coliamn, we write the number of people who have come
from that distance, each person multiplied by the number of trips

This gives us a measure of theper week he makes to the park, 

total number of trips per week, which originate in that ring.
In the fourth column we write the number of trips per week.

divided by the area of the ring. If we assume that people are 

distributed throughout the entire area at approximately even density, 

this gives us a measure of the probability that any one person, in 

a given ring, will make a trip to the park in a given week.
In the fifth column we write the logarithm (base 10) of the 

probability measure P. Under normal circumstances, the frequency 

of access to a given center will vary according to some law of the 

form P = Ae , where A and B are constants, and r is the radius.
This means that if behavior and motivation are constant with respect 
to distance, and we plot the log of the frequency against the radius, 

we should get a straight line. Any aberration from the straight line, 

will show us the threshold where one kind of behavior and motivation 

changes to another.

TABLE

P. Relative 
probability of 
trips, for any 
one person

Trips/
week

Log P.Radius R Measure of 
area of the 
ring at RadiusBlocks
R

1.2919.51 1 19.5
.948.7262 3
.342.23 5 11

T.950.94 7 6
5 9 0
6 11 0
7 13 0

T.600.415 68
09 17

T. 300.219 310
011 21

T.O0.112 23 2.5
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If we plot a graph of column R against Log P., we see that 

the resulting curve is S-shaped. It starts going down at a certain 

angle, then gets much steeper, and then flattens out again. The 

point where the curve plunges down at its steepest, shows us the 

threshold is between 2 and 3 blocks. This is the threshold. What
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it means, essentially, is that for distances less than 2.5 blocks, 

people are more or less able to satisfy their need for access to 

a green, but that at greater distances the distance seriously in- 

feres with their ability to meet this need.
But the inference is rather unexpected. It is clear, after all, 

that when people are close to a park, they go there relatively often, 

in fact, with a certain known frequency. We may assume, then, that 

people feel like taking this kind of break, with just that sort of
frequency. When people live more than 2.5 blocks, or 750 feet, from
the park, we may assume that they still have the desire, and the
need, for this kind of relaxation - just as often as the people who
live close to the park - but the distance prevents them from meeting 

their need. We m.ay say then, that in an ideal world, everyone 

would be near enough to a green, so that they can go there whenever 

they feel the need for it. Our data allow us to say that people 

will be able to do this, whenever they live or work within 750 

feet of such a park - but that when the nearest oark is more than 750
feet away, they will be prevented from it. In short, an environ
ment in which every house and workplace is within 750 feet of such 

a park, is adequate for peoples needs in this respect - an environ
ment in which some houses and workplaces are more than 750 feet 

from such a park, is certainly frustrating peoples needs to some 

extent.
One question remains, 

satisfy this need.
How large must a "green" be, in order to 

In functional terms this is easy to answer. It
must be large enough, so that at least in the middle of it, you 

feel that you are in touch with nature, and away from the hustle 

and bustle. Our current estimates suggest that a green must be
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at least 60,000 square feet in area, and must be at least 150 

feet wide, in the narrowest direction, in order to meet this 

requirement (see Walled Gardens for more details). Therefore;

Provide a green outdoor park, at least 60,000 square feet in
area, at least 150 feet across in the narrowest direction, within
750 feet of every dwelling, and every workplace, in a city.



DRAFT

CONVEX CONNECTED OUTDOOR SPACE

Outdoor spaces which are merely "left over" between buildings
will^ in general, not be used.

There are two fundamentally different kinds of outdoor space: 
negative space and positive space. Outdoor space is negative 

when it is shapeless, the residue left behind when buildings - 

which are generally viewed as positive - are placed in the land. 
An outdoor space is positive when it has a distinct and definite
shape, as definite as the shape of a room, and when its shape 

is as important as the shapes of the buildings which surround it. 

These two kinds of space create entirely different plan geometries, 
which may be most easily distinguished by their figure ground 

reversal.

POSITIVE SPACES 
FIGURE GROUND REVERSALNEGATIVE SPACES 

NO FIGURE GROUND REVERSAL
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If you look at the plan of an environment where outdoor
spaces are negative, you see the buildings as figure, and the 
outdoor space as ground. There is no reversal. It is impossible 
to see the outdoor space as figure, and the buildings as ground. 
If you look at the plan of an environment where outdoor spaces 

are positive, you may see the buildings as figure, and outdoor 

spaces as ground - and, you may also see the outdoor spaces as 

figure, against the ground of the buildings, 

figure ground reversal.
The plans have

Another way of defining the difference between "positive" and
negative" outdoor spaces, is by their degree of enclosure, 

their degree of convexity.
and

Positive spaces are at least partly
enclosed, and the shapes of the spaces which are felt are convex. 
Negative spaces are so poorly defined that you cannot really tell 

where their boundaries are, and to the extent that you can tell. 

For example:the shapes are non-convex.

Example of 
positive space

Example of 
negative space

m [r.
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Shape of the space 
formed by these buildings

Shape of the space 
formed by these buildings

/

Now, what is the functional relevance of the distinction be-
outdoor spaces.tween "positive" and "negative" 

the following hypothesis, 
are "positive"

We put forward 

People feel comfortable in spaces which
, and use these spaces; people feel relatively un-

comfortable in spaces which are "negative", and such spaces tend
to remain unused.

The general case for this hypothesis has been most fully argued 

by Camillo Sitte, in The Art of Building Towns. Sitte has analyzed 

a very large number of European city squares, distinguishing those
which seem used and lively, from those which don't, and trying to 

account for the success of the successful He shows, with
example after example, that the successful places - i.e., those 

which are greatly used and enjoyed - have two properties, 

one hand, they are partly enclosed; on the other hand, they are 

also open to one another, so that each one leads into the next.

ones.

On the

The enclosure which he described, is the same exactly. The degree
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of enclosure of a 

it is positive,
space plays a vital role in deciding whether 

or negative.
The fact that people feel more comfortable in a space which

is hard to explain.is at least partly enclosed. To begin with.
it is obviously not always true. For example, people feel very
comfortable indeed on an open beach, or on a rolling plain, where 

there may be no enclosure at all. But in the smaller outdoor spaces - 

for some reason.gardens, parks, walks, plazas - enclosure does.
create a feeling of security.

It seems likely that the need for enclosure goes back to our 
most primitive instincts. For example, when a person looks for
a place to sit down outdoors, a place to eat, he rarely chooses 
to sit exposed in the middle of an open space - he usually looks 

for a tree to put his back against, a hollow in the ground, a 

natural cleft which will partly enclose and shelter him. Our
studies of people's space needs in workplaces show a similar 
phenomenon. To be comfortable, a person wants his v/orkplace almost 
50% enclosed, but not much more (Alexander, Jacobsen and Schreiner,
Workplace Enclosure, Center for Environmental Structure, 1970). 
Clare Cooper has found the thing in her studies of parks -same
people seek areas which are partially enclosed, and partly open - 
not too open, not too enclosed. (Clare Cooper, Open Space Study,
1969.)

We have, at present, no substantial data which either supports 
or refutes our hypothesis. However, our accumulated experience
suggests that this hypothesis is correct, and that experiments will 
bear it out. Recognizing that it is a hypothesis which is so far 

unproven, we propose the following rule of thumb:
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Make every outdoor space convex in plan, and always place
buildings, arcades, trees and walls, so that the outdoor spaces they

Never enclose an outdoor space on allform are convex in plan.
sides - instead connect outdoor spaces to one another so that it
is possible to see and walk from one to the next in more than one
way.

Wherever you see a part of an open space which is non-convex 

in plan - i.e. L shaped - place small buildings, or building pro
jections, or walls, in such a way as to break the space into convex 

pieces.

For instance: 
TURN THIS THISINTO
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If an open space is ever too enclosed, break a hole through 

the building, and open it up.
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People use open space if it is sunny, and don V use it if it isn V, 
in all but desert climates.

This bald statement is amazingly one will ever use because it isn't in
simple, but nevertheless true. Thou- the sun.
sands of acres of open space in A survey of a residential block in
every city are wasted because they Berkeley, California, confirms this shade, up against the house,
are north of buildings, and never problem dramatically. Along Web- through which you must pass to get
get the sun. This is true for public ster Street—an east-west street—18 to the sun. Four lots to the north
buildings, and it is true for private of 20 persons interviewed said they had backyards large enough to be
houses. The recently built Bank of used only the sunny part of their out of the shade of the house, and
America building in San Francisco yards. Half of these were people liv- sunny, toward the rear. In only one
—a giant building built by a major ing on the north side of the street— of these yards was the sunny area
architect-has its plaza on the north these people did not use their back- reported as being used—and in it, it
side. At lunchtime, the plaza is yards at all, but would sit in the was possible to get to the sun with-
empty, and people eat their sand- front yard, beside the sidewalk, to out passing through a deep band of .
wiches in the street, on the south be in the south sun. The north fac- shade.
side where the sun is. Just so for ing back yards were used primarily Although the idea of south facing
small private houses. The lot shapes for storing junk. Not one of the open space is simple, there will have
and orientation common in most persons interviewed indicated pref- to be major changes in land use, to

^*^evelopments force houses to be erence for a shady yard; 2 of 20 make it come right,
rrounded by open space which no gave no preference whatsoever.

The survey also gave credence to 
the idea that sunny areas won't be 
used if there is a deep band of

(continued over)
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Therefore: Place all open space on the south 

side of the buildings which give onto it — a- 

void putting open space in the shadow of buil
dings, and never let a deep strip of shade sepa

rate the sunny area from the building it 

rves. Reorganize the shape and orientation 

of lots, to make this possible for private 

houses and small buildings.
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South Facing Open Space
f

f Problem (continued) • If there is a building to the east or
^ : This pattern has wide-spread impli- west, make tne yard at least 2V2

cations for our cities. For example, times the height of the building so
our residential neighborhoods it will be in the sun as much as pos-
would have to be organized quite sible when the sun is usefully warm,
differently from today. Let us take above about. 20 degrees elevation-^
this case for more detailed discus
sion:

about 25' if it is a one storey build
ing, and 50' if it is two.

• In general, private lots would 
have to be longer north to south, 
with the houses on the north side.

'1
X

N \

IC t • ••

• If there is a city street immediate
ly to the south of the lot, however, 
it will be better to make the lot 
longer east to west with the yard to 
one side so that access to the house 
does not destroy the privateness of 
the yard.

-O'

4
• If there is another building to the 
south, make the yard at least VA 
times the height of that building to 
allow sun in at least some part of 
the yard and into the house even in 
winter—about 15' if it is a one 
storey building and 30' if it is two. 
(These figures are appropriate for 
San Francisco. They will vary, of 
course, for different latitudes.)

r
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By: Christopher Alexander and Max Jacobson 

Contribution By: Jim Jones 

December i^7()
This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
tnvironmenta! Stiucture, P.G. Box 5156, Berkeley. California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition
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Plazas that are too large 

look and feel deserted — 

nobody goes there.
Time and again in modern cities, that a place begins to seem deserted This may mean that people feel 
architects and planners build plazas when it has more than about 300 half-consciously tied together in 
that are too large. They look good .square feet per person, 
on drawings; but in real life they 
end up desolate and dead.

plazas that have diameters of 70 
feet or less — where they can make 

On this basis a square with a diame- out the faces and half-hear the talk 
ter of 60 feet will begin to seem of the people around them; and 

Our observations suggest strongly, deserted if there are less than 12 that this feeling of being at one 
that public open spaces, intended as people in it. There are very few with a loosely knit square is lost in 
plazas, should be very small. As a places in a city where you can be the larger spaces. Roughly similar 
general rule, we have found that sure there will always be 12 people, things have been said by Philip Thiel 
they work when they have a diame- On the other hand, it only takes 4 (An 
ter of about 60 feet — at this people to give life to a square with Space Sequence Notation, unpub- 
diameter people often go to them, a diameter of 35 feet. There are lished ms. University of California, 
they become favorite places, and much better chances of 4 people Department of Architecture, Aug- 
people feel comfortable there; being in a place than 12 - so the ust, 1960,p.5),andbyHansBlum- 
when the diameter gets above 60-70 smaller square will feel comfortable , enfield ("Scale in Civic Design", 
feet, they begin to seem deserted for a far greater percentage of the 
and unpleasant. The only excep- time, 
tions are places like the Piazza San 
Marco, or Trafalgar Square, which The second possible basis for our which support them.

observations depends on the diame
ter. A person's face is just recog- However, although the functional 

There are several possible function- nizable at about 70 feet; and under basis of this pattern is still unclear, 
al bases for these observations, typical urban noise conditions, a the basic intuition is overwhelming- 
First, we know from the pattern, loud voice can just barely be heard ly strong:
Pedestrian Density in Public Places, across 70 feet.

Architectural and Urban

Town Planning Review, April, 
1953, pp. 35-46); but we have 
found few formal observations

are teeming with people.

(continued over)

Therefore: Almost every in
stinct to make large plazas 

is wrong. In 99 cases out of 

100, make plazas and 

squares very small, with di
ameters never much greater 

than 60-70 feet.



Small Open Spaces

Problem (continued)
We now present the experimental 
meterial for establishing maximum 
distances at which people can see 
expressions on one another's faces, 
and can talk to one another.

Most public spaces of the kind un
der discussion will have a noise level 
of about NC30-40. At NC40, a very 
loud voice can be heard at 72 feet. 
At NC30, a raised voice can be 
heard at 96 feet, and a very loud 
voice at 180 feet.

Our own informal experiments 
show the following results. Two 
people with normal vision can com
municate comfortably up to 75 
feet. They can talk, with raised 
voice; and they can see the general 
outlines of the expression on one 
anothers faces. This 75 foot maxi
mum is extremely reliable. Re
peated experiments gave the same 
distance again and again, ±10%.

It is therefore clear that the maxi
mum permissible hailing distance is 
somewhere between 70 and 180 
feet, according to the background 
noise level. E.T. Hall, without tak
ing variation in sound level into 
consideration, gives the maximum 
hailing distance, outdoors, as 100 
feet. {The Silent Language, New 
York: Premier, 1961, p. 164. )

At 100 feet it is uncomfortable to 
talk; and facial expression is no 
longer clear. Anything above 100 
feet is hopeless.

Seeing Distance. Hans Blumenfeld 
(op.cit.) quotes the following fig
ures:

1. A person's face can be recognised 
at up to 70 or 80 feet.These experiments were conducted 

in the open on a fairly quiet resi
dential street: social and acoustic 
effects in an interior space, would 
decrease the distances. The few 
published results we have been able 
to find support these estimates. 
Hailing Distance. The following 
table, adapted from Peterson and 
Gross, (A. P. G. Peterson, and E. E. 
Gross, Handbook for Noise Meas
urement, Fifth Edition, General Ra
dio Company, New Concord, Mass., 
1963), shows the relation between 
audible speech and background 
noise level (expressed on the back
ground noise criterion scale).

2. A person's face can be recognised 
as "a portrait", i.e. in richer detail, 
at up to about 48 feet.

Context.
This pattern applies to all plazas 
and squares which do not have an 
extremely large captive group of 
users — as do public market plazas, 
tourist gathering places, etc. It is 
especially critical for a square 
which is associated with a small 
group which seeks to maintain its 
integrity as a group, or whose social 
fabric depends on a certain amount 
of interactions between members of 
the group. (This would include the 
arena in a multi-service center, a 
neighborhood plaza, the courtyard 
in a university department or high 
school, etc.)
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By: Christopher Alexander, Sara Ishikawa, Murray Silverstein.

July 1968 revised September 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition





Patios Which Live
The patios built in modern houses are 

most often dead. They are intended 

to be private open spaces for people to 

use-but more often end up unused, 

full of gravel and abstract sculptures.

Informal observation suggests that 
these "dead" patios are unused for 
the following reasons:

The patio should never be per
fectly enclosed by the rooms
which surround it, but should
give at least a glimpse of some

1. No one ever goes to them when 
they do not have any natural re
lation to the activities in the 
house—this is especially true for 
those that are dead-ends, off to 
one side of rooms. To overcome 
this, the patio should have activi
ties, opening off at least two op
posite sides, so that it becomes 
the meeting point to these activi
ties, provides access to them, 
provides overflow from them, 
and provides the cross-circulation 
between them.

other space beyond.

3. They are oppressive. No one
wants to sit surrounded by blank
walls, disconnected from the
house, with a little square of sky
overhead. To solve this problem.
the patio needs to be partly
roofed. This provides a sitting
space that is less nakedly ex
posed to the sky, and, if the
roofed part is continuous with
some interior part of the house.
makes the patio seem more like a
part of the house, and makes it

2. They are so enclosed that they 
become claustrophobic. Patios 
which are pleasant to be in al
ways seem to have "loopholes" 
which allow you to see beyond 
them into some further space.

more likely that people will drift
naturally into the patio.

Therefore, to make 

a patio work:
1. Place it so that there are sources of traffic 

and activity on at least two sides, prefer
ably three, and it functions in part as a 

circulation space.

2. Don’t enclose it completely, but make sure 

that you can see out, in at least one direc
tion, to some larger space beyond.

I
CIRCULATION

VIEW OUT

1VERANDA

I
PATIO 3. Roof at least one side of it, and make this 

roofed part at least two meters deep, and 

continuous with the inside of the building.

W///M
HOUSE 7



Patios Which Live

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa. Christie Coffin, Shlomo Angel.

August 1969 revised May 19 70

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.
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Tree Places
When trees are set down without regard for 

the special places they can create, they are as 

good as dead for the people who need them.
Trees have a very deep and crucial is, alone, a very powerful indication places they create. 
meaning to human beings. The sig- of their importance (V. J. Bieliaus-
nificance of old trees is archetypal; kas. The H-T-P Research Review, The trees that people love create 
in our dreams very often they stand 1965 Edition, Western Psycholog- special social places; p\aces to be \r\,
for the wholeness of personality: ica! Services, Los Angeles, Califor- and pass through, places you can
"Since . . . psychic growth cannot nia, 1965; and Isaac Jolles, Catalog dream about, and places you can
be brought about by a conscious ef- for the Qualitative Interpretation of draw. Trees have the potential to
fort of will power, but happens the House-Tree-Person, Western create basically three kinds of social
involuntarily and naturally, it is in Psychological Services, Los Angeles, places: An umbrella—where a sin- 
dreams frequently symbolized by California, 1964, pp. 75-97.). 
the tree, whose slow, powerful in

gle, low-sprawling tree, like an oak, 
defines an outdoor room; a grove— 

voluntary growth fulfills a definite Intuitively, everyone recognizes the where several trees cluster together,
pattern." (M. L. von Franz, "The wonderful feeling that trees give to roughly in a circle; and an ai/en/ve—
process of individuation", in C. G. an environment. They are prized in where a double row of trees, their
Jung, Man and his Symbols, Dou- nearly every part of the city. People crowns touching, line a path or
bleday and Co., N.Y., 1964, pp. grow attached to special trees in street. It is only when a tree's po-
161, 163-4.) their neighborhood; they pay more tential to form places is realized

for homes in neighborhoods with that the real presence and meaning
There is even indication that trees, many trees. Even the developers of the tree is felt,
along with houses and other people, now try to give one tree for each
constitute one of the three most house, in their developments, 
basic parts of the human environ
ment. The House-Tree-Person Tech-

The trees that are being set down 
nowadays have nothing of this char- 

But for the most part, the trees that acter-they're in tubs on parking 
nique, developed by Psychologist are being planted and transplanted lots and along streets, in specially 
John Buck, takes the drawings a in cities and suburbs today do not "landscaped areas" that you can see 
person makes of each of these three satisfy people's craving for trees, but cannot get to. They don't form 
"wholes" as a basis for projective They will never come to provide a places in any sense of the word- 
tests. The mere fact that trees are sense of beauty and peace, because and so they mean nothing to peo- 
taken as bristling with meaning, they are being set down and built pie. (continued over)
equal to houses and other people, around without regard for the

Umbrella

Therefore: Plant saplings and 

build around existing trees, pay
ing deep attention to the kinds 

of social places it’s in their na
ture to create. Make each tree a 

part of such a place: an umbrella, 

a grove, an avenue, or some varia
tion. Let the built environment 

set off these places, never de
stroy them.

m



Tree Places

A Tree They 

Couldn't Cut
lt\ Ihillllluh

1 Iniiiiiilr hiiii;;n Si iini'

Kiialu Kiiin|)Ui'
A ])i;(\-1(11111(1 uili lie imu'li stmillor

than |)laiitic(t Ijciiiusc oi an aiiciciil tm* wlilch 
s|)nok(’{l all al1cini>ts in l<’M it

'Itii'f'c \i'ar.‘< a-(i ullu ials .il llic ('(ictiraiic 
i-oad si-i-omlary schonl ;uilli(ifi/(‘(l clrariu^ ot a 
Ihickcl Id iiiakd way Ini' a ulayin;^ linid. Thf 
thiekt’t wa.s sunn clcaicil dxc'.'pl lor one tree.

Workers wlio allemiitod lo eho() tlic tree 
(lowII uei(‘ >ld[)])(‘(l ill tlieir li'aeks lielore ttu‘> 
ciiiilil sv\inu their a\e

A l)iilldi)/ei' was ined lt> eojiiU- died eaelT 
nine i1 apinoaelHMl ihe tree or llii* di’i\ei'liecainc 
di/./\ and uas luiahie to o|)ei ali' itie mai'liine

.Sellout oilii lots hiiall\' v,.i\d ii|) and deeided 
lo spare IIm' ir'--

I'lie Iree ii is 'aid. is the tioiiie ol a deii\ 
Allanali l\illd\nl;ini. of), said site had lieen told in 
a vision that Hindu-oddess Kseuar\ li\ cd in llie 
Iree

I aa.s told lo take care oMhe tre(‘and warn 
those utio wished lo uproot it that sad things 
would liuppen lo them." she said. Kven d there s 
an eartlupiake. the tree won’t be uprooted.

I have been a tei»u!ar worshipper here and' 
Mi> only purpose in Irving is to lake care of the 
Iree "

She hits spell! a lar‘.4e pai't ol the money she 
eai'ii.s a.s a donie.slic seiwanl biiyinp milk, truit 
and oil lo olicr at the Iree.

Residents ol llie area erected a shelter 
around the tree alter alleinpls to tell it had 
tailed

m

By: Denny Abrams and Murray Silverstein.

December DJ70

This pattern is Icnlative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.



DRAFT

PLACES AT THE EDGES OF BUILDINGS

People prefer being at the edges of open spaces, but the outer
edges of buildings surrounding open spaces are not suited for
people to be near.

People feel more comfortable walking and being close to the 

edges of space rather than in the middle of them. We also know
that people will choose to sit dost to building edges, with 

their backs to them, looking out on more open areas or onto 

activities. In observing people's behavior in outdoor spaces, 
for example, Jan Gehl discovered that "there is a marked tendency
for both standing and sitting persons to place themselves near some
thing - a facade, pillar, furniture, etc." ("Mennesker til Fods 

(Pedestrians)", Arkitekten, No. 20, 1968.) This tendency of people 

to stay at the edges of spaces, is also discussed in the patterns. 

Activity Pockets, and Building Stepped Back.

f

The outside walls of buildings form outdoor spaces, yet we give 

little attention to their design. While much attention is given to 

the interior walls in buildings, little thought is usually given
to the treatment of exterior v/alls and the spaces just adjacent to 

them. Most building walls, in fact repel people instead of inviting 

them to come close to them.
If outdoor spaces v/ere taken as seriously as indoor spaces, •awai

, then the exterior walls of buildings
They would be more like places - 

walls would weave in and out, and the roof would extend over them
would look very different indeed.

to create little places for benches, posters and notices for people 

to look at. For such places to have the right depth, they would
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have to be at least 6 feet deep (for the same arguments as presented 

in Two Meter Balcony) and the roof must be low, on the order of 7 or 

8 feet.

Therefore:
places for activity by giving them depth and a covering, and making

Crenallate the outer perimeter of buildings with

places to sit and lean, and walk, especially at those points on
the perimeter which look onto interesting outdoor life.



Arcades - covered walkways at the edge of buildings, which

are partly inside the building, partly outside - play a vital

role in the way that group territory and the society-at-large

interact.

There are many many public places in cities which are only

That is, they do not have the character 

of truly inviting the public in; they operate essentially as

theoretically public.

private territory for the people who are inside.

A university building, for example, is, in effect, a public

as a rule, universitybuilding to the people of the^,,ta^KJa^ 'But, . 

buildings are only theoretically public, 

including university people with no formal business in the build-

The people-at-large.

ing, never feel that these places are public, and that they have 

a perfect right to drop in, and find out what is going on inside. 

People are inhibited from such activity, because the building 

appears as the territory of a special group, say the Biology 

Department; and people do not feel free to ''invade" such territory, 

without formal reason. Accordingly, the university becomes a 

collection of theoretically public buildings, which in fact 

operate as islands of territory, and the public learns to restrict 

its business to only those places where they have "legitimate

business".
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The city contains many so-called public places, which

operate in just this manner: libraries, service buildings.

shops, schools, churches, bars, etc.

The fact that public places operate in this way is natural

enough: The people who use the facility regularly, and who do

have formal business there, treat the building as their territory.

They could hardly do otherwise; psychologically, it is their

territory.

The problem lies in the fact that there are no strong connec

tions between the territorial world, within the building, and the

purely public world outside. There are no realms between the two

kinds of spaces, which are ambiguously a part of each - places

that are felt as characteristic of the territory inside, and

simultanesouly, part of the public world.

The classic instance of this kind of space in our culture, is

the entrance to the traditional movie theater. These places have

a wonderful character: There is always a marquee, stretching out.

over the sidewalk, defining the space beneath as theater territory. 

There is the deep cavity, opening directly off the sidewalk, and 

paved at grade with the sidewalk, marking the space as an extension

of the public v/orld. And there are the displays on the sidewalk.

that turn the corner, and lead up to the threshold, establishing

the character of the movie.
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The effect is a realm which thoroughly connects the territory

of the theater, with the public world. Walking through this realm.

we cannot help but feel the presence of the theater; everyone is

free to stop there, to look over the posters, and talk to the

doorman. The place is thoroughly public, and it is felt as theater

territory.

The fact that there are so few places like this in cities

must be seen as both cause and effect. There are not many places

which truly invite us in, from the public (aside from the depart

ment stores and the garish restaurants), and so we do not much 

explore the city.

exploration, we build our public buildings as islands of "official" 

territory.

And because we do not explore, and expect

The result is an impasse in our public life, 

break the impasse, is to take the conception of public building

The only way to
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seriously, to open these places up, and, like the movie theater.

connect them to the public world with strongly identified realms.

These realms will only work when they have the following 

properties.

1. To make them public, the public path to the building must 

itself become a place that is partly inside the building; and this 

place must contain the character of the inside - with displays, etc.

To establish this place as a territory which is also apart 

from the public world, it must be felt as an extension of the 

building interior, and therefore covered.

2.

Give every public building a realm, which lies half-way between

it and the public world; make this realm a covered extension of the

public path; and set it half into the building, with displays, views

and openings along the path. The arcade is the simpler and most

beautiful way of making such a realm. The arcades run along the

building, where it meets the public world; they are open to the

public, yet set partly into the building, and must be at least 7

deep.

There are other configurations which can work in the same way.

In particular, two patterns from the Multi-Service Center report,

"Building Thoroughfare" describes public 

paths that run through buildings; and "Street Niches" gives the

are aimed at this problem.
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argxxment for cavities, continuous with the sidewalk, looking into

the buildings. (A Pattern Language Which Generates Multi-Service

Centers, Center for Environmental Structure, Berkeley, California,

1968, pp. 101-104 and 187-189.)

A good deal of Bernard Rudofsky's recent book. Streets for 

People, is concerned with the arcade, as the classic device for

making the street a substantial public place:

"It simply never occurs to us to make streets into oases rather

than deserts. In countries where their function has not yet de

teriorated into highways and parking lots, a nximber of arrangements

make streets fit for humans; pergole and awnings (that is, awnings 

spread across a street), tentlike structures, or permanent roofs.

All are characteristic of the Orient, or countries with an oriental

heritage, like Spain. The most refined street coverings, a tangible

expression of civic solidarity - or, should one say, of philanthropy - 

Unknown and unappreciated in our latitudes, the func

tion of this singularly ingratiating feature goes far beyond pro

viding shelter against the elements or protecting pedestrians from

are arcades.

traffic hazards. Apart from lending unity to the streetscape, they

often take the place of the ancient foriims. Throughout Europe,

North Africa, and Asia, arcades are a common sight because they

also have been incorporated into "formal" architecture. Bologna's
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streets, to cite but one example, are accompanied by nearly twenty

(B. Rudofsky, Streets for People, Doubledaymiles of portici."

1969, p. 13; pp. 59-104, pp. 201-232.)and Co New York,• t

(
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Centripetal Pedestrian Paths
Streets should be for staying in, and 

not just for moving through the way 

they are today.

For centuries, the street provided city dwellers with 
usable public space, right outside their houses. Now, 
in a number of subtle ways, the modern city has 
made streets which are for "going through", not for 
"staying in". This is reinforced 
by new regulations which 
make it a crime to loiter, by 
the greater attractions inside 
the house itself, and by streets 
which are so unattractive to 
stay in, that they almost force 
people into their houses.

1967; and Joan Ash, "Families Living at High Densi
ty", Official Architecture and Planning, London, Jan
uary , 1966, pp. 68-81; also Sociological Research Sec
tion, Ministry of Housing and Local Government, 

n.d., 87 pp.) The fact that the 
street drives people away from 
it must surely have the same 
effect.

From an environmental stand
point, the essence of the prob
lem is this: Streets are "centri
fugal" not "centripetal": they 
drive people out, instead of at
tracting them in. In order to 
combat this effect, the pedes
trian world outside houses 
must be made into the kind of 
place where you "stay", rather 
than the kind of place 
"move through". It must, in 
short, be made like a kind of 
outside public room, with a 
greater sense of enclosure than 
a street.

All this contributes to the fact 
that people in cities feel isolat
ed, insecure, detached from 
society. Two recent studies 
have shown that mental ill
ness, and acute feelings of iso
lation,
among people who cannot 
reach the street from their 
dwellings, than among those 
who
"Families in Flats", British 
Medical Journal, 18 November

are more common
you

(D.M. Fanning,can.

Pedestrian
StreetTherefore:

Make residential 

pedestrian streets subtly 

convex in plan with 

seats and galleries 

around the edges. 
When you can, roof the 

streets perhaps with 

beams or trellis-work.

'M

Housess. ^
0 i ...1
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Centripetal Pedestrian Paths

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin, Shlomo Angel.

August 1969 revised May 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
knvironmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we wit. add your comments to the next edition.



DRAFT

BIKE PATHS AND RACKS

Bikes are cheap, healthy^ and good for the environment; but 
they are threatened by cars, on major roads; and they threaten
pedestrians on pedestrian paths.

The use of bikes in cities, and especially in such places as 

college campuses, has always been widespread in European countries; 

in the United States, it is increasing year by year. However, in 

an environment not designed for bikes, their use creates various 
problems.

These problems are:
* Bikes are threatened where they meet, or cross, heavy 

automobile traffic.
* Bikes endanger pedestrians, when they are ridden along 

pedestrian paths.
* People always ride their bikes as close to the destination 

as possible - this means the bikes get piled up around the 

main entrances of buildings, where they obstruct movement, 
and even discourage people from sitting, or talking.

* This is acute in wet weather, since people naturally try to 

store their bikes out of the rain 

and corridors get even more filled with bikes.
* People tend to ride bikes along the shortest routes, which are 

usually pedestrian paths, not roads, at least within a pre
cinct like a campus - thus aggravating the danger and nuisance 

to pedestrians.

so entrances, arcades.
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To solve these problems we propose a system of paths designated 

as "bike paths", with the following properties:
The bike paths are marked clearly with a special, easily 

recognizable surface (for example, a red asphalt surface), 

paths always coincide either with local roads, or major pedestrian 

paths.
may simply be part of the road and level with it.

1.
Bike

Where the system coincides with a local road, its surface
Where the system 

coincides with a pedestrian path, the bike path is separate from 

that path and a few inches below it.
The system of bike paths comes within 100 feet of every2.

building.
The system forms a series of continuous loops, instead of 

being a branching tree-like structure.
Each building has a bike rack associated with it. 

bike rack is on that side of the building which is towards the center 

of campus; it lies on a bike path which comes within 100 feet of the 

building; and it is directly opposite a main entrance of the building.
There is a covered path, which has at least two or three 

steps in it, leading from the bike rack to the main entrance of 

the building.
Explanations of these five points are:

It is essential for bike paths to run in streets or along 

pedestrian paths - because if it were different, there would al
most always be a shortcut on one or the other of these systems

The bike path, when 

associated with a pedestrian path, must run below it, to dis
courage bike-riders from riding on the pedestrian path itself.

3.

4. This

5.

1.

which bike riders would take instead.
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2. This figure is a guess. If the figure is set lower 

(i.e. 50 feet, say), the bike path system will become very 

complex. If the figure is set higher (i.e. 200 feet say), 
there is a good chance that people won't store their bikes in the 

bike racks, but will ride them up to the building entrance, and 

obstruct it.
The system of bike paths, has to be continuous - i.e 

made of loops, not a tree-like structure v/ith cul-de-sacs - 

you can always go more or less towards the next building you are 

going to, and never have to go a long way round, 
the bike paths system approximates the shortest route between 

any two bike sheds - or any two buildings.
If the bike rack is on the side of the building "away" 

from the center of campus, there is almost certainly another 

building entrance closer to the campus center, and that is where 

the bike will all end up, so the bike rack just won't be used.
If the path from the bike rack to the building goes up 

steps, and is under cover, there will be very little temptation 

for people to take their bikes right up to the building entrance.

3. • f

so that

In other words,

4.

(

5.





Activity Nuclei

One of the greatest problems in exist
ing communities, is the fact that the 
available public life in them is spread 
so thin, that it has no impact on the 
community, and is not in any real 
sense "available" to the members of 
the community. Studies of pedestrian 
behavior make it clear that people 
seek out concentrations of other peo
ple, whenever they are available, (e.g. 
Jan Gehl, "Mennesker til Fods (Pedes
trians)", Arkitekten, No. 20, 1968.)

Community'facilities scattered 

individually through the city 

do nothing for the fife of 

the city.

To create these concentrations of peo
ple in a community, facilities must be 
grouped densely round very small 
public open spaces which can function 

^ as nuclei — and all pedestrian move
ment in the community channelled to 
pass through these nuclei. These nu
clei need two properties.ftshops. 4 

^■\roce^Y 'fe>r
dKi [cl

Therefore:
Cluster community facilities 

round a small number of 

very small open spaces to 

form activity nuclei.
Choose the facilities in any 

one nucleus so that they 

co-operate functionally. 

Make all paths in the 

community pass through 

these activity nuclei.

First, the facilities grouped around 
any one activity nucleus, must be 
carefully chosen for their symbiotic 
relationships. It is definitely not 
enough merely to group communal 
functions in so called community cen
ters. For example, church, cinema, 
kindergarten, and police station are all 
community facilities — but they do 
not support one another mutually. 
Different people go to them, at differ
ent times, with different things in 
mind. There is no point in grouping 
them together. To create intensity of 
action, the facilities which are placed 
together round any one nucleus, must 
function in a cooperative manner, and 
must attract the same kinds of people, 
at the same times of day.

a.cM\/\\\eA

(continued over)



Activity Nuclei

Problem (continued)
For example: When evening enter
tainments are grouped together, the 
people who are having a night out 
can use any one them, and the total 
concentration of action increases. 
When kindergartens and small parks 
and gardens are grouped together, 
mothers and young children may 
use either, so their total attraction 
is increased. When schools and 
swimming pools and football space 
are grouped together, they form 
natural centers for school children.

For reasons stated in Small Open 
Spaces, the open spaces which form 
the nuclei should be very small — 
15 X 20 meters is the ideal size. If 
the space has to be larger, it should 
be long and narrow, with its short 
dimension no more than 20 meters.

Context
This pattern applies to any com
munity large enough to support 
community facilities — whether it is 
a new one just being designed, or an 
old one being redeveloped or under
going a zoning change.

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin, Shlomo Angel.

August 1969 revised June 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.



DRAFT

NO ISOLATED STUDENT UNION

When a single building on campus is designated as student
territory, it raises the feeling that the rest of campus is
not student territory.

Recent trends in the design of student unions has been to 

make larger and more luxurious show pieces, 

response to larger student enrollments, but it comes about also 

because there is a tacit understanding to somehow try to do 

justice to the fact that the university is supposed to exist first 

and foremost for students, and since the union, is the symbol of 

student activity and territory, it v/ould seem that in order to try 

to put the point across, the student union ought to be "bigger and 

better".

This is partly in

There are two things wrong with this notion:
The symbolism works against itself: 

union is made something of, the more it emphasizes the fact that it
1. The more the student

is the only piece of student territory on campus, and the more it
The studentseems that the rest of campus is not student territory, 

union becomes the only place the students feel comfortable in and 

the only place they feel as though they have a right to be in. 

strict and limited distinction of territory has the effect of per
petuating the segregation and alienation of students from the rest 

of campus,
and makes it more difficult to achieve real campus community which 

would bring students, faculty and staff together under the most 
normal social conditions.

This
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Secondly, the original purpose of the union, which is to 

provide all the students a place to relax and feel at home in, 

is not met by simply enlarging one union, as the student popula
tion grows.
union is accessible, not whether it is large enough, 
any campus, the students who do not use the union, do not use it 

because it is not close enough to where they spend most of their 

Enlarging a single union building will make no difference

2.

The critical issue is whether or not the student
On almost

time.
to them.

Furthermore, the overdefined and limiting concept of a single 

student union and the distance one has to go to get to it, further 

compartmentalizes the lives of students on campus. The educational 
and growth process relies on an integration and mutual support of 

formal and informal activities, and on academic and social relation
ships. It is impossible for academic relationships and social re
lationships to merge when they are zoned off from each other. To 

quote Michael Cassidy("Architecture and the Sociology of University 

Life", Universities Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 4, September, 1964, 
page 358^ "The new social academic relationship affects what used 

to be called the zoning plan. Instead of a zone for student activity 

(the student union building), a zone for academic departments and 

faculties, and a zone for halls of residence frequently at some 

distance from the campus, we must expect an intermingling of public, 

social and academic facilities." He goes on to point out the 

importance of the integration of social and academic activities; 

"Friendships may be generated within a seminar group, to be rein
forced later by non-academic activity, which in turn affects the 

behavior of the group when next the seminar meets".
A decentralized student union will solve these problems. If 

the entire campus had a large number of small satellite unions, 
distributed according to population, so that there was one within
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a few minutes of any place on campus, the students will feel that 

the entire campus is their territory^ 

the entire campus population; and the whole of campus life would be 

more integrated.
Given that a decentralized union then makes sense, what should 

the distribution of these satellites be, and how large should they 

be?

the union will better serve

Most students use the student union for casual meeting of friends, 

for a coffee break, to read a newspaper and relax for a few minutes.
We speculate that this kind of spontaneous activity requires that

In addition it mustthe union is not more than two minutes away, 
be small enough so that you will very likely meet somebody there
that you know.

We observed an interesting case of a new coffee-lunch counter 

lounge built about three months ago on the ground floor near the
Wurster is locatedmain entrance of Wurster Hall in Berkeley, 

about 1000 feet from the main student union complex for the campus. 
No one from VJurster used the student union for breaks; they simply 

did not have a place to go to for a quick but relaxed cup of coffee. 

The lounge was an immediate success, not only for the students and 

faculty and staff of Wurster but very soon, also for people in 

Kroeber Hall (100 feet away), the Music Department (150 feet away), 
and for a few students in the Law School (250 feet away) and Optom
etry (200 feet away).

Looking at the distances between these buildings and Wurster, 
and taking into account that all of them are at least three stories 

high,(a student climbs up stairs at an average rate of 30 feet per 

minute and walks horizontally at a rate of 275 feet per minute), it 

seems about right to say that satellite unions should be distributed 

so that they are within two minutes of classrooms, and offices. 

People from buildings a bit further do not come, we guess because 

it is too far away for them.
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Our informal observations at Oregon tend also to substantiate 

It appears as though people there in the area around 

the music and education department (about 1800 feet away from the 

union), Lawrence (700 feet away) and Prince Lucien Campbell (1000
We recommend

this figure.

feet away), rarely use the student union for breaks, 
that an experiment very much like the one described in the pattern,
Access to a Green, be performed, in order to determine where people 

in the union have just come from - this will give us a more precise 

idea of the maximum distance a union can be from people's workplaces 

and classrooms, if they are to use it.
The size of the satellite union is a bit more difficult to 

It involves at least the following issues:
In order for the satellite union to function as an authentic 

communal place, it must serve a small enough group of people, so 

that you can recognize the people who use it, at least by face, and 

small enough so that you can expect to see certain people there 

during the course of the day.
It is interesting to note that when a student union is too 

large, students overcome its size by establishing certain parts of
At the University of Oregon, for example.

arrive at.
1.

it as their territory, 

we noticed that the same people were often found in the same parts
We believe that the motive for establishing partsof the union.

of the union as territory for certain groups comes about as a defense 

against its size - the place becomes too impersonal because there
It is hard to say what this maximumare too many people in it.

number is, but it is probably under 1500; we guess it is more like 

1000. If one tries to imagine a neighborhood or small community 

of 1000, it seems possible that one would eventually start recogni
zing everyone in it.
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2. On the other hand, the satellite union must serve a
large enough population, so that there are always people in it, 

and it is always lively. If we say that there must always be at
least 50 people in it, and assume that on the average about 10% 

of the people the union is serving, would be using it at a 

given moment, this requirement then establishes as a lower limit, 

about 500 people which would be served by any one union, 
this 10% ratio needs to be checked.)

The union must be small enough so that it has some degree

(Again,

3.
of intimacy - this means it is at a physical scale that you can 

it must not have too many rooms so that you can't be 

familiar with all of them.
relate to:

Probably it is best, if it has one 

room which one can scan, so that it is possible to get a sense of 

the whole place and everyone in it.
4. It must be large enough, so that it will be economically

A minimum for a union is a lounge 

There must always be enough people 

in this lounge to support at least one person or better still two
Our observations of coffee shops indicate

and managerially efficient, 

with a coffee and snack bar.

people working there, 

that if there are typically 50 people in a coffee shop two employees 

are justified.
From the above then, we can say that the right number of people 

to be served by any one union, seems to be in the neighborhood of 

500 to 1000 people, and that the actual physical size should be 

based on about 10% of the people served, being in it at any given 

Lounge spaces are figured at 25 square feet per person.
Thus, the size of a satellite union is 2.5N, where N is the number 

of the people served by the union.

time.



Page 6.

Create many small student unions across campus -Therefore:
one for every 500 to 1000 students, and so that there are no
classrooms or offices which are farther than two minutes from

Each little union has at least a coffee bar and lounge/one*.
and its size is roughly 2.5N, where N is the numberreading room.,

of people served by it.

Note that this pattern is focussing on the need for many
It is not saying that there shouldsatellite unions across campus, 

not be a central student union in addition.
In fact there are many specialized functions offered by student 

unions of which there is only one, and which will then serve the 

entire campus best if they were located in a central union; examples 

are student government offices, administrative offices, ballroom, 
bowling, barbershop, bookstore, central information, post office, 

etc.
On the other hand, it would help if some of the satellite unions 

could provide some special activities which lend themselves to some 

degree of decentralization, such as pool, special food concessions. 
Then each satellite union will develop a character of its own, 

and people can better relate to it.
etc.

* Use 275 feet per minute horizontal walking speed for students and 

30 feet per minute for vertical distances to get actual distances.
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REAL LEARNING IN CAFES

Coffee shops, bookstores, films, little restaurants are as
vital to the process of education and personal growth as labs
and exams. Without them, the university is not a complete educa-
tional milieu.

The relaxed, lively, and free atmosphere of shops and restau
rants, is irreplaceable in any university environment. Going to
the theater, or seeing a movie, browsing in a bookstore or record
shop, discussing something over a beer or cup of coffee in a cafe, 

eating out at a restaurant, are all a part of learning and growing. 
These activities go hand in hand with the more formal education 

one gets in classrooms. While the work that goes on in class is 

intense, tightly scheduled, and often difficult to relate to one's
own life, the relaxed and open atmosphere of shops and restaurants 

gives the students a chance to do things, make discoveries and 

cultivate interests, tastes and attitudes, at their own pace. They
give students a chance to make their tastes and needs come together
with spending time and money - a basic part of human culture.

The two kinds of environment - classes and shops, and the 

two kinds of activities formal and informal acculturation are 

complementary - one is more meaningful because of the other.
We interviewed 30 students at the University of Oregon to see 

to v/hat extent shops contributed to their intellectual, emotional 
and spiritual growth at the University, 

the questionnaire presented to them is as follows:
The tabulated results of
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Note in the first column, that the activities which scored 

highest, as being among the seven most meaningful activities
Reading and study in your own room (17), Talks with your 

roommate or friends at home (17), Leisure time with other students
are:

(15) , Reading and browsing in bookstores (11) , and Frequent dis
cussions in a small group of friends on campus (10).

Rated next and about equal, were: Sports activities with 

fellow students (9), Talks with a friendly instructor in his 

office (9), Talking with a small group of students in a coffee
shop (8), Reading in the library (8), Discussion over a glass of 

beer (8), and Preparing for examinations (8).
The above results makes the point that the informal activities 

of shops and the more formal educational activities contribute 

equally to the growth process of students.
Given then, that shops are an important part of a university 

environment, how should they be located with respect to the campus? 

Most university towns, still separate their commercial areas from 

the campus proper.

(

Given the arguments for shops being an integral 
part of the learning and growing process, and that there are import
ant reasons for fusing the university with the tov/n around it, in 

general (see Town Integrated with Campus), we propose that the 

university lease land to shopowners, and encourage them to locate 

On busy corners on campus, so that the shops are also accessible 

to the general public. Therefore:

Encourage privately owned and managed shops, restaurants, cafes.
theaters, etc., to locate on campus, on busy street corners, so
that they are accessible to both the campus population and the
general public.

1
\
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LEISURE IS A PART OF LEARNINGRELAX

You cannot get a good education in a place which runs like 

a factory, with a hectic work pace, and never the chance for a

relaxing physical diversion.

Wherever you are on campus, you are within 

400-500 feet of a place which is designed for leisure - a.garden.

Therefore:

a swimming pool, gym, cafe, tennis courts, etc.

If there is neverThe pace of classwork can kill learning, 

the chance to stop and relax, to get absorbed in some simple, 

physical thing, ideas won't have a chance to sink in. 

seek out a balance between conscious, directed work and relaxation.

People always

where the work can settle into the background, and come into some 

There is empirical evidence that problems are solvedperspective.

and insights achieved, when the work pace is intertwined v/ith periods

of complete relaxation. (Reference)

But many of the environments that really support a relaxed, 

leisure mood, are not immediately available during the day on

They are not close enough and varied enough to be avail-

Also, the sports activities

campus.

able spontaneously, when you need them, 

are often developed in such a sophisticated way that they are not 

really a viable part of leisure for "amateurs".
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Our survey of 13 students, randomly selected, on the U of O 

campus, concerning this question of relaxation, turns up the

First of all, every subject indicated that, for him.

During the past

following.

relaxation was an essential part of education.

two weeks every subject had engaged in such activities as shooting

judo, tablebaskets, billiards, swimming, resting under a tree, 

games, etc.

Half the subjects reported, that during the last two weeks they 

had experienced trying to use a leisure facility, and giving up.

finding it too crowded.

77% answered "yes" to the question, would you enjoy periods of 

leisure such as sports, private walks, sitting in gardens, swimming,

often if leisure facilitiespool, table tennis, croquet, etc 

were distributed throughout the campus, rather than concentrated.

more• r

as they are now?

j
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ACTIVITY NUCLEI

(SEE STUDENT GATHERING)
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Activity Nuclei

Community‘facilities scattered 

individually through the city 

do nothing for the life of 

the city.

One of the greatest problems in exist
ing communities, is the fact that the 
available public life in them is spread 
so thin, that it has no impact on the 
community, and is not in any real 
sense "available" to the members of 
the community. Studies of pedestrian 
behavior make it clear that people 
seek out concentrations of other peo
ple, whenever they are available, (e.g. 
Jan Gehl, "Mennesker til Fods (Pedes
trians)", Arkitekten, No. 20, 1968.)

To create these concentrations of peo
ple in a community, facilities must be 
grouped densely round very small 
public open spaces which can function 

^ as nuclei — and all pedestrian move
ment in the community channelled to 
pass through these nuclei. These nu-

y 'fW'
<sK\ W/eA.

Therefore:
Cluster community facilities 

round a small number of 

very small open spaces to 

form activity nuclei.
Choose the facilities in any 

one nucleus so that they 

co-operate functionally. 

Make all paths in the 

community pass through 

se activity nuclei.

clei need two properties.

First, the facilities grouped around 
any one activity nucleus, must be 
carefully chosen for their symbiotic 
relationships. It is definitely not 
enough merely to group communal 
functions in so called community cen
ters. For example, church, cinema, 
kindergarten, and police station are all 
community facilities - but they do 
not support one another mutually. 
Different people go to them, at differ
ent times, with different things in 
mind. There is no point in grouping 
them together. To create intensity of 
action, the facilities which are placed 
together round any one nucleus, must 
function in a cooperative manner, and 
must attract the same kinds of people, 
at the same times of day.

e/en\og
a.oHi'iheA

I t

(continued over)/
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grouped densely round very small 
public open spaces which can function 
as nuclei — and all pedestrian move
ment in the community channelled to 
pass through these nuclei. These 
clei need two properties.

1 nu-
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Therefore:
Cluster community facilities 

round a small number of 

very small open spaces to 

form activity nuclei.
Choose the facilities in any 

one nucleus so that they 

co-operate functionally. 

Make all paths in the 

community pass through
.Mt activity nuclei.

First, the facilities grouped around 
any one activity nucleus, must be 
carefully chosen for their symbiotic 
relationships. It is definitely not 
enough merely to group communal 
functions in so called community 
ters. For example, church, cinema, 
kindergarten, and police station are all 
community facilities - but they do 
not support one another mutually. 
Different people go to them, at differ
ent times, with different things in 
mind. There is no point in grouping 
them together. To create intensity of 
action, the facilities which are placed 
together round any one nucleus, must 
function in a cooperative manner, and 
must attract the same kinds of people, 
at the same times of day.

cen-
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DRAFT

CLASSROOM SIZE AMD DISTRIBUTION

Have you ever tried to hold an intimate seminar for ten
students, in a huge classroom which has seventy or eighty seats.

The following histograms show the relative numbers of different 

sized classes held at the University of Oregon in the Fall of 1970, 
and the relative numbers of available classrooms in the different 

We believe these figures are typical for manysize ranges, 
universities.

It is obvious, at a glance, that there are too many large class-
Most of the classes actually 

held are relatively small seminars and sections, while m^ost of the 

classrooms are in the 30-150 size range.
may have reflected the teaching methods of an earlier period, but 
they certainly do not conform to the actual practice of teaching 

in 1970.

rooms, and too few small classrooms.

These large classrooms

The effect of this discrepancy is clear, 

of the classes which are held, are held in classrooms that are too 

large; the rooms are half empty; students tend to sit at the back;
For example, in the Fall 

of 1970, 31 classes with less than 40 students in them, had to
The

Many, or perhaps most,

the teacher faces rows of empty seats.

hold their classes in a room that had more than 400 seats. 

intimate and intense atmosphere typical of a good small class
cannot be achieved under these circumstances.
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The spatial distribution of classes is often as poorly 

adapted to the actual teaching conditions, as the size distri- 

The following histograms compare the distribution of 

classrooms in different parts of sectors of the University of 

Oregon, with the distribution of faculty and student offices.

bution.

The letters A-M represent sectors of the University of Oregon, 

each sector being an area about 1000 feet in diameter.

21%

10%( 11% 9%
7% 7%

4%
2% 1%2%
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Distribution of faculty offices
47%

18%
15%

8%
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Once again, the effect of this discrepancy tends to defeat 

the teaching process. It is typical of the smaller classes which 

we have found so common, that teachers and students have a closer 

personal relationship than in earlier times, that teachers know 

most of their students by name, and that a great deal of the 

teaching goes on before and after class, in the informal groups 

which naturally grow out of formal classes. This kind of teach
ing can happen most easily, if the people involved in the class - 

both teachers and students - are fairly near their offices - so 

that discussions which begin in the classroom are able to continue 

in the office and the research laboratory. When the classrooms 

are very far,a long walk from the teacher's office, the chances 

of this kind of informal teaching are drastically reduced.
There is a further important reason for making the spatial 

distribution of classrooms correspond to the spatial distribution 

of faculty offices. Large blocks of classroom.s add to the institu
tional atmosphere of the university. They make the classes seem 

impersonal and sterile, and they add to the student's feeling of 

being processed through the school.
To give classrooms some identity, they should be associated 

with faculty, research groups, departments. If a faculty member 
held all his classes in one classroom, class work could be left
on the walls and blackboards, and the classroom v/ould slowly take 

on the character of these classes, and of the instructor himself. 

The same for classrooms associated with research teams, and class
rooms oriented especially to departments. People would begin to 

feel as though they belonged in such places, and spend more time 

there. Since most faculty teach an average of about ten hours a 

week, few classrooms would need to have more than three or four 

instructors teaching in them.
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We may conclude then, that in order to make classes fully 

effective, the distribution of classroom sizes must correspond 

to the distribution of actual class sizes; and further, that the 

number of classrooms in any given sector of the university, must 
correspond to the niimber of faculty offices there and that within 

each sector the classroom sizes must once again be distributed 

according to the distribution of actual class sizes, in order 

to allow maximum student faculty contact. Therefore:

Construct classrooms in such a way that the total number of
classrooms in any given sector of the university is proportional
to the number of faculty offices in that sector, and so that the 

distribution of classroom sizes within each sector, and within
the university taken as a whole follows these percentages;

t”“
0-15 16-30 31-60 61-90 91-150 151-300 300 and up

27% 35% 27% 4% 3% 3% 1%

If the existing distribution of classrooms is widely different 

from the one which this pattern requires, it is easy to construct 

a matrix, showing for which classroom sizes, in which sectors, 

there are too few, and too many, classrooms. It is then easy to 

convert classrooms to other uses, in those sectors v/here there are 

too many, and to create new classrooms, of appropriate sizes, in 

those sectors where there are too few.

V



UNIVERSITY AS A MARKETPLACE

(See campus)



People tend to linger and talk in small 

groups, after meetings.

In fact, a great deal of important business is transacted 
in these small groups - often more than in the meeting 
itself. It is essential that these kinds of groups have the 
chance to take hold. Once a meeting is over, people, 
leave the room in clusters: some go off to their cars or 
the subway, some go off to a bar or cafe, apd some stay 
on to talk a bit. The groups that stay on need a place: 
There should be small places where people can sit and 
chat, just off the circulation path where the meeting 
room spills out.

Context
Meeting rooms where political meetings, seminars, or 
classes, are held.

Therefore: Locate seating alcoves 

outside of meeting rooms, just off the 

circulation path.

•N
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^ Houses with smooth hard walls made of prefabricated 

f panels, concrete, gypsum, steel, aluminum or glass, always^ 

stay impersonal and dead. How can we build houses so personal 

and alive, that 100,000 houses will be as different from one 

another as 100,000 people are.

Thick Walls /

In the world we live in today, new- pictures; at another height again for 
ly built houses and apartments are setting down drinks in the house of 
more and more standardised. Peo- a perennial party-giver. A large 
pie no longer have a chance to enough fireplace nook, with enough 
make them personal and individual, built in seats, invites a family of six 
A personal house tells us about the to sit together, 
people who live there. A childs
swing hanging in a doorway reflects Each of these things gives us a sense 
the attitude of parents to their chil- about the people living in the 
dren. A window seat overlooking a house, because each expresses some 
favorite bush supports a contempla
tive, dreamy nature. Open counters 
between kitchen and living space 
are specific to informal family life; 
small closable hatches between the 
two are specific to more formal 
styles. An open shelf around a 
room should be seen at one height, 
to display a collectors porcelain, special personal need. Everyone 
best seen from above; at another needs the opportunity to express 
height and depth if it is to be used his own way of life, in the place he 
to support a photographers latest lives. (continued over)

ill

r>-r f

'1^
N

^ Therefore: Give the walls “depth”, at least 40 cm, which 

is created by a hand-carvable rigid space frame, in which a 

continuous variety of niches, shelves, seats, cupboards, lean 

ing posts and window seats can occur. Make it of materials ”] 
which are readily available on the retail market, and easily cut, 

modified, painted, nailed, glued, replaced by hand, using only 

tools available at any hardware store. Possible examples are j 

I wood, plywood, fiberglass, styrofoam, polystyrene. ^

i

iMi



These drawings show the plan of a 
conventional California tract 
house. The first drawing shows 
the plan as it is today. The second 
and third drawings show what 
two such houses, modified to 
have thick walls, might be like af
ter three or four years of occu
pancy.
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Problem (continued)
This pattern was published, in 
full, by Christopher Alexander, 
Thick Walls, Architectural Design, 
July 1968, pp. 324-326.

Here are more excerpts from that 
paper:

No more than 5% of all houses
are built by custom architects; 
and there is no prospect that this 
proportion can be significantly in
creased.

that many other characteristics, 
essential for other functional rea
sons, will be sacrificed.

2. It must be so constructed that 
these fine adjustments are per
manent - so that they do ac
cumulate over time, and so that 
the stock of available dwellings 
becomes progressively more and 
more differentiated.

Tendencies
1. Technological forces make 
mass production of most of the 
components in a house inevitable.

Solution 3. Do it yourself houses.

The trouble with this kind of 
solution is obvious. It may be pos
sible to coerce slum dwellers and 
poverty stricken people to con
struct their own dwellings — hut 
once people have enough money 
to give them freedom of action, 
most of them are not willing to 
undertake major do it yourself 
construction; this is especially 
true in a society where people are 
constantly moving from place to 
place. People want to move into 
finished houses.

Most of the identity of a dwelling 
lies in or near its surfaces-in the 
three or four feet near the walls, 
floors and ceilings. This is where 
people keep most of their belong
ings, this is where special lighting 
fixtures are, this is where special 
built in furniture is placed, this is 
where the special cosy nooks and 
corners are, that individual family 
members make their own, this is 
where the identifiable small scale 
variation is, this is the place where 
people can most easily make 
changes, and see the product of 
their own craftsmanship.

It is clear that under traditional 
conditions, personal adaptation 
was easily assured. The two sa
lient conditions were:

2. People seek the identity of a 
house that "feels like them": and 
they seek adaptation to their own 
personal idiosyncracies.

3. People will make the adapta
tion by incremental changes only 
if the materials in the building al
low them to do so with home 
tools.

1. People lived in the same place 
for very long periods, often for 
whole lifetimes.

2. Houses were made of hand- 
processed, materials like wood, 
brick, mud, straw, plaster, which 
are easily modified by hand, by 
the inhabitants themselves.

4. When people are offered a suf
ficient variety of hcfuses to choose 
from, they can make the adapta
tion to their personal life-style, 
and needs by choice.

5. People want to buy a finished 
house; they are not looking for 
houses they will have to finish be
fore they can move in.

Solution 4. Architectural variety 
built in by a designer.

In certain housing schemes, the 
designer has tried to build in the 
necessary variety by making each 
house just a little different from 
the next one. This has never yet 
succeeded. The variety which a 
designer can build into a large 
housing project is necessarily tri
vial — it creates superficial differ
ences — but the differences are 
not designed to support any spe
cific idiosyncracies, and they do 
not therefore succeed in creating 
any genuine feeling of personal 
identity.

Under these conditions, personal 
adaptation follows almost auto
matically from the fact of occu
pancy.

We must therefore give the three 
or four feet near walls, floors, and 
ceilings, the two characteristics 
defined above. They must be easy 
to modify with home tools; and 
the modifications must be per
manent.

However, in a modern technolog
ical society, neither of these two 
conditions holds good. People 
move house frequently, and the 
houses are increasingly built of 
factory made, factory finished, 
materials like 4' x 8' sheets of 
finished plaster board, aluminum 
windows, prefabricated baked 
enamel steel kitchens, glass, con
crete, steel, — these materials do 
not lend themselves at all to the 
gradual modification which per
sonal adaptation requires: indeed, 
the processes of mass production, 
and mass adaptation provided by 
technological means are almost 
directly incompatible with the 
possibility of personal adaptation. 
The question then is this: what 
kind of house is both compatible 
with modern means of produc
tion, and also capable of provid
ing a high degree of personal 
adaptation.

6. Most people, women in parti- 
culaf, want a sense of security and 
permanence in a house; they seek 
a house which is fixed and solid 
— not made of impermanent mov
able parts.

In order to give these walls the 
two characteristics defined above, 
they must be made of some ma
terial which is inherently structur
al - so that however much of it 
gets carved out, the whole re
mains rigid, and the surface re
mains continuous no matter how 
much is removed or added, it re
quires only paint or paper or 
cloth covering to finish it. We 
may visualise such a material most 
easily, by thinking of the internal 
structure of a bone - which is a 
kind of micro-space frame. We 
may carve out any amount of it 
— the rest still stands. This is the 
intention of hand-carvable-space- 
frame, as defiripd in the pattern.

7. People resist the sterility and 
monotony of large expanses of 
homogeneous surface. They seek 
variation which is at the scale of 
millimeters and inches. The more 
intricate an object or surface is; 
the more they can identify with 
it, and the more personalized it 
becomes.

Solution 5. Flexible interchange
able components.

This kind of solution has three 
drawbacks:

a. Even though the flexibility 
seems as though it ought to pro
vide for a great deal of variety, in 
fact the products of such varia
tion all bear the unmistakeable 
stamp of the "system". So long as 
you choose from a finite range of 
preselected alternatives which 
someone else has made available 
to you, your choice is very limit
ed indeed: and you never really 
manage to create a truly personal 
environment: you never actually 
escape the system. As Sartre says: 
"No man wants to be a cipher in 
someone elses system".

8. People move from one house 
to another very often. In many 
cases, they stay in one house for 
no more than two or three years.

It is clear that these tendencies 
can only be resolved by some 
form of house which allows for 
incremental changes, so that in
habitants can adapt the house to 
their own personal needs while 
they live in it.

As time goes on, each family will 
be able to work the wall surfaces, 
in a very gradual, piecemeal, in
cremental manner. After a year or 
two of occupancy, each dwelling 
will begin to show its own charac
teristic pattern of niches, bay win
dows, breakfast nooks, seats built 
into the walls, shelves, closets, 
lighting arrangements, sunken 
parts of the floor, raised parts of 
the ceiling.

Several solutions to this problem 
have been proposed by modern 
architects: however, these solu
tions are all deficient in some cru
cial respect:

Solution 1. Miesian universal 
space.

There is only one source of a suf
ficiently rich variety—and that is 
in the people themselves. In order 
to get this variety, the houses 
must be designed to accumulate 
variety, so that the variety of the 
inhabitants who live in them, rubs 
off on them.

It is assumed that the glass box is 
so neutral, that any individual and 
personal form of life can find its 
full expression against this very 
neutral backdrop. The trouble is, 
of course, that the backdrop is in 
fact tyranical, not neutral.

Solution 2. Custom made houses.

At one time many architects were 
aiming for this ideal. However, it 
is now clear that:

b. A house in which many of the 
components are genuinely flexi
ble, would have an air of imper
manence about it, which would 
destroy the feeling of security re
quired of dwellings — especially 
by women.

Each house has a memory; the 
characteristics and personalities of 
different human individuals can 
be written on these houses, these 
houses will become progressively 
more and more differentiated as 
they grow older, and the process 
of personal adaptation - both by 
choice, and by piecemeal modifi
cation — has room to breathe.

This means every house must be 
two characteristics.

c. Flexible systems, like systems 
of partitions, have to be highly 
constrained, in order to achieve 
flexibility and interchangeability 
of components - with the result

1. It must be so constructed that 
each new family can leave their 
mark on it - it must, in other 
words, invite incremental fine ad
justments.

By: Christopher Alexander 
1967, revised September 19 70

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.



Light on Two Sides 

of Every Room
A room lit from one side only is 

almost always uncomfortable. The reason for this is that the light gradient 
on the walls and floors inside the room is very 
steep, so that the part furthest from the win
dow is uncomfortably dark, compared with 
the part near the window. Even worse, since 
there is little reflected light on the room's in
ner surfaces, the interior wall immediately 
next to the window is usually dark, creating 
discomfort and glare, against this light.

Although this glare may be reduced by sup
plementary artificial lighting, and by well de
signed window reveals, the most simple, and 
most basic way of overcoming glare, is to give 
every room two windows. The ligtjt from each 
window illuminates the wall surfaces just in
side the other window, thus reducing the con
trast between those walls and the sky outside. 
For details, and illustrations, see R. G. Hop- 
kinson, Lighting: Architectural Physics, Build
ing Research Station, London, 1963, pp. 29

(continued over)and 103.

Therefore: Give every room used during the daytime natural 

light by windows or skylights from at least two directions.
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Light on Two Sides of Every Room

Problem (continued)
This pattern does not go into de
tails about window area to wall area 
ratio, or the exact optimum placing 
of the windows with respect to the 
proportions of the room. For in
stance, the one case where it is ac
ceptable for light to enter the room 
from just one direction is iii the 
case of a very narrow room, narrow 
enough so that light entering the 
room through a window on the 
long wall can be reflected off the 
opposite wall, back onto the win
dow wall. The maximum width of 
the room in this case is probably 
around 8 feet. The point of the pat
tern still stands — that windows in 
any room should be placed to satis
fy two requirements:

1. reduce the light gradient in the 
room.

2. directly or indirectly illuminate 
walls immediately adjacent to win
dows.

Context
This pattern, of course, applies only 
to rooms with windows. In fact we 
do believe that all rooms used dur
ing the day need windows, not only 
for natural light, but also because 
people need some relationship to 
the outdoors. See Windows Over
looking Life.

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin, Shlomo Angel.

August 1969 revised June 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition.
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■f Houses with smooth hard walls made of prefabricated Ss^ 

f panels, concrete, gypsum, steel, aluminum or glass, always^^ 

stay impersonal and dead. How can we build houses so personal 

and alive, that 100,000 houses will be as different from one 

another as 100,000 people are.

'•'f'E'#-

In the world we live in today, new- pictures; at another height again for 
ly built houses and apartments are setting down drinks in the house of 
more and more standardised. Peo- a perennial party-giver. A large 
pie no longer have a chance to enough fireplace nook, with enough 
make them personal and individual, built in seats, invites a family of six 
A personal house tells us about the to sit together, 
people who live there. A childs
swing hanging in a doorway reflects Each of these things gives us a sense 
the attitude of parents to their chil- about the people living in the 
dren. A window seat overlooking a house, because each expresses some 
favorite bush supports a contempla
tive, dreamy nature. Open counters 
between kitchen and living space 
are specific to informal family life; 
small closable hatches between the

111;

ili

two are specific to more formal 
styles. An open shelf around a 
room should be seen at one height, 
to display a collectors porcelain, special personal need. Everyone 
best seen from above; at another needs the opportunity to express 
height and depth if it is to be used his own way of life, in the place he

(continued over)
i

to support a photographers latest lives.

Therefore: Give the walls “depth"', at least 40 cm, which 

I is created by a hand-carvable rigid space frame, in which a 

I continuous variety of niches, shelves, seats, cupboards, lean 

I ing posts and window seats can occur. Make it of materials "j 
which are readily available on the retail market, and easily cut, 

modified, painted, nailed, glued, replaced by hand, using only 

tools available at any hardware store. Possible examples are j 

wood, plywood, fiberglass, styrofoam, polystyrene. ^

i

■■



These drawings show the plan of a 
conventional California tract 
house. The first drawing shows 
the plan as it is today. The second 
and third drawings show what 
two such houses, modified to 
have thick walls, might be like af
ter three or four years of occu
pancy.
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Problem (continued)
This pattern was published, in 
full, by Christopher Alexander, 
Thick Walls, Architectural Design, 
July 1968, pp. 324-326.

Here are more excerpts from that 
paper:

No more than 5% of all houses
are built by custom architects; 
and there is no prospect that this 
proportion can be significantly in
creased.

that many other characteristics, 
essential for other functional rea
sons, will be sacrificed.

2. It must be so constructed that 
these fine adjustments are per
manent - so that they do ac
cumulate over time, and so that 
the stock of available dwellings 
becomes progressively more and 
more differentiated.

Tendencies
1. Technological forces make 
mass production of most of the 
components in a house inevitable.

Solution 3. Do it yourself houses.

The trouble with this kind of 
solution is obvious. It may be pos
sible to coerce slum dwellers and 
poverty stricken people to con
struct their own dwellings - bof 
once people have enough money 
to give them freedom of action, 
most of them are not willing to 
undertake major do it yourself 
construction; this is especially 
true in a society where people are 
constantly moving from place to 
place. People want to move into 
finished houses.

Most of the identity of a dwelling 
lies in or near its surfaces—in the 
three or four feet near the walls, 
floors and ceilings. This is where 
people keep most of their belong
ings, this is where special lighting 
fixtures are, this is where special 
built in furniture is placed, this is 
where the special cosy nooks and 
corners are, that individual family 
members make their own, this is 
where the identifiable small scale 
variation is, this is the place where 
people can most easily make 
changes, and see the product of 
their own craftsmanship.

It is clear that under traditional 
conditions, personal adaptation 
was easily assured. The two sa
lient conditions were:

2. People seek the identity of a 
house that "feels like them": and 
they seek adaptation to their own 
personal idiosyncracies.

3. People will make the adapta
tion by incremental changes only 
if the materials in the building al
low them to do so with home 
tools.

1. People lived in the same place 
for very long periods, often for 
whole lifetimes.

2. Houses were made of hand- 
processed, materials like wood, 
brick, mud, straw, plaster, which 
are easily modified by hand, by 
the inhabitants themselves.

4. When people are offered a suf
ficient variety of hduses to choose 
from, they can make the adapta
tion to their personal life-style, 
and needs by choice.

5. People want to buy a finished 
house; they are not looking for 
houses they will have to finish be
fore they can move in.

Solution 4. Architectural variety 
built in by a designer.

In certain housing schemes, the 
designer has tried to build in the 
necessary variety by making each 
house just a little different from 
the next one. This has never yet 
succeeded. The variety which a 
designer can build into a large 
housing project is necessarily tri
vial — it creates superficial differ
ences — but the differences are 
not designed to support any spe
cific idiosyncracies, and they do 
not therefore succeed in creating 
any genuine feeling of personal 
identity.

Under these conditions, personal 
adaptation follows almost auto
matically from the fact of occu
pancy.

We must therefore give the three 
or four feet near walls, floors, and 
ceilings, the two characteristics 
defined above. They must be easy 
to modify with home tools; and 
the modifications must be per
manent.

However, in a modern technolog
ical society, neither of these two 
conditions holds good. People 
move house frequently, and the 
houses are increasingly built of 
factory made, factory finished, 
materials like 4' x 8' sheets of 
finished plaster board, aluminum 
windows, prefabricated baked 
enamel steel kitchens, glass, con
crete, steel, — these materials do 
not lend themselves at all to the 
gradual modification which per
sonal adaptation requires: indeed, 
the processes of mass production, 
and mass adaptation provided by 
technological means are almost 
directly incompatible with the 
possibility of personal adaptation. 
The question then is this: what 
kind of house is both compatible 
with modern means of produc
tion, and also capable of provid
ing a high degree of personal 
adaptation.

6. Most people, women in parti- 
culaf, want a sense of security and 
permanence in a house; they seek 
a house which is fixed and solid 
— not made of impermanent mov
able parts.

In order to give these walls the 
two characteristics defined above, 
they must be made of some ma
terial which is inherently structur
al — so that however much of it 
gets carved out, the whole re
mains rigid, and the surface re
mains continuous no matter how 
much is removed or added, it re
quires only paint or paper or 
cloth covering to finish it. We 
may visualise such a material most 
easily, by thinking of the internal 
structure of a bone — which is a 
kind of micro-space frame. We 
may carve out any amount of it 
— the rest still stands. This is the 
intention of hand-carvable-space- 
frame, as defiqpd in the pattern.

7. People resist the sterility and 
monotony of large expanses of 
homogeneous surface. They seek 
variation which is at the scale of 
millimeters and inches. The more 
intricate an object or surface is; 
the more they can identify with 
it, and the more personalized it 
becomes.

Solution 5. Flexible interchange
able components.

This kind of solution has three 
drawbacks:

a: Even though the flexibility 
seems as though it ought to pro
vide for a great deal of variety, in 
fact the products of such varia
tion all bear the unmistakeable 
stamp of the "system". So long as 
you choose from a finite range of 
preselected alternatives which 
someone else has made available 
to you, your choice is very limit
ed indeed: and you never really 
manage to create a truly personal 
environment: you never actually 
escape the system. As Sartre says: 
"No man wants to be a cipher in 
someone elses system".

b. A house in which many of the 
components are genuinely flexi
ble, would have an air of imper
manence about it, which would 
destroy the feeling of security re
quired of dwellings — especially 
by women.

c. Flexible systems, like systems 
of partitions, have to be highly 
constrained, in order to achieve 
flexibility and interchangeability 
of components — with the result

8. People move from one house 
to another very often. In many 
cases, they stay in one house for 
no more than two or three years.

It is clear that these tendencies 
can only be resolved by some 
form of house which allows for 
incremental changes, so that in
habitants can adapt the house to 
their own personal needs while 
they live in it.

As time goes on, each family will 
be able to work the wall surfaces, 
in a very gradual, piecemeal, in
cremental manner. After a year or 
two of occupancy, each dwelling 
will begin to show its own charac
teristic pattern of niches, bay win
dows, breakfast nooks, seats built 
into the walls, shelves, closets, 
lighting arrangements, sunken 
parts of the floor, raised parts of 
the ceiling.

Several solutions to this problem 
have been proposed by modern 
architects: however, these solu
tions are all deficient in some cru
cial respect:

Solution 1. Miesian universal 
space.

There is only one source of a suf
ficiently rich variety—and that is 
in the people themselves. In order 
to get this variety, the houses 
must be designed to accumulate 
variety, so that the variety of the 
inhabitants who live in them, rubs 
off on them.

It is assumed that the glass box is 
so neutral, that any individual and 
personal form of life can find its 
full expression against this very 
neutral backdrop. The trouble is, 
of course, that the backdrop is in 
fact tyranical, not neutral.

Solution 2. Custom made houses.

At one time many architects were 
aiming for this ideal. However, it 
is now clear that:

Each house has a memory; the 
characteristics and personalities of 
different human individuals can 
be written on these houses, these 
houses will become progressively 
more and more differentiated as 
they grow older, and the process 
of personal adaptation - both by 
choice, and by piecemeal modifi
cation - has room to breathe.

This means every house must be 
two characteristics.

1. It must be so constructed that 
each new family can leave their 
mark on it - it must, in other 
words, invite incremental fine ad
justments.

By: Christopher Alexander 
1967, revised September 19 70

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 3136, Berkeley. California 94703; we will add your comments to the next edition.



Light on Two Sides 

of Every Room
A room lit from one side only is 

almost always uncomfortable. The reason for this is that the light gradient 
on the walls and floors inside the room is very 
steep, so that the part furthest from the win
dow is uncomfortably dark, compared with 
the part near the window. Even worse, since 
there is little reflected light on the room's in
ner surfaces, the interior wall immediately 
next to the window is usually dark, creating 
discomfort and glare, against this light.

Although this glare may be reduced by sup
plementary artificial lighting, and by well de
signed window reveals, the most simple, and 
most basic way of overcoming glare, is to give 
every room two windows. The ligljt from each 
window illuminates the wall surfaces just in
side the other window, thus reducing the con
trast between those walls and the sky outside. 
For details, and illustrations, see R. G. Hop- 
kinson. Lighting: Architectural Physics, Build
ing Research Station, London, 1963, pp. 29

(continued over)and 103.

Therefore: Give every room used during the daytime natural 

light by windows or skylights from at least two directions.

rA I t

CP'

11__ ^1 w



Light on Two Sides of Every Room

Problem (continued)
This pattern does not go into de
tails about window area to wall area 
ratio, or the exact optimum placing 
of the windows with respect to the 
proportions of the room. For in
stance, the one case where it is ac
ceptable for light to enter the room 
from just one direction is iti the 
case of a very narrow room, narrow 
enough so that light entering the 
room through a window on the 
long wall can be reflected off the 
opposite wall, back onto the win
dow wall. The maximum width of 
the room in this case is probably 
around 8 feet. The point of the pat
tern still stands — that windows in 
any room should be placed to satis
fy two requirements:

1. reduce the light gradient in the 
room.

2. directly or indirectly illuminate 
walls immediately adjacent to win
dows.

Context
This pattern, of course, applies only 
to rooms with windows. In fact we 
do believe that all rooms used dur
ing the day need windows, not only 
for natural light, but also because 
people need some relationship to 
the outdoors. See Windows Over
looking Life.

By: Christopher Alexander, Sanford Hirshen, Sara Ishikawa, Christie Coffin, Shlomo Angel.

August 1969 revised June 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition
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Entrance Location
'*s annoying to search around a public 

building, looking for the proper entrance.

before he can enter, it is not only 
annoying for him, but he may begin 

2. No one likes to back-track or to to wonder whether he is going the 
retrace his steps. If he has to walk right way, and whether he hasn't 
along the building for some dis- perhaps missed the proper entrance, 
tance, before being able to enter. It is hard to pin this down numeric- 
the chances are high that he will ally. For the moment, we have 
have to turn back after entering, fixed on 50 feet to designate an 
and walk back in the direction he order of magnitude. No one is both

ered by walking along blind walls 
less than 50 feet long; if they get 

Furthermore, if he has to walk much longer, it begins to be annoy- 
along the building for some time ing.

1. Consciously or unconsciously, a 
person walking works out his path 
some distance ahead, so as to take 
the shortest path. (See Tyrus Port
er, A Study of Path Choosing Be
havior, Thesis, University of Cali
fornia. Berkeley, 1964; in particular 
the study of the Kaiser Center Lob
by.)
When he is approaching a building, 
this means he must be able to see 
the entrance early. If the entrance 
is not visible, when the building it
self becomes visible, he cannot

work out his path.

came from.

Therefore: Place the entrances in such a way 

as to satisfy the following two criteria.

1. From any approach to the building an 

entrance is visible as soon as the 

building itself becomes visible.
2. Regardless of the direction of approach, 

the walk along the building is not more 

than about 50’ before reaching an entrance.

iwii*
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50 feet max
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Entrance Location

By: Christopher Alexander, Sara Ishikawa, Murray Silrerstein.

July 19hS revised June 19 70

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add vour comments to the next edition.
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:'^ In many modern public buildings and in many 

parts of cities the problem of disorientation 

\ is acute. People have no idea vPnere they are, 

and they experience considerable mental 

stress as a result.
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Kevin Lynch reports: speak of the accompanying emo
tions of distress.”

Imagine yourself as the stranger, 
looking for a particular address, 
within the building. From our point 
of view, the building is easy to 
grasp, if someone can explain the 
position of this address to you,, in a 
way that you can remember easily, 
and carry in your head while you 
are looking for it. To put this in its 
most pungent form: A person must 
be able to explain any given address 
within the building, to any other 

It is easiest to state the circulation person, who does not know his way 
life. Many other writers in describ- problem, for the case of a complete around, in one sentence. 
mg the phenomenon of temporary stranger who has to find his way
iisorientation in the modern city, around the complex of buildings.

". . . the terror of being lost comes
from the necessity that a mobile or- "The Image of the City", Kevin 
ganism be oriented in its surround- ■ Lynch, The MIT Press, Cambridge, 
ings. Jaccard quotes an incident of Massachusetts, 1960, p. 125. 
native Africans who became disori-

it is clear that a person must be 
able to orient himself in any envi
ronment, building, complex of

ented. They were stricken with 
panic and plunged wildly into the 
bush. Witkin tells of an experienced 
pilot who lost his orientation to the buildings or city, 
vertical, and who described it as the 
most terrifying experience in his

(continued over)

Therefore: In order to be clear, a building , ' 
complex must follov^ four rules:
1. It is possible to identify a nested system 

of realms in the complex, the first and the 

largest of these realms being the entire 

complex.
2. Each of these realms has an identity which ■ 
is so well defined that the realm can have a 

name. In particular each realm has clearly 

marked entrances, so that you always know 

when you are entering or leaving a realm.
3. Each realm has a main circulation space 

vdhich opens directly from the entrances to

Entrance

3.

■ i. O

\
L

that realm.
4. The entrances to any realm, open directly 

e circulation space of the next realm
'A \ i f - J,,; . l.i = 
x'iH

op. .z'.;

rpir
i.' a complex or buildings has a nested set of realms, which follow these 
lOur rules, it wilS aiways be easy to find your way around it. If any one of 
these four rules is broken, it will be hard to make a simple mental map, 
for at least som.a addresses, and therefore hard to find your way around

rv ,
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Circulation Realms

Problem (continued)
At first sight, it might seem that the 
problem is only important for 
strangers—since a person who is fa
miliar with a building can find his 
w'ay around no matter how badly it 
is organized. However, psychologi
cal theory suggests that the effect 
of badly laid out circulation has al
most as bad an effect on a person which each step is a kind of tempo- 
who knows a building, as it does on rary intermediate goal, and a taking 
a stranger.

Let us imagine that a person is It seems reasonable to say that any
going to a particular address, within useful map through a building com-
a building. Call 'this address A. The plex must have this structure, and 
person who is looking for A, or that any building complex in which 
going to A, does not go directly to
wards A—unless it happens to be 
visible from the point where he 
starts. Instead, he sets his journey 
up to form a series of steps, in

you cannot create maps of this kind 
is confusing to be in. This is borne 
out by intuition. Take the follow
ing examples. Each of them has a 
system of realms which allows you 
to make such maps very easily.

off point for the next step. For ex
ample: First go through the gate, 
then to the second courtyard on .court has a collection of rooms 
the left, then to the right hand ar-

An.Oxford College. Here the col
lege is made up of courts, each

VVe may assume that every time a 
person goes toward some destina
tion, he must carry some form of

called a “staircase" opening off it, 
and the individual suites of rooms 
open off these staircases. The 

quence: (Gate, Second courtyard, realms are: College, Courts, Stair- 
Right hand arcade. Third door) is a cases. Rooms, 
kind of map which the person has 
in his head.

cade of the courtyard, and then 
map or instructions in his miind. . through the third door. This se- 
The question arises: How much of 
the time does he have to be con
sciously thinking about this map, 
and his destination? if he spends a 
great deal of time, looking out for 
landmarks, thinking about where to 
go next, etc., then his time is entire
ly occupied, and leaves him little 
time for the process of reflection, 
tranquil contemplation, and- around, 
thought which are the basic prereq
uisites for a healthy functioning 
day. Both in his work, and in his 
personal emotional life, a person 
needs a great deal of time to digest 
the days events; Dream studies, for 
example, suggest strongly tha't a 
person will become more and more 
disturbed if he is prevented from 
the constant process of re-evalua
tion, and chewing over the days 
activities.

Manhattan. Here the city is made 
up of major areas, each major area 
has certain central streets, and ar
teries. The realms are: Manhattan, 
Districts, realms defined by the ave
nues (1st Avenue for instance) and 
realms defined by cross streets and 
individual buildings. Manhattan is 

What features must a building have, clear because the districts are so
to be sure that it will always be pos- well defined, and the realms de-
sible to construct such a map? Let fined by the streets are subordinate 
us first ask about the characteristics to the realms defined by the ave- 
of the map itself.

If it is always easy to construct 
such a map, it is easy to find your 
way around the building. If it isn't 
easy, it is hard to find your way4

nues.

A map works because it identifies a Any simple office building with 
nested system of realms (in this 
case Building, Courtyard, Arcade,
Place served by the doorway) with 
the property that you go to the en- space for the building being lobby
trance of a realm, then go into a and elevators, and the circulation
main circulation space associated space for each floor being the corri- 
with that realm, and go from that dor. 
circulation to the entrance of the 
next smaller realm. You make one 
decision at a time, and each deci
sion you make narrows down the 
extent of the building which re
mains to be explored, until you 
finally narrow it down to the par
ticular address you are looking for.

sev
eral floors, and one two-sided cor
ridor. Here the realms are Building, 
Floors, Offices, the circulation

^ We conclude that any environment 
which requires that a person pay at
tention to it constantly is a bad 
environment; as bad for a person 
who knows it, as for a stranger. A 
good environment is one which is 
easy to understand.

What makes an environ,ment easy to 
understard? What makes an envi- 

confusing?

By: Cliristopher Alexander, Barbara Schreiner and Ronald Walkey.

October 1970
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Entrance Shape
If the entrance is not shaped so you can see it, as you approach 

along the building, it will be annoying to find.

A person approaching a building An entrance will be visible from 
must be able to see the entrance acute angled approach if: 
clearly. Yet, many of the people ap
proaching the building are walking 
along the front of the building, and 
parallel to it. .Their angle of ap
proach is acute. From this angle, 
many entrances are hardly visible.

further, if the recess is flared, so 
that the far side of the recess shows 
up as a source of differentiation.
3. The building front flares back 
gently, and the entrance sticks out 
into the recess so created. This will 
be useful, if the building is built all 
the way forward to the building 
line. (continued over)

an

1. The entrance sticks out beyond 
the building line.
2. The entrance is so deeply re
cessed, that the void is visible from 
this angle. In this case, it will help

/
■ //

//// /

V
/

Therefore: Either project the
entrance strongly beyond the
building front; or set the
entrance back into a flared
recess: or create some
combination of the above.



Entrance Shape

Problem (continued)
Although the heart of the pattern 
lies in these relationships there are 
many important refinements which 
are, for the moment, too hard to 
pin down. The relative color of 
the entrance, the light and shade 
immediately around it, the pres
ence of mouldings and ornaments, 
may all play a part. Above all, it is 
important that the entrance be 
strongly differentiated from its im
mediate surroundings.

Context
This pattern applies to any public 
building on a street where there is 
not a path leading specifically to 
the entrance.

By: Christopher Alexander, Sara Ishikawa and Murray Silverstein

July 1968 revised September 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your comments to the next edition





Short Corridors
. .long corridors set the scene for every

thing bad about modern architecture. ”

havior suggest the effect of narrow 
corridors upon anxiety is via the 
penetration of the personal space 
envelope.” {M. Spivack, "Sensory 
Distortion in Tunnels and Corri
dors", Hospital and Community 
Psychiatry, 18, No. 1, January, 
1967.)

Where a number of rooms are to 
share a circulation path, it is com
mon practice to string them along a 
straight corridor. However, the in
tuition persists that, from a human 
point of view, long corridors with 
many rooms off them are dys
functional: People dislike them; 
they represent bureaucracy and 
monotony.

Let us try to make this intuition 
more specific. What evidence is 
there that long corridors contribute 
to human uneasiness?

pi
liiN'Si®

I

Another piece of evidence comes 
from a questionnaire distributed by 
Silverstein in 1965. The sample was 
small (12), so the results must be 
taken with a grain of salt. The 
questionnaire asked people to des
cribe in depth those elements in 

We refer first to a study by Mayer buildings that contributed most to 
Spivack on non-conscious effects of impersonal and institutional feel- 
long hospital corridors on percep- ings. Subjects reported experiences 
tion, communication and behavior: with many different building types:

army barracks, dormitories, office 
"Four examples of long mental hos- buildings, government agencies, and 
pital corridors are examined. . . It is 
concluded that such spaces inter
fere with normal verbal communi
cation due to their characteristic
acoustical properties. Optical phe- above, in the headline. (This mater- 
nomena common to these pas- iai is unpublished; for a discussion 
sageways obscure the perception of see Van der Ryn and Silverstein, 
the. human figure and face, and Dorms at Berkeley, Center for Plan- dence, which we present on the 
distort distance perception. Para- ning and Development Research, back, indicates that 50 feet is about 
doxical visual cues produced by one Berkeley, 1967, pp. 23-24, 62-63.) the longest unit of corridor length 
tunnel created interrelated, cross- that people feel comfortable with;
sensory illusions involving room This evidence is speculative; it cer- much beyond 50 feet and the corri- 
size, distance, walking speed and tainly does not prove the intuition, dor begins to feel monotonous, in
time. Observations of patient be- However, it is extremely suggestive, stitutional. (continued over)

!■

I

W:
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so forth. The most recurring theme If we assume the intuitiori is 
in their remarks was the unpleasant- correct, then the question arises: 
ness, associated with long corridors.
A typical statement is quoted limit on corridor length? Evidence

suggests that there is a definite cog
nitive breakpoint between things 
seen as "long corridors”. The evi-

how can we establish the upper

Therefore: Make each stretch of 

corridor less than 50 feet; in ef
fect, this means no more than 5 

or 6 units opening off the side of • 
any single stretch of corridor. 

Break longer corridors into less- 

than-50-foot units by jogging 

them, opening one side to a 

court, w.idening them into 

lobbies, etc.

U



Short Corridors

ception. New York: Van Nostrand, 
1958, esp. p. 104; also E. L. Kauf
man, M. W. Lord, T. W. Reese and 
J. Volkmann, 'The Discrimination 
of Visual Number", American Jour
nal of Psychology, 62, 1949, pp. 
498-525.)

Problem (continued)
Upper limit for corridor length.
An experiment, done by the 
authors, is relevant. It was found 
that, in the perception of rec
tangles, there is a definite cognitive 
break between that class of rectang
les with ration 5:1 or less, and that 
class of rectangles with ratio greater 
than 5:1. Rectangles from the first 
class are seen as rectangles with a 
specific proportion. Rectangles 
from the second class are seen 
merely as "long thin things".

This result suggests that there may 
be a cognitive distinction between 
corridors which have five or less 
equally spaced doors, and those 
which have more than five.
(As it happens, both of these break
points coincide approximately: Giv
en standard corridor widths, and 
standard office sizes, they both 
make a distinction between corri
dors less than 40-50 feet long and 
those more than 40-50 feet long.) 
Since common sense indicates that 
a corridor becomes unpleasant 
when it has five or more equally 
spaced doors down one side, and 
when it is more than five times as 
long as its width’ it is very likely 
that this breakpoint is the one we 
are looking for.

This result suggests that there may 
be a clear cognitive distinction be
tween rectangles (and hence, per
haps, corridors) which have a ratio 
of less than 5:1, and those which 
have a ratio greater than 5:1. Ac
cording to this distinction, a corri
dor 10 feet wide would have an 
upper limit on its length of 50 feet.

Another suggestive piece of evi
dence is the following: It is known 
that when a person sees 4 or 5 
regularly spaced objects of the same 
kind, he perceives them as a unit. 
He can judge their number without 
counting them. When the number 
of objects goes above 5 or 6, he no 
longer sees them as forming a unit. 
He now sees them as a collection. If 
he wants to estimate their number, 
he has to count them, one by one, 
in sequence. At this stage, it seems 
likely that the feeling of monotony 
and repetition sets in. In its most 
extreme form, we may say that the 
perceiver, faced with a "collec
tion," sees the objects as digits. If 
the objects were offices along a 
corridor, then the perceiver would 
begin to see the offices, and their 
inhabitants, as digits. (G. Miller, 
'The Magical Number Seven, Plus 
or Minus Two: Some Limits on Our 
Capacity for Processing Informa
tion", in D. Beardslee, and M. 
Wertheimer (Eds.), Readings in Per-

Context
Any building with rooms opening 
off corridors; especially doubfe 
loaded corridors. (Ron Walkey has 
pointed out that corridors can be 
longer than fifty feet provided 
there is changing visual stimulus on 
at least one side; for example a 
single loaded corridor where the 
unloaded side is full of windows 
looking onto something inter
esting.)

'

^ : t ■ lii

By: Christopher Alexander, Sara Ishikawa, Murray Silverstein.

July 1968 revised September 1970

This pattern is tentative. If you have any evidence to support or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for 
Environmental Structure, P.O. Box 5156, Berkeley, California 94705; we will add your eomments to the next edition.
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Corridors
* a

i'-'
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Corridors in modern public huildings are 

unfriendly and sterile places. They are 

designed for scuttling people through, not for 

people to stay in.

- <
- - wsf

i'

If a building is organized so that 
you feel as though you have to have 
an excuse to be in every part of it, 
it makes it impossible for anyone to 
get a sense of what the building is 
all about, and it gives a general feel- 

, ing of being unfriendly.

around you, the whole environment 
seems friendly. For instance streets 
with people sitting on stoops, and 
stopping to look in shop windows 
or to buy something from a street 
vendor, are alive and wonderful 
places to be, while a street with 
only blank walls, where people pass 
through intent only on their desti
nations, are frightening and alienat-

Window

While the rooms in a building are 
purposeful, the corridors and lobby 
do not have to be. It is true that 
they are mainly for circulation, but 
it is important that they be some
thing more than just for moving 
through. It is from the circulation 
system of any environment that 
one gets a total sense of that envi
ronment. If the circulation system 
invites you to stop and be there for 
a while and see what is going on

ing.

So it is with corridors in public 
buildings. Like the street, these cor
ridors should have many places to 
stop, to sit, to look at things, to 
buy things and should give you a 
sense of what is going on around 
you.

(continued over)

Therefore: Line the corridors with windows 

looking into the services; make places by 

concentrating seats and activities along the 

way; project counters and entrances of 

services into the corridors. Make the main 

part of the corridor about 12 feet wide, and 

betvreen 12 and 16 feet high, and vTnere 

activities and counters are placed — make 

edges about 7 feet high, going to a total width 

if 21 feet. Give the corridor as many windovrs 

as possible, and make other corridors lead into 

it wherever possible. ■

t\
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Jorridors Which Live

m (continuod)
me need for these qualities, 

what do they riiean for the foriTi 
of such a corridor?

help to determine how much 
s-poco people need when they pass 
others. Since the likelihood of 
three pooi'Pe passing three people 
is not i'.icri, wo consider as a maxi
mum two people passing two peo
ple, or throe people passing one 
(Krson, Each person takes about 
two feet; there needs to be about 
one foot between two groups 
which pass, so that they don't feel 
crowded, and people usually walk 
St least one foot away from the 
w'all. The corridor width, there
fore should be at least 11 feet.

C

1. Rooms next to the corridor 
should h.sve windows opening on
to the corridor. We know it is un
pleasant to walk down a corridor 
lined with blank walls. Not only 
do you lose the sense of whore 
you are but you gat the feeling 
that all the life in the building is 
on the other side of the walls, and 
you feel cut off from it.

i
■ » 1

t *.

I

We guess that this contact with 
. the public is not objectionable for 

the workers, so long as it is not 
too extreme; i.e., as long as the 
workplace is protected either by 
distance or by a partial wall. Peo
ple do no: want to be exposed to 
the public if the exposure is so 
direct that it makes them feel 
self-conscious, or as though they 
have to keep their desks very tidy, 
etc. Frank Duffy cited these con- comfortable for you whether you 
cerns as being the major ones in 
an office setting which is too 
open {"Role and Status in the Of
fice", A A Quarterly, October,
7969, page 10). The balance be
tween openness and protection 
can be achieved by providing win
dows into the services which 
begin at above desk level, and 
w''--'' are placed so that workers 

right next to the glass.

2. The corridor should be lined 
with seats and places to stop, such 
as newspaper, magazine and can
dy stands, bulletin boards, exhib
its, and displays, etc.

Our informal experiments indi
cate that a person seated or stand
ing feels uncomfortable if anyone 
passes closer than 5 feet. Thus, in 
places in the corridor where seats, 
activities, entrances, and counters 
are placed, the corridor should 
widen to about 16 feet (one 
sided) or 21 feet (two sided).

I

5. Ceiling heights should also feel

are walking or standing in the cor
ridor.

. • -•
According to the pattern. Ceiling 
Heights, the height of any space 
should be equal to the appropri
ate horizontal social distances be
tween people for the given situa
tion—the higher the ceiling, the 
more distant people seem from 
each other.

!
ai

Edward T. Hall, in The Hidden 
Dimension, suggests that a com
fortable distance to be away from 
strangers is the distance at which 
you cannot distinguish their facial 
features. He gives this distance as 

Since most buildings cannot liter- being between 12 and 16 feet, 
ally be lined with these kinds of 
things, it is best if they are con
centrated to make places, in order 
for their impact to be felt.

1Thus, the ceiling height in a corri
dor should be roughly in that
range.

Where people sit and stand talking 
to each other, the appropriate 
social distance is more intimate. 
Hall calls casual conversation dis
tance Social Distance-Far Phase, 
and gives it a dimension of 4 to 7 
feet. Thus, the ceiling height in 
activity and "edge" places should 
bo 7 feet.

3. Where there are entrances and 
counters of offices and services 
off the corridor, they should pro
ject into the corridor. Like activ
ities, entrances and counters make 
places in the corridor, and should 
be combined with seats and other 
places to stop. In most public ser
vice buildings these counters and 
entrances are usually set back 
from corridors which makes them 
not only hard to see, but they 
give the feeling of being in the of
fice, emphasizing the difference 
between corridor, as being only 
for passing through, and offices as 
being where things happen. These 
problems can be solved if the en
trances and counters projected in
to the corridor and became part 
of it.

I

6. Long corridors should be 
avoided at all costs. This is dis
cussed in the pattern, Shorf Corri
dors. The feeling of corridors 
being long, institutional, and un
pleasant is diminished by win
dows to the outside, activities, as. 
discussed above, other corridors 
leading into it, and the usa of 
natural light as opposed to artifi
cial light.

i

'N

Context
This pattern applies to major cor
ridors where public visits are fra- 
quent.

4. The corridor needs to be wide 
enough for people to feel cern- 

9»valking or stopping along 
ly. Informal experiments

fc 1

• t
By: Barbara Schreiner.

October 1970

^his pattern is Icnraive. if you have anv eit/n’ ; ....'''hr!, or refute its current formulation, please send it to the Center for
r.'



CHAPTER EIGHT: DIAGNOSIS -i:

In this chapter we present a rough draft of the diagnosis 

for the University of Oregon, in 1971. This preliminary diagnosis 

still needs a good deal more work, and discussion with university
It is presented here, mainly to illustrate the

Some
representatives. 
form of the final diagnosis, and not its detailed content.
questions, in particular, will require a great deal of further study 

before any final diagnosis can be made - this is indicated clearly 

in the text.

V-

The diagnosis, like the patterns in the previous chapter, is 

presented under nineteen categories, corresponding to the nineteen 

major place-types. Within each category, we examine those places 

which are now part of the university, evaluate these places from 

the point of view of the patterns which they must satisfy, and recommend 

tentative policies which will be needed to repair the deficiencies.
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SWiMARY OF DIAGNOSIS I

The following map summarises our current diagnosis for 1971, and our

recommendations for repair.

Areas marked yellow are now in balanced use, and except for very minor

changes, must be left untouched by future development.

\ Areas marked orange are out of balance - but to a limited extent.

These areas must be modified to bring them into balance - but they

should be left with essentially the same use that they have now.

Areas marked red are very badly out of balance. These areas must

However, they need so muchbe repaired to bring them into balance.

4, repair, that they will, to all Intents and purposes have to be rebuilt

- and any one of them may be given an entirely new use.

Any newly built space added to repair space*deficiencies, must be

added in the areas marked red -it may not be added in the areas

marked yellow or orange. r

\
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CAMPUS

The relevant patterns are University size, University area standards,

Town integrated with university and University diameter.

• University size

The University's Committee on the Future of the University has recommended 

that enrollment should be allowed to increase up to approximately 

18,000-19,000 students, and be held constant at that point, 

is consistent with the upper limit of 25,000 imposed by this pattern. 

However, recent growth has been too fast.

from A700 in 1953 to 14,500 in 1969 - a mean growth rate of 7%/annum 

(calculated as a compound rate) compared with the 2%/annum suggested

This

Total enrollment has grown .

by the pattern. We propose:

Policy 1. Future enrol3.ment increases should be held below 2% per
year; planning should be based on an ultimate enrollment limitation
of 19,000 FTE; hov;evcr, building density should be established in
such a manner that enrollment could be increased to approximately
25,000 if need be, by making additional land purchases within 
appropriate walking distances from the center of campus. The growth
rate would impose the following limits:

t15,300 
15,600 
15,900 
16,200 
16,500 

1975 - 16,800
1980 
1985 
1990

1970
1971
1972
1973
1974

[ M

> •;ih :! IIii/I

/!
18,500
19,000
19,000

/

University area standards

This pattern does not yet exist. When it does, it will take the form.

O Land ■ f(N) in acres, where N is student enrollment. Our analyses
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lead us to suspect that the University of Oregon has too little land

now, and will have an even bigger deficiency in the next few years.

According to the pattern we expect a table likeas enrollment grows.

this:

Policy 2. To keep the total land owned by the university in line
with the growing student population, land should be acquired in the
following amounts:

To be acquired 
by this date

Land
Needed

Owned
Today
(1971)

Projected
PopulationYear

1970 15,300

1975 16,800

1980 18,500

1985 20,000

1990 20,000

Unlversi^ diameter

The land now owned by the university is shoxvn shaded on the accompanying

The diameter of this land, measured from NW to SW, is 4900 feet*map.

This already violates themeasured from NW to SE it is 6300 feet.

As far as the inner diameter is concerned.outer diameter of 5000 feet.

the most widely separated classrooms are in Music and Physical Sciences,
/which are approximately 3000 feet apart.

If• we look at the disposition of existing campus buildings and the 

opportunities for further campus development we find the following:

a. Franklin Boulevard arid the Millrace are a constraint upon 
further classroom development to the north;

b. Northwest Christian College and Sacred Heart Hospital are a 
constraint upon campus development to the northwest;



c. The cemetery and the Physical Education - Athletic complex are 
a constraint upon the further development of classrooms 
toward the southeast;

This leaves three major areas for future classroom development adjacent

to the existing classroom areas. These are:

The "Southvjest Quadrant", that is, that area bounded on the 
north by the central library; on the east by the cemetery; 
on the south by 18th Street and on the west by Alder Street 
- this area is now within University ownership.

d.

The area directly west of campus; this area is directly 
adjacent to the University library and represents a natural 
area for future University expansion; many of the fraternities 
and sororities in this area have been up for sale’ and provide 
an unusual opportunity for the acquisition of both land and 
buildings that are extremely well-suited to university purposes.

e.
■ .V

! f. The area east of the Student Union; this is basically the 
existing dormitory area. Although this area is already 
pretty V7ell built up, there are some opportunities for 
classroom construction which could serve to create integrated 
living-learning centers; there is also an opportunity to 
convert-underused dormitory space to academic uses as in the 
current proposal to convert btraub Hall tor the Psychology 
Department.

O

In view of the foregoing, we propose the following:

Policy 3. The area for future classroom developmentshould extend
from Franklin boulevard on the north to approximately 18tli Street 
on the south and from the middle of the block between Alder and 
Hilyard Streets on the west to Carson Hall on the east. This places
the center of the classi'oom area in the middle, of the area bounded by
Johnson Hall, Susan Campbell and Hendricks. This should become the
geographic center of future campus development. Future development of the
campus should maintain all classroom facilities within 1,500 feet of the
center of campus. All other University facilities (except student housing)
should be within 2,500 feet of the center of campus.

' - r-.

/

* Town integrated with university

The commercial and public life of Eugene touches the campus at two
. -X

spots only: In neitherat Kincaid and 13th, and at Agate and Franklin.

place is the town "integrated" with the University. In order to

• •



provide for this integration, the future campus should not have a
i

*hard' edge; it should blend into the surrounding community. Func

tionally, there is no necessity for all University land to be contiguous

and there are substantial advantages to interspersing University facili-

ties into the surrounding community wherever the two are compatible.

This is possible, and likely to be rewarding at Kincaid and 13th.

At Franklin, it is made almost impossible by University diameter.

We propose:

i Policy A. Land purchase policies should be revised to permit the
acquisition of property outside the official campus boundary, subject
only to the maximum distances referred to in the pattern Unlveroity
shape and diameter.

We propose also:

Policy 5. The first developtiieni. ul I'ue uuivexsiLy wiLhlu Lhfc town
should consist of the acquisition of fraternities and sororities 
which may beceme available directly west of the university in the 
vicinity of the raain library. We propose also that the piece of land 
now kno-vm as the Kincaid parking lot be used for building, and that 
its parking be relocated within the building complex. We suggest 
also that the university seek to cooperate as far as possible, with those
citizen groups now comtemplating urban renewal west of Kincaid.

Policy 6. The waterfront area, between Franklin and the river, should
be developed as soon as possible as a productive part of the university,
in a manner compatible with the riverfront ecology.

/In order to make the university land functionally continuous, and

in order to enhance the great natural beauty of the Millrace, and in

order to take the greatest advantage of the potential beauty of the

waterfront, we consider it essential to bridge the barriers now

created by Franklin Boulevard and by the.Southern Pacific railroad© tracks. - ♦



t

of the many proposals concerning the Franklin Boulevard, the railroad,

and the proposed freeways, the following seems most desirable to us,

and we propose that the university actively pursue this course:

Policy 7. In order to create continuity of university land between
the present campus area, the Millrace, and the riverfront, and to
protect the Millrace and the riverfront, a nev; arterial road, large
enoup.h to replace Franklin Boulevard, ,should be built on the present 
Southern Pacific right of v^ay, cither directly north or south of the 
railroad tracks. This arterial roao,' should be sunken, to reduce 
the effects of noise, and bridged by very wide tunnels which
connect the Millrace area with the riverfront, in at least two
points. Land now occupied by Franklin Boulevard should be given
to the university.
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DEPARTMENTS

The relevant patterns are Department size. Department space standards, 

Fabric of departments. Department hearth.

Department size

All departments with a student enrollment larger than 400 are violating

the pattern Department size. At the present the following departments 

have enrollments of 400 or more (Fall term 1970). (Enrollment is defined

student-credit-hours/15.)as

506Biology
Business Administration
Education - Curriculum & Instruction
English
History
Political Science 
Psychology 
Sociology 
Romance Languages

715
780

1004
550
704
B06
638
412

Recognizing that the 'optimum' size for any university department is 

bound to vary from discipline to discipline and will depend on a 

number of factors such as the nature of the discipline, the mix between , ■

graduate and undergraduate students, teaching loads generated by other

majors, aspirations and goals of the department, etc we propose:• >

/Policy 8. Each of these departments should be asked to review this
question for itself and to find a way of splitting into new departments,
each with its pm budget and degi'ee program. Any department which
proposes to maintain an enrollment in excess of 400 FTE students should
be asked to indicate the special reasons which require that the department
be that larg^ and to look for ways and means of providing better
departmental reorganization.

Department space standards

The following departments have space deficiencies of 25Z or more:



(This list is highly tentative - calculations are in progress.)

Geology
Physics
Psychology
Music
Anthropology
Speech
Curriculum and Instruction 
Education Counseling

Policy 9. All departments in the foregoing list should be given new
space as soon as possible, in the amounts shown.

We suspect that the following departments have surpluses which are

(This list is25% or more of their total, and at least 1000 sq. ft. 

highly tentative - calculations are in progress.)

Graduate School
Chemistry
Sociology
Special Education
Journalism
Molecular Biology
CASEA
Bureau of Government Research 
Registrar
University Placement

r )

Policy 10. In so far as these surpluses are as stated, the surplus
space should be reassigned according to the following priorities;

r

a. Establishment of departmental hearth. .
b. Establishment of student lounges, locker space, study

carrels, etc.
c. Establishment of departmental libraries.
d. Student work stations. .
e. Reallocation to other departments with space deficiencies.

*
Fabric of departments

The following departments have their offices too widely scattered:

:■

. »
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4 12,401
114 2,893

38.2%
8.9%
2.4%

28.8%
1.0%

Psychology Building
2000.ft. 
2000 ft. 
2900 ft. 
2000 ft. 
2000 ft. 
2900 ft. 
3300 ft. 
3300 ft.

117 799
87 9,369

119 338
667 .6%120

517 3,107 9.5%
518 664 2.1%

5.3%536 1,719
32,516

Building 39* 6,455 71.6%
30 1,485 17.6%

Computing
Center 60 ft. o.k. 

600 ft.499 5.9%8

Bus. Admin. Building 3* 12,464 88.0%
18 1,688 12.0% 800 ft.

i

Building 9* 2,551 87 %
216 13 %

German-
Russian 2400 ft.18

Building 9* 5,698 -90 %
636 10%

Romance
Languages 2400 ft.517

Building 7* 20,419 78.4%
518 3,056 11.7%

Education 
(Gen.) 2700 ft.

300 ft. o.k. 
2700 ft.

810 3.1%18
3.6%517 925

830?

7,111
2,200
1,699

63.8%
19.7%
14.8%

Mathematics 5*
1300 ft.
400 ft. o.k. 

1350 ft.

8
9

216 9.4%18

/
25* 22,118 95 %Music

o.k.864 3 %533
800 ft.18 486 3 %

3* 5,420 60.5%
297 3.3%
875 10.0%

517 . 636 7.1%
? 1,712

. Anthropology
600 ft. 

2000 ft. 
2600 ft.

8
123

O *

i
*
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%

c Policy 11. All the above departments should have space re-assiRiied
so as to bring all parts within 500 feet of the department hearth. \

Department hearth

With the exception of the Law School, none of the departments have adequate

department hearths. Since department hearths are very important, we

recommend that the Legislature explicitly recognize the crucial academic ,

Importance of these department hearths, and that they and the State

Board adopt the following policy, which permits the construction of

the hearths as a necessary and legitimate budgetary item.

Policy 12. Department hearths with an area of 20N square feet, where 
N is the number of faculty, should be recognized by the State Board
as necessary budgetary items, requiring the use of general funds,
and a university-wide effort should be made to create such hearths
for all departments.
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ADMINISTMTION
'S^

i

It is clearly recognised that Emerald Hall provides entirely inadequate 

facilities for the University's administrative services, and that there

The design for the new Administrativeis an urgent need for now facilities.

Services building was, however, complete before the start of this master .

There has therefo';:*H^.-ort opportunity for the criteriaplan.

developed in the master pli^iTw^b influence its location or design,

and, as currently designed, it does not conform to these criteria.1

To illustrate the potential effect of our master plan on a typical 

project, we intend to show a design for the Administrative Services 

building which does reflect the principles of this master plan, as 

one of our example projects in Chapter 9.
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STUDENT HOUSING

The relevant patterns are Students close to campus, Private access

. in communal living, Student household mix. Living woven into learning.

Student community size.!

Student housing close to campus

^ As this pattern tells us, the academic success of the University 

depends on the fact that students are able to live near the center

of the university. However, as the student population has grown, during

the last tV7enty years, the average distance between student housing

and the center of the campus has been growing steadily. This is shown

in the following table:
\

w 1940 1950 1960 1970

1500

1500 - 2500
I,<5

2500 - 5000

7500

This increase in distance has been aggravated by the deterioration

of living conditions on campus, which has left dorms vacant, land

speculation near the campus, and the policy of locating married student

housing far from campus. It is essential, therefore, that the university

should make sure in some manner, that the distribution of student housing

Is brought back within the limits imposed by the pattern.



r
Let us now compare the present distribution with the desired distribution.

(These figures are guesses, not yet checked.) Present distribution is:

Desired
Distribution

Present
Distribution

Within 1500 feet of the center; c. 2000 3000

Between 1500 and 2500 feet of 
the center: 4000c. 2000

c. 4000Between 2500 and 5000 feet: 7000

Beyond 5000 feet: c. 7000 -0-

We therefore recommend:

Policy 13. The number of student dvTellings V7ithin 1500 feet of the 
compus center should be increased by 1000; the number of student 
dwellings hetvrecn 1500 and 2500 feet of the campus center should be 
increased by 2000; the number of student dwellings between 2500 and
5000 feet of the campus center should be increased by 3000.

This policy will require construction of new housing on campus, and

will also require cooperation with the city, to help create more student 

apartments close to campus, 

dorms - have had a growing vacancy rate, and since there has been wide-

Since the existing dwellings on campus - the

spread student dissatisfaction with these dorms, we must now discuss the

implementation of this policy in more detail. It hinges on two patterns.

both widely violated today; Student housing mix, and Private access
/to individual dwellings.

Student household mix •

There is, at present, a sharp distinction between university housing

for single students, and university housing for married students.

Married student housing is located some distance from campus (AmazonO
and Westmoreland). All housing now on campus is for single students.



This clearly violates the pattern, which requires that student households
»

of different kinds be mixed.

We shall recommend below (Policy 17) that all student housing should be 

taken out of tke hands of the university, and that it should be modified, 

as far as possible, to provide apartments for students which arc free 

from parietal rules. In line with this recommendation, we now recommend:

Policy 14.
married students, and for single students. All student housing should
be treated as generalised housing, suitable for both married and single 
students, or for any mixed distribution of the two kinds of household.

There should be no distinction made betvreen housing for

In'particular, also:

Policy 15. Housing which provides apartments for married students should 
be provided on campus in the amounts indicated in any ot the areas illd_i- 
cated on the attached map. It\ particular the arc.as nanr_ tha River front,
ease oi Agate Srrcec, south oi loch Ave. , and west oi' Alciei Street, are
suited for such facilities; also, the vest edge of Agate Street, the " 
north edge of ISth Ave., and the east edge of Alder Street would be 
suitable locations; certain dormitories cou.ld also be converted to
apartment use if sufficient parking were available close by. (Bean
Hall is an obvious candidate for this latter case.)

Private access to individual dwellings

This pattern makes it clear that one of the major reasons why student 

dorms fail, is that they leave the individual inhabitants with the feeling

that their places are not really "theirs", and that their access and way 

of life there are not under their own control.
/

This problem is created, 

* to a large extent, by the parietal rules which apply to the dorms.

We believe that it is impossible to resolve the difficulty of on-campus 

housing, so long as housing is owned by the university, 

resolve this’problem we recommend:

In order to



Policy 16. The University Tiiif;ht consider gradually leasing exiatins
student doitns to one or more student cooperatives or some other form t
of private manar,ement.

and

Policy 17. The university should in the future adopt the practice of 
leasins land to student cooperatives, or developers, vjho aj^ree to provide
low cost housing to the students, and it will play v;hatcver role is ”; . 
necessary to facilitate the operation of these cooperatives, but V7ill
not itself play any further role as a housinR landlord.

*

The physical expression of this pattern required that each individual 

dwelling have its o\m private access from the street. This type of

privacy does not exist in any of the dormitories on the campus. It is

therefore not possible to entertain friends late at night or to have 

friends stay overnight. The student does not have control over his 

living space. -We therefore recommend:

Policy 18. Wherever feasible, dorms should be converted so that they
become apartment houses but retain certain communal facilities.

Policy 19. The University should stipulate that cooperatives and/or 
private, developers who build student and/or faculty housing on university
land must adhere to all adopted university development patterns.

The number of off campus housing units available, at reasonable prices,

within a one mile radius of the university is also too small. Many 

of the rents are so high, that students are forced to move further out. 

This cannot be corrected by any direct university action on university- 

owned land. It also seems impractical to suggest that the university 

should try to bny this land in order to lease it to cooperatives and 

developers.

/

We have not yet discussed the most feasible ways of solving this problem • .



» ’

However, tentatively, we propose:

Policy 20. The university should try to neROtiate with the city to improve
student housing within a one mile radius of the campus, either by means
of rent control, or zoning changes, or urban renewal programs.

Living woven into learning

The current situation on campus completely fails to meet this pattern. A^i 

unfortunate separation has occurred between student housing on campus

and academic functions. The dormitories have been moved to the eastern

'V side of campus, encompassing the academic core. This has prevented the

integration of living and studying with the activity of taking classes, 

and has placed dormitory inhabitants in the position of pedestrian

For living quarters to become part of academic life, theycommuters.

must be interwoven into academic facilities. This can only be achieved
U in the present situation by converting existing dormitories partially

to classes and offices, by converting academic buildings to dormitories, 

by constructing housing amidst academic buildings, and by constructing

academic buildings amidst the dormitories.

Policy 21. Certain wings of Walton, Hamilton and Bean dorms should be
converted to academic use. When possible, Friendly, Hendricks, and
Susan Campbell should be converted back to housing, and additional
student"housing should be constructed along 13th Street, between Chapman
Hall and the Ivomen's Gym, behind the Student Union, and in other areas 
shown on the attached map. As stated above, this housing should not be

/built by the University itself.

Student community size

Carson Hall has students sharing dining, lounge and entrances.

Bean Hall has . Hamilton. Earl has . Walton has

o has . To function as communities, sections of these dorms must 

be made Independent of each other by dividing up communal spaces between
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smaller groups, or by separating wings of the doirms by offices and classrooms.
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PUBLIC BUILDINGS

The relevant patterns are University as marketplace, Human scale

in public buildings, Buildings shaped for light. Horizontal office

buildings. Principles of fire safety. Feeling of shelter, and Social

spaces define structure.

University as marketplace.

This pattern is widely violated, all over campus. The buildings vjhich

violate it most clearly are Prince Lucien Campbell Hall, Science II,

^ and the Athletics complex, since these buildings are not only large, but 

also have most of their circulation internal, and hidden from the public

domain. The buildings which come closest to meeting the pattern are 

the student dormitories (especially Walton and Hamilton), and older 

buildings (Susan Campbell, Hendricks, the Women's Gym, Friendly, and the
w

Student Union)i

It is possible to meet this pattern, in existing buildings, by modifying 

paths through the buildings to make them more open, and more public; and 

to increase the direct access from various sections of the building to the

outside.

/Policy 22. The University should strive to modify the following existing
buildings to conform to this pattern, by increasing the number of entrances,
opening the ground floor circulation, and increasing the number of stairs.
(See list and map.)

The following policy will help to make sure that new buildings meet this

pattern:
i



We propose that
all future bnildiugs on campus should be built to forn a syslcm of narrow 
pedestrian streets, each street having low 2 and 3 storey buildings along 
its sides, with frequent access to upper storeys by direct stairs; 
these pedestrian streets shall be placed in such a way that they them
selves enclose larRer open spaces. Pedestrian streets of this kind seem 
possible in the locations shown on the accoinpanyinR map.

The present campus has many larf;e open places.Policy 23.

and

Finally, in order to be sure that people are able to have pride of possession 

of their buildings, as required by the pattern, we suggest that the university 

does everything possible to enable people to control their own imnediate

environments.

Policy 24. As a start in this direction, we propose that the university 
‘ conduct an experiment, in two or three selected buildings (perhaps Music 

school, Science I.I and houses rented to students), vrhere people are allowed, 
and encouraged to paiiit vtoIIs, make minor modifications mc'c partitions 
and build furniture for themselves, w^ith the help of the Fiiysical Plant, 
provided that these modifications all conform to code requirements, that 
the people who take part ai.so take full responsibility for good workman
ship and care, and that they sign waivers, releasing the university from
liabilities in case of accidents.

If, after a year or two of operation, these experiments have proved success- 

ful, we would then go on to propose a more'^general policy, which would 

encourage this kind of activity on a campus wide basis.

Human Scale in public buildings

Buildings shaped for light

Horizontal office buildings
/

Principles of fire safety

In general, the older buildings on campus meet these patterns successfully,

The Education building, Friendly,and the newer buildings violate them.

Susan Campbell, Hendricks, Gerlinger, the Student Union, Emerald Hall, the
c

Prince Lucien Campbell, Science II, theMusic School meet these patterns.

Walton, Hamilton, Earl, BeanEast Wing of Science, obviously violate them.



also violate them. Even the so-called "more successful" modern buildings -

the Law School, the Health building, the Architecture Extension, violate

these patterns to some considerable extent: they are alienating, not

inviting. The currently proposed Behavioral Science complex, Student Union

addition, Administratioh Building, and Science III, also violate these

principles.

Policy 25. V/hcrever feasible, Science II, Science III, the. East Wing of 
Science, and Prince Lucian Campbell shoujLd be softened by buiIding
arcades, covered walks and terraces or even other smaller buildings in 
front of them, and by planting large trees, thus partially obscuring the 
facades and reducing their scale to more human proportions.

As far as new buildings are concerned:

Policy 26. All new buildings should be three storeys or less, never more
than 9000 square feet total under one roof (3000 sq. ft..per floor, for 
a three storey buildinp,) with direct access-to all upper floor space
directly from the street.

It is to be understood that these buildings will be built to connect with 

one another, via arcades and corridors, thu^ forming a continuous connected 

fabric of buildings.

Feeling of shelter

Social spaces define structure

In these respects also, the older buildings are more adequate than the /
new buildings. The older ones - Deady, Susan Campbell, etc are wood-• >

frame, and brick buildings, with visible roofs. The structure consists o£

human, modifiable, and manlpulable materials, which adapt to change, and

which reflect, accurately, the social spaces which they encase.

M
The new buildings - Science II, Lucien Campbell, are made in such a way

that the structure is unrelated to social spaces, the materials neither



( invite, nor allow modification, and the buildings, being high and flat

roofed, provide no feeling of shelter. 4
V

It is obviously impossible to repair the buildings which violate the

However, in order to maintain the human quality which thepatterns.

campus was once famous for, we propose that future buildings should be

somewhat more uniform in their construction, materials, and finishes.

In particular, we recommend:
i

Policy 27. New buildings should be Inillt with visible roofs, in wood or
brick primarily; structural systems should define rather than interrupt 
social spaces; detailing should permit-future modification of the building 
without heavy demolition; interior surfaces should be finished with
materials which may be modified by users (repainting, hanging pictures.
bookshelves, etc.) without serious damage.
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OUTDOOR PLACES

The relevant patterns are Convex connected open space. Access to a green, 

Ratio of built to open space. Useable outside edge of buildings, and

South facing open space.

Convex connected open space

Many of the outdoor places on campus are beautiful, and satisfy this 

pattern perfectly - see all those marked in yellov; on the map.

There are a number, however, which are not quite enclosed enough. To

make them work properly they need extra enclosure, around at least some

These spaces are shown in orange on the map, withpart of their edge, 

a red edge, to show that the edge of the space needs to be replaced by

trees, batrleis or builulngs.

A few spaces are too enclosed, and need to be opened, to make them work.
*

The center courts of.Bean are one example they need to be opened up.

in order to make them work.

The following open spaces are beautiful now and should bePolicy 28.
They are colored yellow on the map.preserved, essentially as they are now.

1. The Cemetery 
Education court
Glade beti/een Music School and Cemetery
Area between Women's Gym, Gerlinger and Cemetery
Mall surrounded by Library, PLC, Condon, Chapman, and Museum
Area between Gerlinger, Susan Campbell and Hendricks
Area between Susan Campbell, Johnson, Faculty Club, and
Hendricks.
Area between Commonwealth, Fenton, Deady and Computer Center 
Area between Villard and 11th Street 
Area along both shores of the Millrace
Mall surrounded by Fenton, Deady, Villard, Lawrence, Allen 
*and Friendly

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.

10.
11.



1 >

4 Policy 29. The following places arc too open, and should be p,lvcn further
enclosure by construction of arcades, builcliuRS, or landscaping at: their
ed;^es. They are colored orange on the map; < ■

!
1. Area betv/een Music and Clinical Services needs partial 

enclosure on south side
2. Area south of Education needs row of trees along street
3. Area north of Education nfeeds enclosure on east side
4. Area between Education, Library and Cemetery needs en- . 

.closure on south side
5. Area of Hudson house site needs enclosure on north and 

west sides
6. Area west of Conmionwealth needs enclosure on south or 

west side
7. Area north of Faculty Club needs enclosure on north 

side
, 8. Area vrest of Post Office needs enclosure on north side

9. Area south of Student Union needs enclosure on south 
and east sides

10. Area between Carson and Student Union needs enclosure 
on north side and south of Carson

11. Area betv7een Emerald, Science annex and Science plaza 
needs enclosure on north and south sides

12. Area betv/een Bean and Hamilton needs enclosure on south
and west sides , .

13. Sports area needs enclosure on south side
14. South west tennis courts need mure eacloaure
15. Area between the Art Museum, Chapman Hall, and Johnson Hall
16. Area between Hendricks Hall and Faculty Club

■■ ='.■

Policy 30. The following places are so enclosed that they are not
To make them useful, they should be opened up to other 

They are colored orange on the map;
used at all. __
larger open spaces.

1. Loading area between Science Main Block and Franklin Boulevard 
needs to open off Franklin
Courts in Bean Hall need to be opened to west and east 
Courts in Walton Hall need to be connected by separating 
wings from each other

2.
3.

/
Policy 31. The following places are basically disfunctional; they are
not working as places for outdoor entertainment, sitting, talking, sports
or anything else. These places need to be redeveloped as outdoor spaces» .
or as sites for future building.

1. Science plaza - between Science II, East Wing, and Main Science
Area east of SW tennis courts
Area west of Susan Campbell
Area between Villard and Law School
<rriangle north of Villard
Waterfront property

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.



( 7. Agate Street and Columbia Street office areas
8. Area north of Leighton Pool.

Access to a green

There are no places on campus which do not have close access to a sufficiently

large green. However, in order to maintain this pattern at a satisfactory

level, it is essential that none of the larger open spaces which now exist

Instead allbe built upon, except the place north of the Music School.

buildings should be placed at the edge of these places, and between buildings

on small left overs of the outdoor space.

Ratio of built to open space

The Science complex is too densely crowded - it needs more open space

near it. All ^he other areas on campus are within reasonable density limits.

Useable edge ot buildings

Almost none of the outdoor places on the campus satisfy this pattern. 

Exceptions are: the front lawn of the Student Union; the back garden of 

the Music School.
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PARKING'%i»r

The relevant patterns are Parking less than nine percent, Small parking 

lots, University parking. Cars surround pedestrian islands, and Parking

garages surrounded.

The parking problem is complex. We do not yet have any completely satis-
i

i factory answers to it.

We can say that three objectives will play a major role:
• r- ‘

'A. 1. It is imperative to restrict the total amount of land

covered by parking, so that parking does not threaten the.. . .

environment.

2. All users of parking will have to pay for it, whether they

are given space in parking garages, or in lots.

3. Parking which is provided for commuters must be close, in

time-distance, to the workplaces served.

There are a number of ways of meeting these objectives. They may require 

a ring of parking garages, at a 1600 feet radius from the center, supple

mented by a number of very small tree shrouded lots. They may require

i

i

!
a train connection between the campus and Ahtzen stadium, so that people

It may turn out that we shouldcan park cars in the stadium parking lot. 

restrict parking drastically, with the idea of putting pressure on the 

development of public transportation. A full diagnosis of the parking

/
•i

situation will be ready in the next few weeks.

'i

S
1



ROADS

The relevant patterns are Major roads outside neighborhoods. Looped local

roads, Narrow local roads, T-Junctions, Cara surround pedestrian islands.

Continuous access drop off and pedestrian density created by traffic and

Car pedestrian symbiosis.

Major roads outside neighborhoods

The university community is threatened by two major roads - Franklin 

Boulevard splits the university in two, makes access to the Millrace and

the waterfront all but impossible, and makes expansion on this land very

The SP rail tracks, further north have the same effect. Further,difficult.

a threatened fi^eeway, planned for the 1990 Oregon transportation plan, which

would follow the.south bank of the river with the idea that Franklin would

be closed when and if this freeway were built.

In our judgment, it would be best for the university if Franklin were closed,

See the discussion underand a new artery built on the SP right of way.

CAMPUS, where we have already stated:

In order to create continuity of university land between thePolicy 7.
present campus area, the Millrace, and the riverfront, and to protect
the Millrace and the riverfront, a new arterial road, large enough to
replace Franklin Boulevard, should be built on the present Southern 
Pacific right of Way, cither directly north or south of the railroad tracks.
This arterial road should be sunken, to reduce the effects of noise, and 
bridged by very wide tunnels which connect the Millrace area with the
riverfront, in at least two noints. Land now occupied by Franklin Boulevard

/

should be given to the university.

Remaining patterns

The fundamental question for the campus is: shall it be open to car traffic, 

or shall it be closed? A first step towards the all-pedestrian-campus has



#
been taken by the recent closing of 13th Avenue.

However, we believe that this policy, and the more general policy of making

the campus into a single pedestrian precinct, will only help make the campus

dead. The fact is that the openness of the campus hinges, to at least some

extent, on the possibility of contact with the outside world, through the

(See Car-Pedestrian Symbiosis, and Continuous Access.) 

however, also essential to keep the campus free of through traffic, and to 

make sure that the pedestrians in the university are safe and tranquil.

It is.car.

The current deficiencies of the campus^ in these respects, are:

Looped local roads

It is, at present, possible to drive through the campus. Agate especially ,

high high speed through traffic on it, which separates the dorms east ofw
Agate from the rest of the university.

Narrow local roads

^Almost all the roads on campus are too wide, 

and University, especially, are now about 35 feet wide - they should be

Thirteenthj Fifteenth, Agate

reduced to 15 feet.

Car-pedestrian symbiosis
/Those places where cars and pedestrians interact most naturally - Kincaid

+ 13th; Kincaid + Education; University at the Student Union; 13th in front

of Emerald and Science complex; Agate between the dorms; have no special •

intensity of activity, because there is no provision for it.

T-.i unctionsQ • '
There are two dangerous four way intersections. Agate and 13th; Agate and

15th.



Continuous access

It is no longer possible to drive into the campus easily, drop someone 

off, or show someone around, and drive out again. This is acute at the 13th

Street entrance, and will become worse when we close off other streets to

make the campus safer and quieter.

To solve all. thes-'. problems, we propose the following general policy:

Policy 32. The University should, first and foremost, be considered as a 
pedestrian precinct - automobile traffic should be clear]y subordinated; 
roads should be limited to providing access to the principal areas of the 
campus and through traffic should be eliminated entirely. In particular, 13th,
15th, University and Agate, should all be interrupted, at least to an extent 
which ensures that there is no short cut through the campus. At tl;e same
time, the road system should not appear so private that it would discourage 
townspeople and visitors from driving into and around the campus. To 
accomplish this, roads should be organized as a system of narrow one-v7ay
loop roads laid out so that the loops penetrate deep into the campus and
come close to Pll major buildings. No road on campus should be more than
15 feet wide.

1

One way of implementing this policy, is shown on the map which follows,

it is equally possible towhere the campus is servPd by two narrow lopps.

implement this policy in a number of other ways. The enclosed diagram shows 

the variety of possible ways.

A road marked orange, must be a road, and mast be modified so that the road

Itself if only 15 feet wide.

A road marked yellow only, must stay as it is.

A road marked red, may be built, and if so, must be built 15 feet wide.

A road marked brown, may be erased completely.

O
A road marked yellow and brown> may stay as It Is» or may be erased.

I



• »

Any system of loops, which follows these instructions, will have the property

required. Note, in particular, that all systems require

____________ Parts of 13th Avenue, between Kincaid and University, should be
open, though narrowed to 15 feet, with a wide pedestrian mall alongside.
Policy 33
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,4. PEDESTRIAN PATHS■A

The relevant patterns are Cars surround pedestrian islands, Activity nuclei,

Territorial ambiguity. Centripetal pedestrian paths, Paths interrupt roads

and Street lights.

Cars surround pedestrian islands

The pattern calls for convex pedestrian islands, with diameter up to

300', no cars or parking within, and the collection of islands organized, •

so that a pedestrian never crosses more than 50' of road or parking, between

, islands.

A good deal of the campus is well-organized in this respect. The entire 

western side of the campus (from University Stredt, west) meets the pattern, 

except for some minor problems.

The eastern half of the campus, however, is less well-organized. The

, pedestrian islands are poorly defined; they do not pack together - there

are ambiguous gaps from one to another; and in a few cases, a road and

parking splits the natural formation of the island. Specifically, the

area east of the Student Union, and Carson dorm, suggest a pedestrian island.

but the area is too exposed to Onyx.and the traffic around Carson. The
/' .

open space west of Friendly, towards the Science complex, is not large

enough to become a substantial island, and it is full of parking and the

13th Street traffic. The area around the Agate offices, toward Hamilton and

Bean is unpleasant for similar reasons.

The following map sumraafizes the situation with respect to this pattern.
!'• ' i' 1 j, M \ :: . ■ ' I ■

islands that are rather well-defined are marked with yellow; the islands that

The



o break down, with roads and traffic are marked in orange; the areas that 

are "left out", that do not form pedestrian islands in any clear sense

are hatched in red. Roads and parking are marked in black.

It is clear, from the map, that the western half of the campus is the

best pedestrian realm. This corresponds to intuition. It is far more

pleasant to walk and sit outdoors there, than in the east of the campus.

where the islands break do^m.

Policy 34. Reinforce the campus as a series of pedestrian islands. This
means immediate action in the, vicinity of the Student Union, and east.

Break up the roads in these areas, so there is no throughtoward the dorms.
traffic, splitting the natural islands. Onyx Street is the most obvious
candidate.

Activity nuclei

0 From the point of view of this pattern, the pedestrian paths on campus are

faulty: they do not converge on activity nuclei. This is largely due to

the fact that the campus,has tended to centralize.its centers of activity.

instead of spreading .them across the campud". The Student Union is a

nucleus, and the path system does converge on it. But there are other.

emerging centers on the campus, and the paths around them are not so well

organized. For example, the Science complex is virtually impossible to

enter from the west; and PLC-Museum is a potential center, with no strong

convergence - the paths seem to pass it by. The list of merging and proposed

centers of activity are given in the policy statement for STUDENT GATHERINGS. 

Path alterationis will be required to make the path system conform to these

new centers.

O In particular, paths will have to be routed into the Science square, from the 

east and west; through PLC and the Museum, into the central court; into the



open space south of Carson, which is presently dead for lack of activity,

enclosure and pathway.

Territorial ambiguity

, There are very few pedestrian paths which have the character prescribed by

To make this character precise, we describe the place onthis pattern.

There is a path running north andcampus which works best in this regard:

south, through the old Education Building. The path passes through the

building in a gap, about thirty feet wide, that is covered, with an arcade 

connecting the two buildings.

The arcade, running east and v;est, turns into the building's

The path goes on, past another small building,

and a court.

corridor, with offices opening off it. The ambiguity is great: This short

stretch of path is a public path, leading to the southwest tip of the campus; 

it is the territory of the Education School; it is a covered social area for

The path is functioning in a very rich way.the offices that open off it.

We estimate 90% of the campus pedestrian system is deficient in this respect.

Most of the paths are simply links from one destination to another. They

are not rich places in themselves, where things are likely to happen or feelings

engaged. A typical case of this deficiency is the system of paths running 

through the Science square. They are empty of feeling; they bear no 

territorial relationship to the places they are passing through. Another 

case is the path past Condon and PLC, to the Library; another, the path north

of Gerlinger that runs east, toward Straub and Earl.
'N

We repeat, 90% of the paths on campus are disfunctional In this sense.

The map shows the sections of path that work and create territorial ambi

guity; these places are marked yellow, 

the correct property, but could be improved with only slight modification.

The paths marked orange do not have©

The red paths are very far from having the correct property, and require



1

••

substantial modification.

Policy 35. Those paths which run beside buildings, should be covered with
arcades from tHe building, so people can stop, sit, and look into the
building. The paths marked orange on the map are the candidates for this
treatment.

Arcades are the most straightforward way of achieving the territorial

character; the path under the arcade is part of the building, yet also

public.

Centripetal pedestrian paths...
I' •

Some of theseThere are sevetal paths on campus whore this pattern applies.
ipaths have a few of the properties specified, but none of them are completely

13th is wide and has seats along its length, but nov/here is itright.

covered, and the buildings have not been sited to give a subtle convexity to

People do stop there, on warm days sLudeats sit in front ofthe path.

Fenton, but the street could be modified, in particular with the placement

of new buildings along if, to achieve a better balance.

The other candidates for this pattern, are not so close to solving it. 

places are:

These

1. The* paths down to the library fpom 13th. .

2. Thej paths through Commonwealth, north from 13th.

3. The path down to Lawrence, between Friendly, and the Science 
wing.

/ .

4. The path to Hamilton, between Carson, Student Services, and 
Walton.

5. The path parallel to Gerlinger, past Susan Campbell and Hendricks.

6. The path down University Street, past Mac Court and the Cemetery.

♦ ■

1



4^ These places, in general, will need the sidewalks widened inPolicy 36.___________________________________________________
several pj.aces, and partially covered; and p]nces to sit In protected
areas, lookinc out. into the activity of the path.

Paths interrupt roads

On the whole, the places where roads and paths meet violate this pattern. 

The place that coraes closest to solving the problem is the Agate Street 

crossing, from Hamilton to Walton. At this place the pedestrian path 

crosses the road at a constant level, and with a special paving, and the 

road rises up, and crosses over the path. The cars slow dovm, to negotiate 

this hump in the road, and the pedestrians have a strong right of way.

. both phsycially and psychologically.

The other major crossings on campus, have nothing of this character. They 

are the typical crossings, where the pedestrian steps down, into the car's 

domain. These places create a deficiency in the pedestrian system: they 

break up paths, and, psychologically they give the car ascendancy over the 

pedestrian. The places that contain this deficiency are:

1. The crossing at University and 13th.

.»

2. The crossing at Kincaid and 13th.

3. The crossing at Agate and 15th.

4. The crossing at University and 15th.

5. The crossing at University and 18th. /

6. The crossing at lAth and Kincaid.

Policy 37. These places require road crossings according to the specifica
tions given in,the pattern. Paths Interrupt Roads. We have listed them in 
the order of severity - the first crossing is currently creating the greatest
problem, and so forth.



t Street lights

Since the paths on campus are used at night, the presence of street lights 

plays a basic part in assessing their functional status. The following 

paths have sufficient lighting, from the standpoint of the specification

given in the pattern:

1.

2.

The following paths do not have sufficient night lighting; they are deficient 

in this respect, and require installations:
■

i!
•v

1.

2.
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ENTRANCES

The relevant patterns are Circulation realms and Entrance location.

Circulation realms

With respect to this pattern, we take ’’entrance" to mean the gateways

to the campus itself, the gateways to the major reahns of the campus, and

the gateways to smaller realms, opening off the larger ones.

From the standpoint of this pattern, the campus is very badly organzled
i! I!largest level, there are only a few realms andEven at theat present.

gateways. And some are partially defined: there are realms without

gateways; gateways without realms; realms without obvious circulation

spines, realms that are not connected to other realms.

The overall effect is that the circulation system does not add up. It

is difficult for people moving through the campus to form a cognitive map

The parts that do work, are disconnected.of the campus as a whole.

The characteristic of a well-defined realm is that it is felt, and often

Furthermore, in a well-definedeasily named by people moving through it.

realm, it is never a problem to direct someone who is trying to find his

On the accompanying map, marked in yellow, we haveway around within it.

shown the existing well-defined realms on the campus.

Like a well-defined realm, the characteristic of a good entrance or gateway 

is that it is felt by a person circulating - it marks the end of one part 

of the campus, and the beginning of another. We have shown on the map, with

black dots,•the well-defined entrances, to the realms. (In some cases, the

gateways are well-defined, but they lead to no coherent realms.)



i

Ir
There are a number of places on campus that are beginning to be realms and

The partially definedentrances, but which are not yet so well-defined, 

realms are shown on the map in orange; and the partially defined entrances

These places require modification to strengthenare shown as black circles.

their internal coherence and to connect them to other realms and entrances.

There are other places on the campus for which no realms and entrances are

emerging. These places are hatched in red on the map. These

places are felt to be "outside" the natural circulation around the campus;

they are difficult to find, and difficult to place in one's cognitive

map of the campus. These places will require elaborate modification! they

require the creation of main entrances, realms, spines for circulation, and

entrances off the spines.

Therefore, we recommend:

po].icy 38. All future development on campus should be constrained to help 
the campus become a nested sequence of circulation realms, continuous with
_____________________________ All development in tlie orange areas should be
orp,anized to amplify the existing realms, and their entrances, 
development in the red areas should be organized to create new circulation 
realms, and to create explicit entrances to the respective parts of the

surrounding city streets.
All

campus.

. From the map, we can see that the southeast quadrant, and the east of the 

campus in general, has the poorest organization with respect to circulation

/realms and entrances.

Policy 39 . In the southeast quadrant, Agate Street should be developed as 
a main spine, and all other development in the quadrant should be organized 
to create a main spine, realms and entrances extending into the quadrant 
from several spots along Agate Street. i

Q
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BIKE PATHS

The relevant pattern is Bike paths and racks.

Bike paths and racks

This pattern specifies a coherent system of bike paths across the campus,

We discuss the paths first.and a bike rack at an entrance to every building.

Bikes travel on the localCurrently, there is no identifiable bike system.

■ roads, and on the pedestrian paths. On the paths, they are dangerous. Tliey 

conflict with the casual gait of the pedestrians. We have noticed the conflict 

especially along the part of 13th that is closed to automobiles, along the 

paths to the dorms, between Walton and Carson, and along the thin pedestrian1, ,

paths, such as the approach to Deady‘Hall.

From the point of view of the bicyltle riders,'! thefe are Ipart^l 6f the cairiplus

that are difficult to negotiate. It is hard to cross Franklin on bike; and 

^ the athletic fields, to the southeast, are dnaccessible to bikes.
i

The following map shows, in yellow, the existing bike paths that are not

in serious conflict with pedestrian or vehicular traffic.

The orange shows the paths that are used by bicycles, and where conflict 

occurs between the bikes and pedestrians, and the bikes are considered a
!

/'

menace.

The red shows areas that are virtually impossible for bike riders to

negotiate.

O • ' I1

i

}



!

We can see from the map, that, essentially, the bikes do not create con-
i.

flict while they are on the slow-moving local roads; but as soon as they

cross onto pedestrian paths and squares, they become a problem.

Policy 40. Bike paths should be created, as specially paved strips, along
side all those main pedestrian paths, marked in orange on the map, 
particular, the paths running perpendicular to 13th, between Kincaid and
the Student Union, and the paths from the Student Union to the dorms, v/ill 
be given priority in this regard.

In

These areas get the heaviest pedestrian and bike travel, and they are where

most of the conflict occurs.

» We turn to bike racks.

There is to be a bike rack and shed, associated with an entrance for every 

campus building. The rack and shed may be up to-100' fr.om the entrance, and

None of thetroin the rack to the building there is a raised, covered walk.

bike racks on campus have this property, and so they are all defective to

some degree. First, there are buildings that have adequate bike racks, but

where the rack is too close to the entrance, or the organization of the rack 

is such that people Ignore it, and drive up to the entrance. These places

are:

1.
f

2. I /

3. !•

Second, there are places where bikes collect, but where there are no racks,

and they become barriers to pedestrians:

1.

2.
#

•• 13.
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w STUDENT GATHERING

The present Student Union Is greatly overcrowded, and there is anNote:

urgent need to provide extra space for student offices, eating places.

child care, and recreation'.

The current design for the Student Union extension was, however.

There was thereforecomplete before the start of the master plan.

no opportunity for the members of the user group responsible for

its design to benefit from the criteria developed in the master
•t ^

plan, and as currently designed it does not conform to these criteria.

To illustrate the potential effect of our master plan on typical

projects, we intend to show a design for-the Student Union extension
•

which does reflect the principles of this master plan, among the

example projects of Chapter 9.

The relevant patterns are No isolated student union and Activity nuclei..

No isolated student union

It would, however, beThe present student union is highly centralised.

/(contrary to this pattern to centrdlise'^11 future services and fac^ilitiek. ! I

anywhereThere are virtually no lounges, cafes, student meeting rooms, etc
I

else on campus.

in the Education/Music area, the Millrace, the dormitories, etc., are

• >

The students who are far from the Student Union, like those

deprived of student territory near them where they can relax, or have a cup
!

of coffee. i
I

^1-



It may make sense to locate certain special services and facilities (student 

government off|.ces, child care, etc.) in the existing Student Union. But
: j

it does not make sense to keep duplicating cafeteria and coffee shop con

cessions in this one location. Existing eating concessions in the Student
: i

Union are already beyond the scale- necessary to make them economically and 

managerially feasible. About 1/3 of them can be decentralized. The main 

lounge is badly located on the second floor, and is underused.

The University of Oregon has a high demand for student union facilities.

because there is a general lack of such facilities in the town nearby. We

estimate that there needs to be 11 square feet of student union space per 

However, no one student union except the existing one, should be 

larger than 3,000 square feet, a typical sibe for lounge, coffee shop/

student.

cafeteria, and:a couple of game rooms.m
Policy Al. The campus should provide up to' 11 square feet/student of student
union space. Additions to the Student Union should be dispersed throughout
campus, in lumps not to exceed 3,000 square feet. It is essential that these
satellites be no larger than 3,000 square feet, to avoid any further over
concentration in single facilities.

Policy 42. Stddent government offices and other facilities \Jhich need to be
located in the main Student Union should take over the second floor lounge
space, room iol opposite the Post Office, and the browsing room above;
the lounge space should take over up to 1/3 of the cafeteria and coffee shop
space, and these in turn be decentralized to satellite unions.

/
Actlvi^ nuclei

I

According to this pattern, there must be a limited number of places, which 

are foci for community services (libraries, cafes, gathering spots, sports), 

and many paths converge on these foci in such a way as to create Intense8 activity there^

f



i
I

<

The only place which has this quality today is the inside of the present

It would be best if this nuclues could move outside theStudent Union.

building to the comer of University and 13th so that more paths can con-
I

verge on it.
»

The places which are possible sites for additional nuclei, because of

their location, relation to paths, and existing activities are:

13th and Kincaid
North end of the Library
Science plaza
South of Education
Betv/een Music and Special Education
Between Villard and Law .
Tennis courts and 15th 
North side of tennis courts by Walton 
At knuckle betv;een Walton and Hamilton 
Millrace bridge
Between Fenton and Commonwealth

‘

Future Student Union increments, lounges, sports facilities,
should bo located in the above named places, in

each case surrounding a small open place about 60 feet square.

Policy A3.
cafes, libraries, etc « •

%
0

> 1

I
Vr /

i

i

I
f

/:
I

■•i

i
i

i



» *• -»• r^jir;I •«•••■

fxr* mrr^
C'rr:4 «r~

«

■ty

‘rmn:
.*• r. r I•# ttta 1“♦

ILJ
/ • /■■■

c-.— - "1

;ii L-L-laiii: Ja

xlTl^ '
r

.*••*% I(
I tI I• ‘V.• • ^J.X_,L J.« '' -=rr-‘zr-. ••v’ :•

\ r- 1!^-rr^ *• •; • » ,JU• • L( I •■nlL^• 5

-ii3‘E)i3;-,y.5D:;y, ?? y I•, .
*\’

»

raH r y ISj! • ||
TTi;. :• i. •?!. • .• •* I

f • •# -; ..
j
1.//I

J
: • t \r 1• t-W r 1D I.■; cj».I•■■ »

i it5h°:3T I.»...•
i ! II •* .•C3; :j'- i« >vf___■'L •^■nrr

: LIlLjI
rpgfg^n livv 

Irf^r

! j

. 1^! »^i*r

3p=ri!! iy_T 7 If V : .• .• \ e!
• \ 1N \ ., i

j Iri'7 o i7

I BeI. I rr.•' iB
Ia 0 ccrj FT?,fferY?;

gsj(®ZMa
i///i Y/j' '

-A _1__I 'Yi
» ’

m ■•:iJS-I |i•W
■/J _r L.. 

rnj
»|v. b:,1-«3fI?il^ [71,^7
I! •' ■

r4 I

'I .' .VO
CM . *r: ....J

•»

IS: .( u
H

I
y-i-----1

;J!kJLJU
5 !.IIt

I 't• • i *I r 1• •♦ / • f t f

il •i: ■ I r f i(
'Ki. ‘ (I *1 I

4 . t I



T * r; “■.•.•r '_7-Jz.-.-i.-» 1

)
V:LCGCNO

— (yv.<M
S’'

t3 O O r<«« i(yr vjme*

--- p. i:

© m^tr^ttt mmtn
9:rr

. rtti pot tMfot ©
JT

r«ir
if^rrlPxn tf c^tw. am

i

'o0£0 0e©3'3'
b-

i i-ltjl'
. • -; PH- O'C’^'C/ ^ i

^U«M It 
•fat

a?.• □
•u? Q □

rfTw. art

■ • 0 •

..;e©
■, /'■©

. ■ •;■}V 1

}/\A\^C/^*

■I -,' ■•.•V
'. ■ •'. . •:,•

-. V- ■*.■

H... ‘J
f '«-
.1t .i • ,»

■■A.'--;::* •i;r*-s. t . ;' ;' < *:• •%. /. *
"I * I'

I. T•.*
■ /. «•

O '--‘-r:O
■f .

f
i'

* •■

‘.V . ■ *•
•A%■•. ■p

3 ! . i • '
':'■ v. ,•

t* ■•*,» }.

^ , ****' ;‘^ ^



SHOPS AND CAFES

The relevant patterns are Real learning in cares, and Activity nuclei.

Real learning in cafes

Given the current separation of town and campus, there are, of course, no 

cafes, or shops on the campus proper, except for the concession in the

In this sense, all the major pedestrian thoroughfares inStudent Union.

the campus are defective.'

Activity nuclei

Since there are no commercial shops or cafes or bars on campus, it means that 

all the present activity nuclei, except two, and of course, all the potential 

ones also, are. defective because they make virtug^lly no provision for public
1,^ The two exceptions arc Kincaid and 13th,and the Student Union?

The others (see

■t tJua. A. ^ •

Even they need the possibility of more commercial variety.

under Student Gathering Places) have no commercial activity at all.
O

We believe that commercial leases should be given on universityPolicy A4.___________________________
land, to cafes, cinemas, bookshops and restaurants and bars in all those 
locations marked as activity nuclei, which includes in particular, 13th
east of Kincaid, the Franklin crossing, the steps of the Main Library, the
Music School. 15th and University, etc (see the list given underetc.• «
Student Gathering Places.)

. j ■
■!

/

1
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LIBRARIES

The relevant patterns are Decentralized libraries and Activity nuclei.

Decentralized libraries

This pattern calls for small libraries associated with departments and groups

of departments, scattered around the campus.

The following departments now have libraries of their own:

Sciences
Architecture
Law
Bureau of Governmental Research
Geography
Computing Center
Art Museum
CASEA
Browsing Room (S.U.)
Music

Hov/ever, in general, the Univeristy of Oregon has allowed its main library

to grov7 at the expense of small, scattered libraries, and the functional

failures of such an organization, described' in the pattern, are now beginning

We have a number of departments initiating libraries at their 

own expense to solve the problems of quick access, special collections, and

to appear.

All departments should be entitled to such libraries.local study centers.

Policy A5. A. As a mlnumum, each department should be entitled to develop a 
'reading room" which would include the following:\ •

1. The current year's standard periodicals in that discipline.

2. Standard reference works in that discipline.

Each department should be invited to submit a proposal forB.
the development of a branch departmental library; when pro- 

: posals overlap, the affected departments should be invited
to submit proposals for joint inter-departmental branchp m libraries.



f

Branch libraries (not reading rooms) should be staffed through 
the central library and all materials should continue to be 
catalogued throur.h the main library.

C.

No future additions should be planned for the gain library;
Fenton Ha].l should be retained and should be restored to its
ori!;^inal library function either as an undergraduate library
and reserve reading room or as an interdepartmental branch

D.

i

library.
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SPORTS!

The relevant patterns are Relax - Leisure is a part of learning and Activity

nuclei.

Relax - Leisure is a part of learning

This pattern states that within 400 to 500 feet of every place on campus.

there must be a sports activity - tennis, basketball, swimming, billiards.

bowling, etc.

At present there is an over concentration of sports activities in the two

They contain all the gym and sportsathletic complexes for men and women.

type facilities one can expect in a physical education program,but because

they are concentrated, and deep within buildings .or fenced off, they are not

available to the community at large.

The Student Union has a number of recreational sports activities such as
*

These are in .the basement and hard to find;billiards, poo^ and bowling.

many students do not even know they exist.

Some of the sports facilities in the two athletic complexes should be moved 

to" other places, the ones remaining should be made much more accessible to
I •

the public. For example:
/

In the Men's Gym, there is a nice relationship between the corridor and the

handball and squash courts, but the corridor itself should be made!touch more

The track fields should be made more accessibleaccessible to the public, 

to the public for general jogging, while the baseball and open fields could

move to the ether side of Franklin.



In the Women's area, the open field between Gerlinger and the Cemetery is

The facilities in Gerlinger area very beautiful place and should be left.

very close to being nicely accessible to the public because of the wide

The new Women's Phys. Ed. building, however, fails completely incorridor.

making facilities within it accessible.

The activities in the Student Union need to be opened up to pedestrian

paths.

V,There arc only four scattered and open sports activities on campus; they are

the tennis courts between Music and Education, and between Walton and Earl,

and the basketball courts just south of the Student Health Center, and the 

boating facilities at the Millrace bridge. ' These facilities are constantly

used, anytime the sun is out, and the students complain that there are not 

* more of them all over the campus. There is a proposal to remove Lae Leauis

courts near Education for the Behaviroal Science complex. These tennis

courts should definitely stay. Other arguments against building Behavioral 

Science have already been presented.

The sports in the athletic complexes are too concentrated and should be 

decentralized. Physical Education gyms, courts, swimming pools, and fields 

should be open to the public at large, so that they can be used when there 

are no scheduled Classes. Sports in the Student Union must also be made more 

open and accessible. Additional casual sports activities must be added so 

that every part of the campus has one of these places within 500 feet of it.

According to our surveys, the right amount of sports facilities are as

% follows:



1

( existing need
Pool aiid billiards 
Judo '
Table tennis
Basketball
Handball
Swinuning
Boating
Sauna
Golf putting greens

1 table per 1,000 students 
1 gyro per 5,000 students 
1 table per 700 students 
1 basket per 200 students 
1 court per 2,000 students 
1 pool per 1500 students 
1 facility for entire campus 
1 station per 800 students

1

Policy 46.___ The university should provide these sports activities to meet
these standards, in locations compatible with the following chart.

Activity nuclei!■

(see STUDENTThis pattern states that sports be located in activity nuclei.i

■■■ ■ ’ GATHERING.)

Since it rains so much in Eugene, we suggest that there be at least one
w indoor and one outdoor sports at each activity nuclei, so that there will

always be one activity available regardless of weather.

The following place needs one outdoor sport';

University and 13th (Student Union)

j-

The following places need an indoor activity!
/

South of Education !

North side of tennis courts by Walton

Millrace bridge

Knuckle between Walton and Hamilton
A

The following places need both kinds of sports;

13th and Kincaid i

North end of Library

Science plaza

I*

!
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u Between Music and Special Education
i

Between Villard and Law i.

Between Fenton and Commonwealth e
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u CLASSROOMS

<

The relevant pattern is Classroom size and distribution

• Classroom size and distribution

As this pattern shows, there is a discrepancy between the numbers of classes 

held in different size ranges, and the numbers of available classrooms in
•4 ••

these different size ranges. The location of classrooms also fails to
'i ! ■ , ; ’ M 'I i ■ r l: I

correspond, spatially,.to the distribution of faculty offices. In order 

to bring the distribution of classrooms into line with this pattern, it 

vrill be necessary to convert some large classrooms to other uses, to build 

a considerable number of smaller classrooms (of seminar size), and to spread

classrooms more uniformly across the campus, to overcome their present

Detailedtendency to bunch in one or two places of high concentration.

figures on these needed changes are not yet available.

\
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FACULTY OFFICES

The relevant patterns are Students near faculty offices, University as a

marketplace and Primary groups among students and faculty.

Students near faculty offices

The faculty is not accessible to students today, because faculty offices

are most often located in blocks which are separate from the places where

students naturally spend their time - classrooms, student workplaces.

gathering places, etc.

1. Places like PLC, Friendly, and Hendricks have faculty offices 

and a few graduate student workplaces, but no classrooms. In these buildings 

faculty are accessible only to a few graduate studnets - other students

have to make special appointments to see them.

Policy 47. Seminar rooms and additional student workplaces should be
inserted in piaces where there are large blocks of faculty offices, i.e * >
PLC. Friendly. Hendricks.

Places like Architecture, Art, the Sciences have had mixtures2.

of classrooms, teaching labs, student workplaces and faculty offices, but 

they are not in the right relationship to each other, 

faculty office^ are separated from the student workplaces and classrooms.

Most often the

/
Policy A8. In places which have faculty offices, classrooms, and student
workplaces, the three types of spaces should be rearranged so that they are
mixed, not zoned off from each other.

3. Areas where classrooms are isolated and in large blocks such as

Commonwealth need faculty offices and student workplaces to satisfy the

pattern.



Policy 69. Underused classroom areas in Commonwealth and other places where 
there are larp;c concentrations of classrooms, should be rearranged to in- 
clude faculty offices and student workplaces.

University as a raarketplace

» This pattern specifies that faculty offices be near classrooms and that 

they be Identifiable units, with independent entrances from pedestrian 

paths, so that students can see and have access to all the projects and

classwork going on on campus.

^Virtually none of the faculty office locations satisfy this pattern, and 

; it is impossible to convert all existing buildings to meet it, especially

However, we may state the follov/ing:the upper floors of PLC.

Policy 50. Where possible, any remodelling or construction of departments
should locate faculty and classrooms together on the lower floors of buildings,
and give them their own entrance and stair from pedestrian paths.

Primary groups among studentsand faculty

This pattern states that faculty and students should be in groups of 20 to 

30, clustered around common entrances, corridors, bathrooms, lunchrooms.

etc.

Its absenceThere are very few places on campus where this pattern is met. 

is felt most strongly in large buildings, where offices are strung along

. /long corridors; PLC and Friendly, for example.

Policy 51. In PLC, Friendly, and other places where there are many undiffer
entiated offices and workplaces, space should be remodelled by opening up 
corridors, or occasional office spaces, so that faculty offices and student
workplaces form groups of 20 to 30 around a common lounge/lunchroom space.

O
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STUDENT WORKPLACE

*

The relevant patterns are Workplace for every student, Faculty offices near

students, and Primary groups for faculty, students.

Workplace for every student

This pattern calls for a workplace for every student on campus: graduate 

and undergraduate. The university is currently very far from being able 

to satisfy this pattern. Many of the departments do not even provide

space for their graduate students, and only a few departments, e.g • f

. architecture, provide workspace for undergraduates.

The problem is compounded by the fact that undergraduate work stations are 

not included as legitimate spatial needs in department projects. The

State Board does not recognize undcrgradaute work stations as part of the
' 'M' !' ■ , li' !; ■ ' ■ '';! r |i r
university's entitlement, and therefore, the needs go unfulfilled.

problem, however, is severe. We have shown’ in the pattern, that the lack 

of workplaces plays a basic role in the syndrome that leads to student

The

• *

detachment from the academic community.

Policy 52. We suggest that the State Board and the University departments
should recognize undergraduate workstations as a legitimate pr>rt of the
University entitlement, according to the following standards. 25 square 
feet per each undergraduate; 50 square feet per each graduate student.

According to these figures the campus is now operating at a great deficit: 

2500 graduates currently have no space; @ 50 sq. ft. they will need 125,000 

About 7000 undergraduates currently have no space; @25 sq. ft. 

they will need 175,000 square feet.

square feet.
!

I

■ <-
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The total deficit is 300,000 square feet. To repair this deficit:

Policy 53. Every department should convert rooms, parts of rooms and
offices, that are currently being underused, to student workstations for
15% of their majors and piraduate students V’/ho are now xvithout offices, at 
the rate: 25 Sq. ft. per undergraduate; 50 sq. ft. per graduate.

First, faculty offices,The departments can create this space as follows:

that are unused (i.e., faculty member works at home; on leave); second,

rooms set aside for research projects and seminars, that are not used at

night, all day, etc.; third, if departments cannot satisfy the requirement

in this manner, they must put in a claim for space in nearby classrooms, and

(15% seemsunderused lab spaces, e.g., in Commonwealth and Fenton Hall.

to be a reasonable figure, in that it both makes a dent in the problem, and

does not create an impossible demand upon the department for space. A depart

ment of 400 would require the conversion of about 1500 square feet.)

Policy 54. In the future, every departmental request for space should
include a request for student v/orkstationsin increments of 15% of the
non-srationed students, until 60% of the majors and graduates have v7ork-
stations.

We choose a ceiling of 60%, because it is probably that 40% of the students

will be living within a ten minute walk of the department, and will be able

to use their homes as a workplace (see the pattern. Students close to campus).

/Since for many:departments, it will be years before they make a request for 

space, we also suggest a policy of interim student workstations:

The University should make currently underused space in Fenton
Hall, Straub Hall, Agate Street, the Library, etc, into interim student
workstations, for students in the large departments and non-majors.

Policy 55.

i



We calculate that the University should inunfediately create 500-1000 such

stations, in a p;.Iictlcal manner. The students could be invited to create

the arrangements, and, if desks are short, provide their own furnishing. •

Faculty offices near students and Primary groups for faculty, students 

The diagnoses for these patterns are given under the policy statement for

FACULTY OFFICES. ,
f
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CORRIDORS

The relevant patterns are Short corridors, Circulation realms. Territorial 

ambiguity, Corridors which live.

Short corridors

The following buildings have interrupted corridors longer than 50 feet, and

, thus violate this pattern:

PLC
Bean
Commonwealth
etc.

•.V

Policy 56. Wherever feasible, these corridors should be repaired by opening
rooms along their lengths, as is needed, to provide an interruption at
least every 50 feet along a straight corridor, which may be used for
student lounges, or student workplaces.

Circulation realms

The corridors of buildings should give some coherent picture of the system

Each corridor is the spineof circulation and realms within the building.

or a realm and connects to larger spines of larger realms, or smaller spines

of smaller realms.
• ^

All buildings on campus are deficient to some degree in regard to this

Buildings in which it is most difficult to identify realms andpattern. /

circulation spines within them are the following:

McArthur Court
New Women’s Phys. Ed.
Library
Special Education 
Ar chitecture/Art 
Villard 
Student Union 
Fenton
Student Health Center 
Science II and the Main Block 
Chapman

I



In most of these buildings, one or the other of the two aspects is missing;

either there are no clear realms, or else there are realms, but the circula

tion does not Clearly reflect the realms.

It is very difficult to remodel most of these buildings to satisfy the

It would be helped by grouping parts of the buildings and giving 

them individual entrances from the outside, as called for by Marketplace.

pattern.

T!iis would, in effect, get rid of internal circulation, and the realms

vould be small ones with circulation directly off main spines which run

around the building

The above-mentioned buildings should have priority when buildings ■Policy 57.
are reorganized along the lines of Marketplace.

Territorial ambiguity
W

Corridor connections to outdoor pedestrian paths should be ambiguous through 

the use of extended arcades, extended side v;alls, smooth transitions

betv^een inside and outside and the possibility of walking through buildings*
,

Most all the buildings on campus fail in this respect. The only ones which

satisfy the pattern to some degree are Education and Walton, which at least

have the beginnings of arcades, and Music which is relatively easy to walk

through, and the main entrance of Science East Wing which one can pass through.

Policy 58. All other buildings should open up their corridors to pedestrian 
paths, straightening them and widening them, when the corridor can become
a shortcut beta^een outside paths; remodelling entrances so that there
aren’t more than 8 risers without an ample landing, and building arcades
which extend at least 10 feet along the paths just outside the entrances.

Corridors which live

Q This pattern says that corridors should have concentrations of activities

along the way - seating alcoves with vending machines, water fountains, and



I
:

9'

bulletin boards, for example, and that corridor should have as many windows

into rooms and to the outside, as possible.

Virtually no building on campus satisfies this pattern completely. There are

some spots in Science and Education, for example, where the corridor widens

for a few vending machines. These places are always very well used, and

they do liven up the corridor, but there is a real shortage of such places.

Their absence is most critically felt in buildings with long institutional
i.

corridors, such at the upper floors of PLC.

There are also very few places in corridors from which one can see into
..r. . classrooms, and offices, so that the 2nd part of the pattern is also not met.

Policy 59. All corridors should be remodelled so that there arc glared or
unglazed openings into rooms, and mahy alcoves for seats, drinkinp, fountains,

starting with the upper floors of PLC, and the Science buildings.etc • >
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( CHAPTER NINE; PROJECTS f ■

I i

I

When complete, this chapter will contain about twenty projects, 

worked out according to the principles we have defined. These 

. projects will illustrate both the range of projects we anticipate . 
and their presentation, and the overall impact of these projects 

on the university environment. Tentative list of projects to iV 

be included;
Education Department 
Psychology Department 
Fenton Hall 
Music Department 
Speech and Drama Department 
Emerald Hall and Administrative Services ’
Mathematics and CSPA

1

Prince Lucien Campbell Hall 
•13th Street - West End 

Bean Hall 
Walton Hall
Westmoreland Married Student Housing 

Bike Paths Across One Part of Campus
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Biology, Molecular Biology and Chemistry Departments 

Special Education Department '' ‘
Parking - Franklin 

Parking -iSmall Lots
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PLC Lecture Hall
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MacArthur Court
Outdoors - Southwest of Hamilton, 
Outdoors - North of Commonwealth 

Outdoors - West of Erb .
Student Union Addition 

Franklin Boulevard 

Waterfront
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The only one of these projects which is so far complete, is 

the project for the College of Education. We present this project, 

as an example, to give the reader an idea of what the other projects 

will be like. The description of the project has two parts:
‘ 1. Formal presentation of the project, in terms of its 

constituent patterns.
2* Economic analysis comparing the cost of this project with 

the university's current project for the'College of 

Education
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Every project proposal presented in accordance with the 

principles defined in Chapters 5 and 6 has three parts.
It must start by identifying the deficiencies in some 

existing place or places in the university.
with the help of the schema given 

to identify the list of
associated place-types which must be brought into balance 

to complete this project.

t '

A.• V •>

It must then go on, 
at the beginning of Chapter 7,

B.

[i-

-i

It must then finish with a place by place analysis, in 

which it is stated, formally, how each of the nearby 

places belonging to these place-types are modified to
It is important to
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conform to the relevant patterns, 

understand that the design of the project to be success-
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i
0

';c must be carried out in the very same order as theful /
presentation is, in this sense, a record of the design
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O '. Formal presentation of the project for the College of Education, 
in terms of its constituent patterns. f

i

This project is intended to repair the deficiencies which 
College of Education is experiencing in the existing Educa- ^ 
tion Building, the Education Annex, and the Education facilities 
in the Agate Street offices, the Clinical Service trailers, 
Hendricks and Straub Halls, and the Library.

Inspection of the schema given at the beginning of Chapter 7, 
tells us that a project for a DEPARTMENT will also have to 
consider all the following types of associated places, in 
the order given below and bring them into balance, one by one:.

■ , I.k
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«DEPARTMENT 
PUBLIC BUILDING 
OUTDOOR PLACES 
LOCAL ROADS 
PARKING
PEDESTRIAN PATHS 
STUDENT GATHERING 
CLASSROOM 
FACULTY OFFICES 
STUDENT WORKPLACES 
BIKE PATHS 
SPORTS
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III. We now proceed through this list of places, one at a time,

showing how we intend,to satisfy the patterns associated with 
each place..

• > ■'■.(,
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DEPARTMENT
The patterns are: Department space standards. Department size. 
Fabric of departments. Living woven into learning. University as 
a marketplace, and Department hearth.

»:

Department space standards: The College of Education is currently 
operating with a deficiency of 20,953 square feet..; This deficiency 
breaks down asf follows:
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; 36,800 Required office and related space ,
20.400 Existing office and related space
16.400 Deficiency

6,400 Required research space 
1,900 Existing research space
4,500 Deficiency
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20,900 Total deficiency.

Department size; There are 1599 students in the College of 
Education. There are eight departments within the college. The 
only department that violates the pattern is the Department of 
Curriculum and Instruction, which has approximately 960 students.

We shall split the Department of Curriculum and Instruction into 
two departments of equal size. The two departments will, in some 
cases, share facilities, but for the most part they will be in
dependent structures of faculty and students, with separate hearths, 
offices, open space, etc. '

w fabric of departments: The current organization of the College, 
and the Department of Education in particular, violates this 
pattern. The department is spread across the campus, at.distances 
far greater than 500' given by the pa-J:tern.
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The College of Education now occupies 6000 square feet of space '
1;'! outside the 500' radius. Most of it is in the Agate Street com- : '

' plex, over 2000' away.
' ■ ' _ . _

To solve the pattern we must give up the Education offices in the V-a
•Agate Street area, the Clinical Service trailers, and in Hendricks- 

and Straub Halls, and move them to within 500' of the Education 
' Building and A^nex.

• ^ We choose to retain the main Education Building because in many
it is already adapted to the needs of Education; because it 

‘ now solves a number of the patterns - in particular, the patterns, 
for PUBLIC BUILDINGS, OUTDOOR PLACES, and PEDESTRIAN PATHS; and,

, finally, because it is capable of further repair.
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This means that we must now add, to the total deficiency of ■ .
20,900, the 6000 square feet to be rebuilt within the Education

In short, we require 26,900 square feet of office, research 
- and related spiaces, within the 500' radius.) ■
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Living woven into learning; We have not taken this pattern into 
account in this project. Normally, in a project of this scope, 
it is necessary to build an increment of student housing along 

• with the department buildings. At the time the Education project 
was formulated^, however, investigations into student housing needs • 

'v,v';. were not complete. We had no idea how much housing is required,
'yy', - what kind of housing is appropriate, or how close it should be to

Once these thing? are known, we will have to
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the Education-site, 
modify this project.

•Vn
c

I V

‘':.y‘y‘;yy

I
\
I

-Mi'--r

The existing Education Building and
The following adapta- >’ 

The second *! •
University as a marketplace; 
its Annex are close to solving this pattern.

, tions are required, to solve the pattern completely, 
floor of the east wing must be opened'directly to the public domain. 
Locate outdoor stairs off the paths that approach the building from , 
the north, leading directly to the sedond floor.
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Make the main corridors in the existirig building pedestrian streets#, 
with the offices, classes, and labs o£>ening off them. This will 
mean removing ithe Teacher Education Office from the corridor space 
it now occupies in the west wing,: and i placing‘it in one of the new 
structures.,
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,, The new construction must also conform to this pattern.
of all, we must create not one new building, but a series of small /. 
buildings, corresponding in scale to the various realms within the . 

J V’‘College. These structures must be no jgreater than three storeys;
they must open off the main pedestrian paths (i.e», the paths run-*': 
ning north-south from the Library to the Music School, and the 
path running east-west, past the exisi^ing parking lot, toward the ; 
cemetery); and they must contain a series of openings, outdoor 
stairs,', and displays■,along them, '‘'A'
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‘i Department hearth; In the existing building, the lobby formed by 
the crossing of corridors in the east wing, is the most likely spot, 
for the department hearth. To make it complete, it must be larger, 
and contain more activity. We propose to open the offices in the 
northeast corner, and turn that area into a relatively open mall, 
and lounge room, with a wall of shelves for journals and new books. 
There will be a coffee corner in this area, open to reception and 
a secretarial pool. This hearth will serve half•of the existing 

. Department of Curriculvim and Instruction, and several of the 
smaller departments that make up the College of Education (i.e 
Counselling, Educational Psychology).,
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We propose a second hearth to serve the other half of the 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction (according to the 

• split proposed above, in Department size), and the balance 
of the smaller departments. This second hearth must be located 
as far away as possible from the first hearth, ar>d yet still at . ■ 
the center of fravity of the offices, classrooms and labs it 
will serve. We propose placing the second hearth to the south 
of the existing building, across from the tennis courts, in the 
northwest corner of the old Hudson House site.
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PUBLIC BUILDING
j

■,

Human scale in public buildings. BuildingsThe patterns are: 
shaped for light. Horizontal office buildings. Principles of 
fire safety, and Feeling of shelter.

t

V ■
t

] Human scale in public buildings: The existing Education Building 
solves this pattern beautifully. It is a one and two storey build
ing complex. The proposed buildings will all be one and two storey 
structures, as well.
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r;' Buildings shaped for light; First of all, we must rearrange the 

partitions in the existing buildings to eliminate interior rooms.
■ y In particular, the second storey of the east wing contains eight

■ .-y- interior offices. These offices can be improved by opening win
dows into the long thin room (216A) to their north; and then

We shall also give these

•'V

. .

•opening this room with northern windows, 
rooms skylights through the roof. ,v ■I
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In the western wing, we propose to open the roof over the long north- 
south corridor, and glaze it. This will give the interior spaces 
the natural light they need, and reinforce the idea that this 

'corridor is a pedestrian "street" - a kind of galleria,
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, ■i..>r The new buildings will be thin - not more than 50' wide - with ' 
no interior rooms. Every space will get at least 50% of its 
light from the outdoors. The edge of the buildings will be 
slightly crinkled, so that all the interior spaces can be well 
n't.
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Horizontal office buildings; The horizontal nature of the build- 
ings is already well established. To solve the problem completely ' 

•• we propose that each one of the nine departments within the College 
be established on either one levels or on two levels within a 

v'.';, single building.
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Principles of fire safety; Again, this pattern is solved by the* 
features we have already established in the design. The buildings 
are low; there are no long corridors, and much of the circulation .;,:^ 
is outdoors, between buildings and parts of buildings; there are 
outdoor stairs, leading directly to the second storeys.
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V, The existing building, particularly the west
In fact, in this sense, it

We shall
make the roofs of the new buildings very much like these old roofs 
in character. , They will be pitched, y/ith hip and gable ends,,and 
the eaves will^ extend to form deep overhangs over paths and entrances*

Feeling of shelter;
wing, solves this pattern perfectly, 
is one of the-most successful buildings on the campus.
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The patterns aires Convex connected open space. South facing open,., - : 
space. Places at the edge of buildings. Access to a greeh. Tree 
places.
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Convex connected open space: We begin considering the open space 
to the north of the existing buildingi This space is not well- 

b'b-b': used. It is north-facing, and not sufficiently enclosed, or
identified with a building, to become "territory". To create a 
convex, education court in this area, jwe first propose purchasing 

j;/ the sorority house on the, corner, directly across the path. _
house can be converted to accommodate part of the College, it is 

■bb/b,'VJithin the 500' radius, and it is in line with the patterns we
discussed above. The sorority house can account for approxi 

‘ 3750 scfuare feet.of spaoer .it.is for sale; and.repair is
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We can now site, in a rough way, a number of structures, to 
enhance this open space, and to create a sequence of connected 
open spaces. We propose a two storey:structure to the northeast,- 
between the Library and the existing building, to make convex 
courts of the spaces to the east and west.

. Now the open space to the south of the existing east wing is not 
sufficiently enclosed. Again, to create connected, convex courts,

•, we shall site structures continuous with the Annex, running east- 
’ west along the street.
. The structures we have now sited, at one and two storeys, account 

roughly 20,000 square feet. For the moment, we require 26,900 
' feet. To create this space, in line with the pattern, we

shall locate buildings along the street, opposite the buildings just 
sited. These buildings will help enclose the street and begin a 

: sequence of convex courts to the sou-th, towaords Music, and the Cemetery.
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The open spaces we hhve created all have .'i' South facing open space; 
the south facing property.

>
The open space west of the existing west wing, has a west and south ,'; - 

V v'; ; ' (Orientation. However, there are not dnough buildings around it, to 
;, establish it as south facing territory. It is failing as an open 

space for this reason. This areh is» ; then, a candidate for another 
yV.vr: . structure# if the College expands.;%
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. Places at the edge of buildings; According to this pattern, we 
. treat the open spaces at the edge of the buildings in such a way 

' v;; as to form natural places, to sit and walk.
In the scheme we are devising,‘ the^^building edges'which function '.j; ;: ' 
this way ard the following* •
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Access to a green; This pattern is solved by the nearby Cemetery, 

: and the open spaces we have created among the buildings of the 
College. The Library quad, running north to 13th Street, is also- 

V within three minutes of the College.
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Tree places; At this date, we have been unable to establish the 
V' precise location of existing trees on the site. Once this is done 

, we shall have to revise the project to make the buildings and thei ^ 
and trees interact to form useable, social places.
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LOCAL ROADS

Looped local roads, and Paths interrupt, roads. V■ N V ; The patterns are:
jiooped local roads : The area is already served by a looped .local 
road. We shall retain this 'roewi -in-'the project*
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; Paths interrupt roads; The one crossing which deserves attention; ' 
is at the corner of the tennis court, near the Annex. The main 
pedestrian path crosses here, linking several of the buildings we .

; are proposing, as well as the souithwest corner of the campus*

We propose to create a road "knuckle", as described in this 
pattern, at the crossing.
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Tlie patterns are; 
term parking,, and Cars surround pedestrian islands.

Small parking lots. Commuter parking. Short- • rr •''•v />v.♦

, t,'.;: V. •*
‘ C-VV;; .■i

■A We shall create small lots to the east of
These lots will 'v

cv;. Small parking lots;
the structures we have created along the street, 
replace the pa^rking that has been displaced by the new building 
sites. We propose a third small lot immediately to the west of 
the existing building.
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.■y r. ■ }Commuter parking; Proposed parking policy for the campu? as a 
whole recommends a commuter parking lot beneath the existing tennis 

. courts. This lot, the small lots we have created above, and the .jgryvy 
‘ small lots northwest of Clinical Services, are all; available for

.* s'

‘ Staff and faculty of the College.
fes'- . ■ ...,j If the proposed parking policy is altered, we will have to revise 

v project in turn.
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According to the pattern, the College requires 
We shall provide 20 spaces, along

A..’ ' Short-term parking;
15-20 short-term parking spaces, 

k the looped road, with strict one-hour meters.
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This pattern is satisfied in
this area of the campus. The parking and the road form the boun- v: 
daries for the; pedes tric^ is lands •:> There are no cars overpowering y
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Territorial ambiguity. Centripetal pedestrian4 ' The patterns are:
paths, and University as a marketplace.I

t

Territorial alnbiguity: In part the existing buildings satisfy this 
The arcade between the east and west wing, and the

‘ . “V

pattern. _ ■
"galleria" we have proposed, through the west wing, create ambiguous 
territory along the public paths.

i . • V
i« X'l. ■ ,

, To establish this pattern in the new buildings, we shall place 
.arcades over the paths that run alongside the buildings, and run 
paths through buildings and arcaded sections of buildings.

I.
V !•' Ii

"■M:
The buildings to the south, in particular, will be open in this . . 

since there is considerable traffic between the southwest .A;'
■4*

■« ; /•V

A way,
:v corner of CMOpus/ and the Library
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_______________________ _____ ; We have not used this pattern in
our design^ "The paths in this complex do not require the exact - ;

,; v organization. There are already many places along , : ;
paths that are covered, placee to stop and sit, beside build-^ ..:

: ings. And the placement of the courts# along, these paths .rexn-^ :; ^ ^
i'S forces 'this, feature.S 'as’'■'■i'

(rvjyssfisy:

V> Centripetal pedestrian paths;
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this IUniversity as a marketplace; In terms of pedestrian paths, 
pattern asks that the paths run along the buildings with many 

. . entrances, an^ that along the paths there be displays and views 
: into the buildings. Everything except the displays, has been

■ ’ covered above.
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' ; We propose to create displays explaining the nature of the College - 
of Education in^ the - following areas i f
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A: STUDENT GATHERING:•i •(: V i-•S' 1.\ i ,5:1fActivity nuclei, and No isolated student union.: ., The patterns are;■'■■■.■'A..- /
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Activity nuclei; There is a student center proposed as part of the 
!'• Prince Lucien, Museum, Library nucleus. This project is within 
A the "basin" of that center, and so there is no need, at the moment l:, 

to imagine a very large center on this site.

\
A

■s•» ii
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‘v^: '•V
However, 'we shall provide small student gathering places in each . '. il.- 

The lounge along the corridor, near the west entrance ; 
lylAA of fhs west wing will be remodelled and enlarged; it is currently " 

, A'AAA overcrowded and too open to. the corridor.
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r ‘ • •*; 1. No isolated student union; Again, the proposal for the student 

. center the Prince Lucien eirea' takes care , of this pattfern * jV;: ■
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»• Classroom distributjion, and Classroom size. vThe patterns are;■i
i

:•

Classroom distribution: According to our first calculation, this 
« ■ part of the campus must provide 7000 square feet of classroom space 

! to help establish the correct distribution. The program currently 
provides for 3500 square feet. To achieve the extra space, we shall 
have to create another small building, or add on to one of the exist-. 

'■ ing buildings.
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We choose to create another small building to help solve the siting 
problem mentioned above, in South facing open space. We shall place •; 
this structure at the south end of the existing west wing, running . 

v;' parallel to the street.' With this space, we can now provide the* )
I" correct number of classrooms across the site.
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Classroom size: We ahve not yet analyzed the relationship between 
■ this pattern and the College. We; cannot specify what mi^ of small 
middle-size, and large classroom^ are required._
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FACULTY OFFICES '■i.
1-. 'v f
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Enough office space, Faculty near students.; The patterns are:
and Primary groups of faculty and students.

*1,
i.'■{

v:-5

;
Enough office space: We have not completed an analysis of office 

Y conditions in the existing building, and the exact requirements'^'' ' 
■V for the new building.
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'l'' J1*1 Faculty near students: The faculty offices will be mixed with 
'-’' Classrooms, the hearths, and the small student gathering places.
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Primary groups of student and faculty: The office themselves are 
''arranged in suites, of 8-15, sharing a social space. We have .not ,

■ completed designs for this level. The development of
layouts for the new buildings, will o^cur in the next stage of the • 

/•'yx;;' design, with i-he users. ' . ;■ ; . ■ \ ' ''
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i''. ' V

im: 1

Workplace for every student.:' i The pattern is: J* * V: , f. '•

*• ■.v-'j".*’ *; y

Workplace for every student: To solve this problem, we shali have ^ 
to create even more space on the site. Our initial calculations 

’Vvj'::./ suggest that the College requires 4000 square feet for student 
.workplaces. We propose enlarging the building added above, in 

Classroom distribution; and adding a Second storey to one of the 
■ s^^ buildings on the site.

To review, this means we must now provide about 35,000 square feet ; 
Y Y ^ new space On the site. The buildings we have, created, nt^ their7^;

•' proposed; heights'containv'37,000 jsqua:i|:e feet. ;;'5;V
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1
IThe pattern is: Bike paths and racks.

■; • A •.)
i

In the existing building there is a conflicts;Bike paths and racks:
The bicycles are concentrated just where the pedestrians are con 

at the main arcade connecting the two wings of the 
And there are no bike paths, along the pedestrian paths

j

.‘.•'VJ

centrated 
building.
and the roads.

i •.
T

■ .•‘1, .

J ■*

TheWe propose the following location of bike paths and racks.
.paths to the north are intended to connect up to the bike paths that , 

enter the campus between Prince Lucien Hall and the Library.
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■v
• y •. ileisure is a part of learning.The pattern is; Relax

I \ ^'}

• : ii’;• Vv;*:*
The location of the tennis courts helps to solve this 

,. .problem. However, there is not enough of this kind of activity
in the southwest of the campus. We have not yet completed our 
investigations of this pattern, and so we shall not make a formal :■ 

y " v proposal concerning it in this project.

Relax:
‘ » > I

I. ,7*; vvs-r; i

I

. Our current view is that the area beside the tennis court,- beside
the old Hudson House, should be developed with a small facility, 
including handball court, sauna, showers, etc.’V'-

#
Once we have established more clearly the campus-wide implications;] ' 
of this pattern, we shall have to ^yise this pro/ ^ -
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Economic analysis comparing our project proposal for the College
of Education with the University's current project proposal.

\

Visually, the difference between the two proposals is so strik
ing that it is hard to imagine that they are intended to fulfill 

needs that are even remotely similar. The current Education project, - 
although only 2 and 3 stories high, seems enormous. Partly, this 

is due to the fact that is is joined with the Behavioral Science 

Complex to form a single very large building. Also, the various 

' Wings of the building enclose three large courtyards which are not 

apparent from outside the building and thus make it appear even 

larger than it actually is. The reinforced concrete structure and 

flat roofs give the building a massive, monolithic quality.
Our version is composed of a cluster of small buildings linked

■;

i

f
i

, \

together with arcades and covered walks to partially enclose a 

series of garden courts. The buildings are all only 1. of 2 stories ^ 
high, with pitched roofs and deep overhands following the general . 
-character of the existing Education Building. The scale is that ,
of a small village. The construction would be wood frame with • ; .

1

possibly brick veneer. The general character would be rather ’ 
light and open and non-institutional.

The existing Education Building would be used in both cases 

but in the current project no money was allocated to its re-

•,

/■

•I

-
i

modeling and it would be removed or converted to other use as
Ourthe second phase of the College of Education is built, 

version however, includes substantial remodeling and rehabili- . 
tation of the existing building with the intention that it 

would continue to be used by the College of Education on a per- 4 ;
' / manent basis.;

The siting of the buildings in our version does not require 

; the removal of the Alder Street tennis courts and they would
be continued in line with the pattern that calls for recreation
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space amongst academic buildings. Using the residual space 

around the existing Education Building makes it possible to 

add substantial building area without'utilizing a major build
ing site.

New construction in our version is actually smaller than 

the current Education project.- In part, this is due to the 

fact that we have computed only current deficiencies in fram
ing their space allocations - this follows our contention that , 
projections of future needs tend to inflate building programs.

■ i'
■ i

» •!

■■

'i

Also, we propose to purchase the sorority house at the end 

of Kincaid Street and to convert it for use as office space
If this house is no longer availfor the College of Education, 

able for purchase, an additional 5,000 square feet will have ■ •

-v to be added as new construction.
The space assignments in our version were prepared without 

the benefit of advice from the College of Education or OPIR and 

are intended to be only indicative of their general approach.
They propose somewhat smaller increases in area in each category 

of space except for classrooms which iwould be only slightly greater 

than the current Education proposal. In summary, our program 

reflects the emphasis on current needs (versus projected needs) 

and the gradualism-inherent in the "piecemeal" approach.

1

I
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Education Project ^ CES ExampleArea of 
Existing 

Facilities Area
*. Total 

Increases Area
%Total ; %,:

Increases
■i ..

154.1% ■
29.5%

11,542 
43,349 
1,867

4,542
33,463
1,867

9,797 
50,503 
• 4,754 : 154.6%

115.6% 
i 50.9%

Classrooms | 
Offices 
Class Labs , 
Research and

:7

0
; 19,563 9.6%

160.8% 7,103
27.7%Special Purpose 18,005 

General
22,998 

3,431 8,950 107.0%
'■ -'ViTOTAL NET 

ASSIGNABLE*1 61,312 97,002 158.2% 83,424 35.1%• -i
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, ;The cost of our project (including direct construction, 

rehabilitation of the existing building, acquisition of the 

sorority house and architects fee) would be $1,897,870. This 

is approximately $1,000,000 less than the current Education 

Project ($2.8 million). This ,is due to several factors: first, 

as has already been indicated, we have programmed a somewhat 
smaller net space increase; second, the acquisition of an 

existing sorority house would, if available, be less costly 

than an equivalent amount of new construction. On the other 

hand, our example includes $155,000 for rehabilitation and re- 

/ modeling of the existing Education Building which is not included 

in the current Education Project.
The unit cost for direct construction (exclusive of architects

I ■

./• -
]: •

V

!\ ••

fees) of the current Education Project is, according to the 

architects' estimate, $29.39/sq.ft., as opposed to $26.79/sq.ft, 

for our version. (According to our survey of building costs 

in the Willamette Valley, two story wood frame construction 

(schools and similar institutional buildings) was $24.75/sq.ft. ^
in 1970. Increases due to inflation ^approximately 8%) would 

bring this figure up to $26.75 for 1971.) This higher unit cost
is accounted for primarily by the fact that the current Education

i
Project is a different class of construction, i.e 

concrete.
Another kind of comparison which takes the relative efficiency /

• 'i

I
■X

:

V' ‘ ,

i ;
reinforcedy'. • /

V

of the building designs into account, is the cost per square foot-
For new construction, this would beof net assignable area.

$51.73/sq.ft, 'for the current Education Project versus $48.59/sq. ■
i ft. for our version.

However, we place a great deal of emphasis on the need to 

provide funds for continued maintenance and periodic remodeling 

;/ of existing buildings, and we have al$o advocated the purchase, 
of existing buildings in the community and their conversion to '
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Our project for the College of Education re-University usq.
fleets both of these proposed policies. It can be argued that 

the money invested in rehabilitation and remodeling of the
existing Education Building, and the i^oney invested in purchase 

and remodeling of an existing building are both equivalent to 

money spent on adding new buildings to the campus, since they 

both add space, and increase the lifetime of the space.
If the areas and appropriate costs for these two items are 

added to the calculation of cost/net area our project would have 

a total unit cost of $32.57/sq.ft., compared with $51.73/sq.ft, 

for the current project.
The three kinds of comparison are summarized as follows;

■■'i:

!

i

-■•V . ■

Our Example 
Project

Current Education 
Project

. t ' -.V' v'\

& [

'* ■iUnit cost per square foot . 
of gross ar^a (new 
construction) , $26.75:: $29.39

51.73

i

Unit cost per j square foot 
of net area (new 
construction)

i''.<
■•.1• •i’

/.i':/44.58

Unit cost per square foot 
of net areai(new 
construction plus purchase 
and remodeling existing 

• buildings)

A

V

32.57 :51.73

The differences in the physical characteristics of the two
proposals are not merely stylistic. Rather, they stem from the

I i . • >differences in the fundamental assumptions underlying the basic
programming in each instance. The cujrrent Education-Behavioral
Science project is a classic example of the so-called "Large Lump
Development". Our example is characteristic of what we propose
as piecemeal growth.
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APPENDIX A

i

Summary of Comparisons of Projects as Outlined In A^ B, and C Below
1

f '.r
i'.

i
I Center for Environmental 

Structure Proposal
■i :

Proposed New Building
I

.New Construction: Const. 
Const. & Fees 
Cost/ Cost/
Sq. Ft. So. Ft.

Const.
& Fees 
Cost/ 
Sq. Ft.

Const.
Cost/
Sq. Ft.

Area 
Sq. Ft

Area 
Sq. Ft.)

I • '

Net Assignable Area 51,478 $51.73 $54.99 32,900 $44.58 $47.36

31.24 54,830 > 26.75Architectural Gross 90,606 28.4229.39
.'•V

• ' /•
■T

;Direct Cost
‘ ■

V,

rNew Construction $ 1,466,700$ 2,663,120 {

r
■■ > •

Architects Feels 167.440 91.670
•I

•, i
$ 2,830,^60Total Nev Construction $ 1,558,370• ! t,‘ ,; ..

I'•
't

Sfp
it

■ VV:'.••k

Rehabilitation of Existing 
Building Including Architects 
Fees

> ■> '• V-.-
. ■ V.

/
V

■•r.

0 170,500\
/’ "

*
' Vi

Purchase of Existing Sorority 
House, Remodeling, and Architects 
Fees

i *
/r-

6

i 1; 169.000
,r.

'V- i(
■t'' ■ i■:v-/

«'. 't. :■] •

Total Project Cost $2,830,560 $ 1,897,870
■ f

f. ■ -■ • ‘li ■ 'i: f 'i
V'l)'

i: ■

■■ ■ '>'1: - } O'' I

■ i'•i?-

A’
'• • -f.: ‘ • • '

«• •.* . • •.i k» .* •y /•-
I

■ ■!..* • •
I
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Summaries of Actual and Proposed Space Use for the College of EducationA.

Summary of Existing College of Education Space, Spring 1971
■

''' ■* ■.

Existing
Education
Bulldinp,

■

TotalClinical Other
Services . Facilities Area I-'

A,5A2 
33,A67 
1,867 '

0, 2,768
12,298 
1,867

1,77A
8,651

Classrooms 
Offices 
Class Labs 
Research and 
Special Purpose 

General 
TOTAL NET 
ASSIGNABLE

r :.ri.: 12,518
0O '

' ’’ 1

2,9A2 18,005
3.A31

1,A63
1.96A

13,600
1,139

*•'
328

C..;61,31215,78825,16A20,360

Summary of College of Education Space, Using Proposed New Building, Clinical 
Services, and Existing Education Building

Existing 
Education 
Building 
(Includes 
Clinical New 
Services)

% Increase
Total Over Existing 

Facilities
Other

Construction Facilities Area
115.6%

50.9%
15A.6%

9,797 ' : 
50,503 
A,75A

A,5A2
20,9A9
1,867

5,255 
29,5AA* 
2,887 ■

0 • 
■ 0 

0

Classrooms 
Offices 
Class Labs 
Research and 
Special Purpose 

General 
TOTAL NET 
ASSIGNABLE

o
•( !

I
27.7%

160.8%,
0 22,998 -

8,950^
7,935
5,8A7

15,063
3,103

\ .0

’ 58.2% V97,002A5,52A 51,578 0
1

Summary of College of Education Space Using Center for Environmental Structure 
Proposal•' (.

Other
Facilities 
i(Sorority 
Purchase or 
Additional

Services) Construction Construction) Area

Existing
Education .1^ Xli

* Building 
(Includes

' Clinical New

4 .; %■Increase 
Over Existing 
Facilities

■5

Total

I,Classrooms 
; Offices
■ Class Labs

Research and 
Special Purpose 

General 
TOTAL NET 
ASSIGNABLE

15A.1%
29.5%

, A,5A2
20,9A9 
1,867

11,5A2
A3,3A9
1,867

7,000 <1 -
18,A00

0
4,000

00 0
• : 9.6%

107.0%
A,500 
3.000 :

0 19,563
7.103

15,063
3jl03 1.000O

5,000 83,424 35.1%45,524 32,900■ <*

^Includes 6,097 sq. ft. alternate.
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Project Cost Analysis for the Actual Proposed New Building, Space and Cost 
Estimated Prorated to July 1971, Based Upon Architects' Estimates,

B.
*

i

•y.
New Construction;V ' ; -1' ;V Cost Per 

(51.73)
i

9

51,A87 sq. ft. 

90,606 sq. ft.

Net Assignable ♦ ■,

(29.39)Architectural Gross

$ 2,663,120Direct Construction Cost
167,A40Architects fees - 6.257. of construction cost + $1,000 supplement 

Direct construction cost plus architects fees $2,830,560Project Cost;
: S'i ;•*

4
• Project Cost Analysis of the Center for Environmental Structure ProppsaL with 

Suggested Revisions by OPIR,
' C.

••i

t

r.

, ■T,
: ■ ■ :New Construction! •;>• i..•Cost Per 

■ Sq. Ft,
;

! ■

;1 ■

(44.58)32,900 sq. ft.Net Assignable
,

t mk y ■* r \ VAU.Ij)34,830 sq. lL.Architectural, Gross

• This assumes average direct construction cost for 2 story wood frame 
building of $24.75 in 1970, plus 87., 1970-71 inflation is $26.75 per 
sq. ft.

A.

■ ' ■ \;
t ».! $ 1,466,700 •■ *; ■ Direct Construction Cost (1971) . I

i :v
: i::.-:V,

Acquisition of property (sorority house):

Approximately 5,000 sq. ft, net assignable : 

Remodeling and repair

Existing Educatipn Building:
!

Net Assignable (existing)

• i:
• ; i-

I;
$ 114,000 •'•r '

1 ■ ■' . 1’: 50,000 ]\ VI

■'. i'..'

' !• i ■

’ I
y

y20,360 ■v.;, ■

■ :•i. •• ■‘f

?1

2,500 sq, ft. remodeling© $30,00 per sq, ft, ' - 75,000

30,000 

50.000

@ $10.00 per sq. ft3,000 sq. ft, repair • .
s .

Miscellaneous
, ,i '( • ; • ‘i.

1 Direct existing building construction cost and 
cost of new acquisition 319,000

91,670
20.500

Architects fees 6,257, of $1,466,700
10% of

■ .t' ■205,000


