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Planning, building, manag-
ing, preservingthese vigor-
ous words came up again
and again in the titles and
content of the presentations
made at The Second Interna-
tional Symposium on Preserv-
ing a Quality Environment for
Learning, and in the ques-
tions posed by participants.

How can we plan buildings
that can be readily adapted
to future needs? How can
we cost-effectively construct
buildings that will last? How
can we manage campus fa-
cilities in a way that both
honors and preserves the
past while simultaneously
planning for future building
needs? What is the value of
campus planning? What
kinds of planning are most
likely to be beneficial?
Should faculty, staff, students
and other "users" of univer-
sity buildings share in deci-
sions related to campus
planning?

Formal presentations ad-
dressing these and other
questions, along with an in-
formal session, "Lessons
From Losing," in which par-
ticipants shared what didn't
work and why, made the
two-and-a-half day sympos-
ium a lively and informative
event.

For all their diversity, the
presentations made by our
distinguished guests added
up to a common and univer-
sal concern: How to en-
sure--through planning,
building, managing, and pre-
servingthe maintenance of

the spirit, the personality,
that makes each campus
unique. The importance of
the physical environment to a
campus' personality is readily
illustrated: Alumni who have
long since forgotten the
names of professors, fondly
remember residence halls
and academic buildings. Paul
V. Turner, a presenter at the
Symposium, put it eloquently
in his outstanding book,
Campus: An American Plan-
ning Tradition. "Above all,"
Turner writes, "the campus
reveals the power that a
physical environment can
possess as the embodiment
of an institution's character."

That power of the physical
environment does not simply
happen. It evolves, often
over centuries, though the ef-
forts of planners, architects,
landscape architects, and ad-
ministrators who preserve the
old, create the new and, in
the process, become guardi-
ans and curators of their uni-
versities' distinct characters.
Our thanks to all those who
attended the Symposium and
helped us explore ways to
preserve the characters of
quality campus environments
in the United States and
Europe.

Richard D. Jackson
John R. Kleberg
The Ohio State University
Office of Business
and Administration.
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Some
of the elements of
the environment that
affect our students
and faculty are
within our control,
and some are not.
But all are important
within our institutions
and, as we consider
the environment, we
need to be con-
scious of as many of
these elements as
possible."

ii

This symposium is con-
cerned with learning and with
the ways in which the envi-
ronment where teaching and
learning occurs influences
the quality of that learning. I
am delighted to have this
chance to speak to that con-
cern because, as a volunteer
leader in the effort to reform
the public schools of my cur-
rent home city of Chicago, it
is a major concern of mine
as well.

In this volunteer role, I

have visited schools, homes,
streets and alleys, social
agencies and recreational fa-
cilities. I have been struck by
the fact that school is only a
small part of the environment
in which we ask students to
learn and teachers to teach.
As I talked with hundreds of
people about the Chicago
public schools, it became
painfully obvious that the atti-
tudes of people toward
teachers and learners are
key elements of the environ-
ment in which education
takes place. Consequently,
my definition of the "environ-
ment for learning" has been
expanding. It is no longer
limited to the physical setting
of the classroom, the build-
ings or to landscaping of
the campus.

When I was in elementary
school in Seattle a surpris-
ingly great number of years
ago, a teacher of mine al-
ways responded to our ques-
tions about the meaning of
things by saying, "Look it
up!" Throughout life I have
found this simple directive to
be extremely useful, for we
often use words so regularly
that we forget what they
really mean.

g

As I prepared for our dis-
cussion today, I turned once
again to my two-volume
World Book dictionary and
was gratified to find the fol-
lowing definition of environ-
ment: "All the surrounding
things, conditions and influ-
ences affecting the growth
or development of living
things." My attention was at-
tracted to the first word of
that definition"all"for it
was that concept of environ-
ment that was beginning to
shape my thinking about the
Chicago schools. That same
definition needs to shape our
thinking about institutions of
higher education.

Some of the elements of
the environment that affect
our students and faculty are
within our control, and some
are not. But all are important
within our institutions and, as
we consider the environment,
we need to be conscious of
as many of these elements
as possible. I will mention
only a few that seem impor-
tant to me and that are only
minimally within our control.

I have always felt that dis-
cipline is an essential factor
in supporting learning. It is
said, for example, that the
ability of a freshman to sur-
vive and succeed in a de-
manding college curriculum is
dependent on the ability to
say no to dozens of daily
opportunities to do some-
thing other than study or at-
tend class. Discipline not
only implies the ability to say
no. It also implies the organi-
zational ability and orderli-
ness essential to the learning
process. Although we may
marvel at that person with
the cluttered desk who can



dive in and miraculously find
the correct paper, that indi-
vidual is not the model for a
good learning environment.

While discipline, then, is an
important element in support
of learning, current societal
trends do not support this
trait. Our tolerance for graf-
fiti, for carelessness in
speaking and writing, for
coarseness in speech and
behavior and our feeling that
the establishment of too
many demands by, for exam-
ple, the church, is uncalled
forall these factors are
contrary to rather than sup-
portive of discipline.

On the campus there is in-
creasing concern about the
discipline of the curriculum.
Should a university or college
simply supply a buffet table
of courses from which each
student selects, or should
the content of the intellectual
meals be specified in some
detail by the faculty? Those
who study the history of
higher education will testify
that we swing from one end
of the continuum to the other
in this area of curricular
choice, and that the desira-
ble position is clearly some-
where in the center. I would
argue that too much freedom
at the buffet table has a
negative influence on learn-
ing because it lacks the nec-
essary underlying discipline.

So I would hope that the
campus environmentboth
the physical environment and
the attitudinal environment
would support discipline. For
example, the enforcement of
rules and regulations related
to the use of kiosks for stu-
dent messages. A certain
degree of orderlinessnot

sterility, but orderlinessis
important to the learning en-
vironment, and our plans and
actions should support that
orderliness.

Another aspect of the envi-
ronment that supports learn-
ing is time to oneself. We
are becoming an increasingly
crowded society and it is dif-
ficult to find a space to en-
gage in quiet contemplation.
Higher learning requires that
the learner be capable of in-
ternalizing complex knowl-
edge. This is not a group
activity.

As our campuses become
more crowded and as we
find land too valuable "to
waste" on open spaces, we
diminish the opportunity for
real contemplative learning to
take place. We are also find-
ing, unfortunately, that on
many campuses there is
safety in numbers and that in
our efforts to design safe en-
vironments we do away with
those nooks and crannies so
essential to contemplation.

I do not know how we
deal with the conflicting
needs of safety and learning,
but I am certain that we
need to find ways for individ-
uals to get away from the
crowds, to find a serene
place to think about, absorb
and integrate the lessons of
the classroom, the library
and the laboratory.

Another element of a learn-
ing environment is the inter-
action between individual
teachers and individual stu-
dents. Here, again, the eco-
nomics of space as well as
some architectural inventions
on behalf of flexibility have
decreased the opportunities
for one-on-one interactions.

"As our
campuses become
more crowded and
as we find land too
valuable "to waste"
on open spaces, we
diminish the opportu-
nity for real contem-
plative learning to
take place."



The so-called "open office"
architecturecubicles filled
with "white noise" and sepa-
rated by movable walls that
do not reach the ceiling
does not support a learning
environment.

Faculty offices are gener-
ally the afterthoughts of cam-
pus design. We stack them
up or squeeze them in after
we have developed high
technology classrooms and
lecture halls, laboratories, li-
braries, computer centers,
and all the other facilities
meant to support faculty-stu-
dent interaction. When I be-
came a faculty member at
the University of Illinois after
serving as its president, I re-
gretted that my office did
not offer even a few of the
amenities of the president's
suite. I commend the donor
and the Notre Dame adminis-
tration that made a well-de-
signed faculty office building
a high priority. Funding high
quality faculty offices is a
rare act and one that, in my
view, needs to be repeated
on most campuses.

Finally, another major influ-
ence on the learning environ-
ment is that of attitude. Most
of us have marveled at what
we believe are the essential
physical facilities that support
teaching and learning. I re-
cently visited a classroom at
Beijing University in which
advanced English was being
taught with great success.

From my viewpoint, it was
a horrible environment. The
building was old and smelled
mildewed. The classroom
was small and the teaching
equipment consisted of a
blackboard and chalk. The
teacher, a youpg Australian

! I

woman, was working with
the class on the difference
between various idioms of
time used by Americans
i.e., "pretty soon", "later",
"in a second."

The students were role
playing setting up a meeting,
and I thought to myself that
American teachers and stu-
dents would find this an im-
possible environment for
learning. Yet it seemed to be
working here. Our expecta-
tions are high and we often
confuse necessity with what
we would like to have. We
permit petty concerns to
cloud our attitudes so that
learning becomes impossi-
blenot because of the en-
vironment, but because of
our attitude toward the
environment.

That problem is a difficult
one for planners because
they want to speak to our
highest aspirations. They
often equate quality with ma-
terials, style and technology,
or modernity with quality in
the learning environment.
The equation is not always
true. I would hope that we
would concentrate upon the
critical elements rather than
upon superficial elements.
Some of those critical ele-
ments are missing on the
campus in China. I do not
want to present the bare
classroom or the one-room
log cabin as the ideal
environment.

Many of our learning envi-
ronment needs are human
needs rather than technologi-
cal needs, but we sometimes
have a tendency to concen-
trate on the latter. I hope
what I have done today is to
ask you to expand your view



of the learning environment
from a campus view to a so-
cietal view; to consider disci-
pline, solitude, student-faculty
one-to-one relationships, and
attitude as important ele-
ments of the learning envi-
ronment; and to absorb and
work around but remain faith-
ful to, central planning ele-
ments that do not quite work
out.

As a university president it
was my privilege to work
with some pioneering cam-
pus planners. When campus
planning is led by persons of
vision and skill, the activity
leads to planning by all ele-
ments of a campus. It forces
admissions officers to think
of demographics off and on
campus; it forces academic
leaders to think of curricular
and methodological questions
that are often put aside in
the day-to-day work of an

academic dean or chairman;
it forces boards of trustees
to think of major policy is-
sues concerning the future of
institutionsissues that must
be addressed if one is to
consider the more mundane
issues of, say, parking and
traffic control.

It becomes, then, an insti-
tutional experience in which
important questions are
asked and group answers
are developed. It assists in
giving purpose to an institu-
tion and in forcing evaluation
of the degree to which pur-
poses are being met. It is re-
search of the highest order
with hypotheses, alternatives
and tests. And when it is led
by true planners, it is nev
ending for today's plan be-
comes the benchmark for to-
morrow's evaluation and new
plan.

12

When
campus planning is
led by persons of vi-
sion and skill, the
activity leads to
planning by all ele-
ments of a campus."
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on-
ventional wisdom
says that universi-
ties must do three
things in this order
of priority: teach,
conduct research
and provide serv-
ices to the commu-
nity. Community
service is to be a
priority only if and
when the first two
objectives have
been achieved."

Before describing the ac-
tual process in which we
have been engaged over the
past 40 yearsdeveloping
not just an urban campus for
Saint Louis University, but
trying to bring into reality a
university district in Mid-Town
St. Louis-1 want to lay the
groundwork with some
definitions.

I think it is important to
understand some basics
about the two types of col-
leges and universities in the
United States. A public insti-
tution is typically a state col-
lege or university, chartered
by a state's legislature. State
institutions are largely fi-
nance d by appropriations
from the state government;
the money to finance them is
acquired through tax levies.
Today, most states have not
only a state university but
also a complex state system
of higher education that in-
cludes several universities,
specialized colleges and jun-
ior or community colleges.

Private institutions, on the
other hand, although char-
tered by the state as de-
gree-granting schools, place
ownership and management
responsibilities in a Board of
Trustees in charge of aca-
demic integrity and fiscal sta-
bility. Although there are
various indirect methods for
directing federal and state
tax dollars toward benefiting
private institutions, in general
they support themselves
through endowment income,
tuition and voluntary contribu-
tions from corporations, al-
umni and friends.

Another difference between
public and private institutions
is that most older public

schools were established in
rural areas and small towns,
while early private institutions
were on urban sites. Be-
cause of their locations, most
of the older private universi-
ties discovered when it was
almost too late that their
campuses were being sur-
rounded by residential or
commercial growth that
made expansion seem im-
possible. Saint Louis Univer-
sity, an urban institution
founded in 1818 and the old-
est university west of the
Mississippi River, is in this
category.

The typical urban charac-
ter of the private institution
had other implications that
went beyond the problems of
physical limitations and the
invasion of non-academic in-
fluences. In many in-
stancescertainly in the
cast; of Saint Louis Univer-
sityit exercised a profound
influence on the mission and
character of the institution.

Because the university liter-
ally grew up with the little pi-
oneering fur-trading town on
the Mississippi River, Saint
Louis University has always
been unusually community-
minded. The university's
community service orientation
is so strong that I prefer to
define its mission differently
than is typical. Conventional
wisdom says that universities
must do three things in this
order of priority: teach, con-
duct research and provide
services to the community.
Community service is to be a
priority only if and when the
first two objectives have
been achieved.

Today at Saint Louis Uni-
versity, and I think at other



urban institutions, a more ac-
curate definition of our mis-
sion is that of primarily a
service institution whose ma-
jor purpose is to provide
services to its constituencies
in two ways: by providing
meaningful learning experi-
ences to both young and old
people, and by providing a
variety of useful services to
the community.

How does a modern urban
university with a focus on
service go about creating the
environmentincluding physi-
cal structures, equipment,
open spaces and atmos-
pherethat is most condu-
cive to achieving its mission?
Let me first approach the
question negatively by stat-
ing how, in the early 1940's,
the University of Chicago
failed to achieve this mission.

During the three years I
was at the university, which
was surrounded by a solid,
fairly affluent neighborhood,
the well-established commu-
nity began to fall apart as
middle-income people moved
out. I witnessed the trauma
experienced by the universi-
ty's Board of Trustees. In my
opinion, they panicked and
decided the university's sal-
vation lay in buying up as
much area property as possi-
ble. Within a short time, that
venerable institution was re-
garded as "the enemy" by
the new Southsiders who
were mostly black and poor.

By the time I returned to
Saint Louis University in 1944
as Dean of the College of
Arts and Sciences, I had
come to some theoretical
conclusions that formed part
of my inexperienced answer
to the question: Who is re-

sponsible for the general wel-
fare of a deteriorating
community? Is it the federal
government, local govern-
ment, the business and in-
dustrial community? Or
should responsibility be a lo-
cal initiative led by con-
cerned citizens within the
community itself? At Saint
Louis University, we chose
the local initiative approach.

In 1944, the flight from the
St. Louis inner city by busi-
nesses and residents was
picking up momentum. By
the time I was appointed uni-
versity president in 1949, the
main campus was rapidly be-
coming an isolated island in
the midst of blocks and
blocks of slums. By the
1950's, the university was
under pressure to join other
institutions in moving to the
suburbs, both because of
the decaying neighborhood
and because there was little
room to expand in its pres-
ent location.

At this critical juncture, as
our growing enrollment re-
quired that we provide more
residential and teaching facili-
ties, the university was given
the opportunity by the local
Land Clearance Redevelop-
ment Authority to participate
in a Title I Urban Redevelop-
ment Project. Financed by
federal and local government
grants, the Project held out
the possibility for the univer-
sity to more than double its
campus area.

As a result, the university
stayed at its present site
and raised more than $200
million for new buildings and
for enhancements to existing
structures. Gradually, the uni-
versity was transformed from
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ow
does a modern ur-
ban university with
a focus on service
go about creating
the environment
including physical
structures, equip-
ment, open spaces
and atmosphere
that is most condu-
cive to achieving its
mission?"



an asphalt commuter institu-
tion to one with grass, land-
scaping and open spaces. In
the meantime, the surround-
ing areaespecially to the
immediate northbecame a
disaster area of deserted
buildings. Although we were
able to maintain a safe cam-
pus environment, the popular
perception of the Mid-Town
area was that it was a dan-
gerous place and one to be
avoided.

In 1974 after 25 years as
president, i took on a new
role as chancellor of Saint
Louis University. A major
task was to work toward a
solution to the biggest prob-
lem the university had ever
faced: what to do about the
deteriorating Mid-Town area
that surrounded us. After dis-
cussions with representatives
of other institutions, busi-
nesses and residents, we
formed a corporation called
New Town/St. Louis, Inc.

This legal, not-for-profit cor-
poration, a separate entity
from the university, was dedi-
cated to planning, promoting
and monitoring the develop-
ment cf the best land use of
a huge area of Mid-Town:
600 city blocks on 1,250
acres. The board of New-
Town/St. Louis included area
residents, local organizations
such as the Scottish Rite
Masons, and small and me-
dium sized businesses.

A grant from the Danforth
Foundation enabled us to de-
velop a long-range plan for
the area. We then subdi-
vided our efforts and spun
off to for-profit corporations
to develop this vast area,
with the charge that they

abide by New Town/St. Louis
principles and policies.

Our first project, developed
in cooperation with the Pan-
theon Corporation, resulted in
Lafayette Towne, a 220-acre
residential community featur-
ing a combination of new
and rehabilitated homes and
apartments. This project
taught us how difficult it is
to provide quality, rehabili-
tated housing at prices af-
fordable to area residents.

The second project is Mid-
Town Medical Center Rede-
velopment Corporation
(MMCRC). About 60 percent
complete, it envelopes our
Medical Center with several
hospitals. Here again, we
have learned a great deal
the hard way. For example,
we found that there is a limit
to the number of persons
willing to invest in living in a
racially and economically in-
tegrated area. There are
some areas of St. Louis that
have achieved this ideal, but
the practical fact is that sup-
port for this type of develop-
ment is limited.

To date, our work in the
Mid-Town Medical Center
area has resulted in the re-
habilitation of 230 residential
units, of which 31 are public
housing, 72 are low income
housing, 51 are voucher-as-
sisted and 17 are non-feder-
ally assisted low-income
rentals. This means that
MMCRC is renting to 171
low-income families in the
230 units it manages.

Our third spin-off is called
City Center Redevelopment
Corporation. It is concerned
with a small area that was
once the "Broadway of St.
Louis," a rundown theatre

6



district that also contained
doctors' offices and other
health personnel. We de-
cided the only hope for the
area was to return it to its
former glory, so we designed
a development project that
progressed exactly back-
wards compared to typical
urban redevelopment
undertakings.

Normally, residential space
and commercial facilities are
built or rehabilitated before
entertainment and restaurant
facilities. Instead, we revived
the performing arts first, then
moved on to commercial
buildings and, finally, hous-
ing. Among the lessons we
learned was that because of
the loss of the investment
tax credit, urban redevelop-
ment is grinding nearly to a
halt. Because this is no
longer a motivator to inves-
tors, we have lost one of the
country's most effective
mechanisms for community
revitalization and economic
development.

Completely unforeseen
when we bE.gan this grass-
roots effort to revitalize the
Mid-Town area was a by-
product of great significance:
unconsciously we had begun
the process of creating a liv-
ing laboratory for nearly
every aspect of the teaching,
learning and research efforts
of the university as it sought
to serve its many
constituencies.

Of course, no two universi-
ties will find themselves in
exactly the same geographic
and demographic relationship
to the surrounding commu-
nity as Saint Louis University
did. Nevertheless, our experi-
ence has convinced me that

administrators of all urban
universities should try to de-
termine how their institutions
can strengthen academics
and improve teaching rid re-
search precisely by initiating
more vital services that bene-
fit the surrounding
community.

Given the fact that about
70 percent of all university
graduates live in metropolitan
areas, there is an opportu-
nityif not an obligationon
the part of universities to de-
termine whether the sur-
rounding area can be
converted into a living labo-
ratory for students, faculty
and staff. Simultaneously,
universities will be providing
valuable community services
which would otherwise be
unavailable.

Some conclusions based
on the experience of Saint
Louis University:

No university, no matter
how powerful, can create
a living laboratory by it-
self. Instead, it must be
part of a grassroots com-
munity effort in which the
university acts as one
among equals with area
businesses and residents.
Universities should not
proceed without as broad
a community consensus
as possible. This requires
first developing a climate
for consensus, which re-
quires enormous time and
patience.
The doctrinaire "pat" so-
lutions often so readily
handed out in the class-
room must be fire-tried in
the cauldron of real life.
There are, of course, major

deterrents and unresolved

Given
the fact that about
TO percent of all
university graduates
live in metropolitan
areas, there is an
opportunityif not
an obligationon
the part of universi-
ties to determine
whether the sur-
rounding area can
be converted into a
living laboratory for
students, faculty
and staff."



problems in our efforts to re-
vitalize the Mid-Town area
and to provide maximum
services to the community.
These include:

The economic slowdown
and the relatively high
cost of borrowing money,
which is the biggest sin-
gle deterrent to redevel-
opment efforts.
Increasingly, there are le-
gal obstacles as well as
other controversies that
also discourage major ur-
ban redevelopment. Illus-
trative of this in Missouri is
the power of eminent do-
mainthat is, the power to
condemn commercial or
residential property pro-
vided a carefully monitored
relocation process for resi-
dents is followed before
the area is condemned.
This is a classic example
of the conflict between pro-
tection of the rights of the
general community versus
the rights of individual
property owners.
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Because inner city resi-
dents in St. Louis and
most other large metro-
politan areas are poor
and black, racial issues
inevitably become inter-
twined with urban rede-
velopment efforts.
Building a university district

in an urban setting is very
difficult, yet it is possibly the
best method for an urban
university to realistically de-
fine and articulate its unique
mission in a way that will
rally nearly universal commu-
nity support. St. Louis Uni-
versity continues to be a
community of learning rooted
in the past but open to the
world as it is today.



Providing an Ambience for. Excellente
Scott L. Girard
Partner, Peridian Group



"Small
spaces are impor-
tant. both indoors
and out. Students
prefer the smaller
scale provided by
nooks and crannies,
although facilities
planners and archi-
tects worry about
security issues,
lighting and other
potential problems."

The word "ambience" has
several definitions, one of
which is to supply or equip.
It also means to make ad-
vance preparations. Ambi-
ence for a total environment
encompasses excellence.
And when I think of ambi-
ence in the landscape envi-
ronment, I turn to my roots
in design and my experience
with the Walt Disney
Company.

I am fortunate to have
spent two and a half years
working with Walt Disney on
some projects I did in Ana-
heim, California. Being able
to observe firsthand the way
Disney related to design and
to designing spaces for peo-
ple was a tremendous oppor-
tunity. Since then, I've
worked on the design of
many other landscape envi-
ronments, which encompass
everything outside of build-
ings. Paving, lighting, amphi-
theatres, landscaping,
irrigation systems, sound
I've worked on all these as-
pects of the environment and
have, of course, viewed
many other exterior land-
scapes with an architect's
eye.

Outdoor environments are
very important in terms of
providing the proper ambi-
ence, especially on college
campuses. There are a num-
ber of ways to accomplish
this. The hard edges of
buildings can be softened
with vines, which also add
character to the space. Us-
ing greenery to bring the
outdoor environment indoors
is also important.

It helps provide a quieter,
more natural environment for
students and faculty. And
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because it's indoors, it's pro-
tected from the elements.
Small spaces are important,
both indoors and out. Stu-
dents prefer the smaller
scale provided by nooks and
crannies, although facilities
planners and architects worry
about security issues, lighting
and other potential problems.
If they are carefully de-
signed, these small private
spaces can meet security
and comfort needs.

Color is also essential to a
quality outdoor environment.
Flowering trees are an excel-
lent way to achieve this.
Water is another important
feature. It can make a highly
contrived architectural state-
ment through the use of for-
mal landscaped pools with
tiered planters and rocks,
such as those found in Japa-
nese gardens. Incidentally,
there are firms now that pro-
vide fiberglass rocks to use
in these settings that outlast
the real thingand often
look better. Fiberglass rocks
are made by preparing a
mold made from the shape
of an exceptionally well-
formed real rock.

Small pools, or lakes with
perhaps one little fountain,
are also good ways to make
water a part of the outdoor
environment. People associ-
ate water with stillness, with
tranquility. On a college cam-
pus, providing a tranquil
place away from the hustle
and bustle is important.

Outdoor dining spaces,
such as the one outside the
senior lab in the landscape
architecture department at
the University of Florida, are
also important to the environ-
ment. Because it's near the



landscape architecture de-
partment, students affection-
ately call the small 25-person
outdoor dining space "Cafe
L.A." Heavy planting of na-
tive vegetation combine with
multi-level decks and colorful
sun umbrellas to make this a
pleasant place to relax.

The ambience of the cam-
pus also rests on order
from the paving of pathways
io the landscape, to the
trees and the architecture.
An aerial view of a campus
should show clearly that
there's been a plan and an
order to its growth. Creative
planning and maintenance of
pathways is one way to ac-
complish this.

At the University of Wash-
ington, for example, the en-
tire area was raked over, an
irrigation system was in-
stalled, bricked over and
then seeded with grass. In
the summertime, the whole
area turns green, and in the
winter the pathways breathe.
As traffic patterns change,
the university is not locked
into that hard look associ-
ated with an unused
sidewalk.

Because the United States
is such a litigious society, ar-
chitects and planners must
be careful about making
paved areas safe. This
doesn't mean, however, that
you must stick with plain old
concrete which costs about
five dollars a square foot to
install. For a few cents more,
patterns can be stamped
into the concrete to add de-
sign interest.

This same concern with
safety should influence instal-
lation of campus irrigation
systems. Below-ground sys-

tems have become popular
because they cost the same
as above-ground systems,
yet require much less
maintenance.

Outdoor lighting is another
area where safety should be
paramount. Good lighting de-
sign doesn't cost any more
than bad design, and it can
simultaneously meet aes-
thetic and security needs.
Outdoor lighting, which in-
cludes area lighting, architec-
tural lighting and landscape
lighting, should provide an
overall enhancement to the
exterior space.

Finally, let's not forget the
students for whom campus
spaces are designed. Land-
scape architecture students
in particular have a lot to of-
fer their universities, both in
terms of labor and ideas.
Many colleges and universi-
ties have schools of orna-
mental horticulture and
botany as well as landscape
architecture. These students
are a resource that should
be tapped.

Providing an ambience for
excellence is a tall order. It's
a challenge that's difficult to
deliver, but it's one that's
costly to be without. The
people who live and work in
our campuses deserve the
finest environments possible,
and architects, landscape
designers, planners and
physical plant managers
must continue to work to-
gether to meet this important
need.
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Out-
door environments
are very important
in terms of provid-
ing the proper am-
bience, especially
on college
campuses."

On a
college campus.
providing a tranquil
place away from
the hustle and bus-
tle is important."
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he
heart of my topic
today, respecting
and managing a
campus master
plan, will draw on
the experience of
Rhodes College as
an example of an
institution that has
successfully
achieved this."

Following a general build-
ing boom in the 1960's and
a building bust in the 1970's,
colleges and universities are
building againthis time with
the planning and quality
more characteristic of our ef-
forts in the early 1900's than
in the 1960's, which have
been described as "built fast
. . . and cheaply . . . to cre-
ate new space for the
hordes entering college."

Many of us have heard the
unquotable comments of our
alumni about those 1960's
buildings. Rather than dwell-
ing on embarrassments, let's
look at the exciting change
in attitudenot just about
new buildings, but about our
view of the entire campus,
the master plan within which
the individual building is
placed.

This change in attitude
was born of five basic
concerns:

First, students most often
choose a college based
on its appearance. Our fi-
nancial well-being rests on
tuition income. Those col-
leges that have not recog-
nized that the appearance
of a campus directly im-
pacts income will suffer the
consequehces of declining
enrollment.
In recognition of this, some

schools have made dramatic
improvements. Millsaps Col-
lege in Jackson, Mississippi
is a prime example of having
transformed a dismal campus
into an extremely attractive
one by adding several build-
ings and proper landscaping
based on a well conceived
master plan. As a result,
there has been a dramatic
increase in enrollment.
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Second, outstanding facil-
ities also attract faculty.
As we enter the 1990's, at-
tracting outstanding faculty
will be a major problem. It
will be less of a problem
for those institutions with
first-rate facilities.
Third, we now recognize
that the long-term energy
and maintenance costs of
poorly-designed buildings
far exceed the cost of
doing it right the first
time.
Fourth, donors don't like
to put their names on
poorly constructed build-
ings on shabby
campuses.
Finally, it is corporate
America that has led the
way toward a new com-
mitment to quality archi-
tecture. For example, who
would have believed back
in 1960 that AT&T, the par-
agon of high technology,
would build a headquarters
with ornamentation?
Corporations have recog-

nized something that we in
higher education lost in the
1950's and 1960'sthat a
high quality physical plant
and campus contribute to an
image of stability, quality,
history, improvement of the
surrounding community, and
pride.

The heart of my topic to-
day, respecting and manag-
ing a campus master plan,
will draw on the experience
of Rhodes College as an ex-
ample of an institution that
has successfully achieved
this. Although we have made
changes to the original 1923
master plan for the College's
new campus in Memphis,
Tennessee, the basic design



for a collegiate gothic cam-
pus has remained intact for
65 years.

Our master plan was de-
veloped between 1921 and
1923 by Charles Klauder of
Philadelphia, who designed
collegiate gothic buildings at
Yale, Princeton, Cornell,
Wellesley and the University
of Pittsburgh. Klauder was
assisted by a former student
named Hibbs, who was a
Nashville architect.

The new Rhodes College
campus was to reflect the
wishes of its president, Dr.
Charles Diehl, and follow an
Oxford style of architecture
as well as an English system
of classroom instruction.
When the campus opened in
1925, Diehl said some ex-
traordinary things about what
an ideal college campus
should be.

"Here was the chance of
a lifetime; a chance to set
the standard of an institution
for all time; a chance to go
forth unhampered by past
mistakes, architectural and
other, and to launch an insti-
tution which was as nearly
ideal for its purpose as pain-
staking investigation and
careful thought and planning
could make it. Realizing that
the good is ever the enemy
of the best, we did not seek
merely the good, but the
best. There was ever before
us the idea of excellence. It
was our purpose to launch
here an institution that would
endure for centuries, and
that would command the re-
spect and quicken the pride
of succeeding generations.

"There is in this country
much pseudo-Gothic architec-

ture, a cheap imitation which
may content the ignorant or
the untrained, but which calls
forth the contemptuous ire of
the enlightened critic. This
we propose to avoid. Genu-
ineness is characteristic of
the heart of this institution,
and we wanted this note
sounded everywhere, even in
the construction of the physi-
cal plant. . . . It is to be
genuine throughout, free from
all substitutions and cheap,
make-believe effects, for this
college has a hatred of
sham."

Why all this attention to ar-
chitecture? A president of a
200 student college in 1920
was the chief business offi-
cer, the dean of admissions
and the vice president of de-
velopment. Like many of us,
Dr. Diehl had lived on a
campus that had been poorly
designed and built. He knew
about maintenance costs and
the effect of the campus on
recruiting students and at-
tracting gifts. Diehl was
keenly aware that he was
the president of an unknown,
struggling college. Adding a
thousand years of history
and following the architec-
tural lead of the best institu-
tions in the country couldn't
hurt.

Diehl also added another
enduring principle: "We
would rather do a limited
work thoroughly and well
than to attempt a larger
work which we could not do
in accordance with our
ideal," he said. His words
were brought out again and

It was
our purpose to
launch here an in-
stitution that would
endure for centu-
ries, and that would
command the re-
spect and quicken
the pride of suc-
ceeding genera-
tions." Rhodes

College President
Charles Diehl in
1925



again at critical times in the
college's history. They saved
Rhodes from abandoning its
inaster plan as the cost of
construction rose.

Of course, the 1923 mas-
ter plan was not entirely a
copy of the Oxford and Cam-
bridge Colleges. For exam-
ple, the dormitories followed
the American style in that
they had long hallways rather
than an Oxford central stair-
well townhouse design.

Nor was Rhodes College's
chi 'h relationship over-
looked. The master plan in-
cluded a grand entrance off
University Street that focused
on a chapel. Ultimately, the
plan was compromised and a
library was located on the
site instead.

Although there are very
similar arrangements at
Duke, Princeton, Cornell and
Wellesley, none came as
close to the Oxford quadran-
gles as this design. The col-
lege's first seven buildings
all of which, along with six
others, are on the National
Register of Historic Places
exactly followed the master
plan.

During its expansion in the
1950's and 1960's, the Col-
lege began to deviate from
the 1923 plan. A new master
plan emerged that followed
the "American" campus style
of detached buildings in a
less tightly woven arrange-
ment. The contrast between
these plans ca I be clearly
seen in groupings of the
newer, detached campus
buildings.

By the 1980's, when we
developed a new campus
plan, the College rediscov-
ered the attachment theme
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and a new dorm, Hassell
Hall, was built to be ex-
panded both to the east and
west. Several factors led to
the development of a new
plan.

We already had a number
of building projects, includ-
ing some already funded,
without specific locations
based on any of our pre-
vious master plans.
It was clear that the 100
acres of the midtown Mem-
phis would have to be
carefully conserved so that
the College could expand
enrollment and facilities if
necessary.
There was a concern that
the campus must be more
accessible to the growing
number of visitors and spe-
cial program participants.
Like the 1923 plan, our

new plan was developed
with strong input from the
board of trustees, the presi-
dent and professional plan-
ners. Following an extensive
search, the Board selected
The Architects Collaborative
of Cambridge, Massachu-
setts, an outstanding firm
with an international reputa-
tion for award-winning cam-
pus master plans.

The Architects Collabora-
tive three-person team spent
six months working with our
campus group of 35 faculty
members, students, adminis-
trators and board members.
Together, they pored over
many options before select-
ing a new plan. The pre-
ferred plan calls for:

Developing an interior circu-
lation road and moving
parking from inside to out-
side locations.



Surrounding the library with
new academic facilities,
thus moving the library to a
more central location.
Providing space for a
1,800-seat auditorium and
other expansion on a new
quadrangle.
Moving playing and intra-
mural fields north to pro-
vide adequate athletic
facilities.
To date, we have imple-

mented the following ideas
from our new plan: improved
buildings with plantings and
sculpture, planted trees and
moved parking away from
buildings, added gateways
and arches, and sited new
buildings to create a closed
quadrangle.

Surprisingly, we achieved
consensus in the campus
community in support of the
master plan, which passed
almost without discussion.
Another major surprise was
the resistance from our
neighbors. Through a fluke in
the zoning process, Rhodes
College is zoned for single
family housing, so we could
not put up new buildings
without the City Council's ap-
proval of a zoning change.

Our strategy was to com-
plete the internal design of
the master plan, present it to
the neighbors in an open
meeting for comment, then
present the plan to our
board for final action. In
hindsight, this might have
been a bad strategy be-
cause it took longer to get
the campus rezoned than it
did to develop the master
plan.

Some suggestions for oth-
ers developing new master
plans:

Bring neighborhood lead-
ers into the process early
to let them know your
plans and ask for their
suggestions. Rumors
about our plans were a sig-
nificant problem.
Prepare answers to these
expected questions: Will
the college be buying
property in the neighbor-
hood? How will major
events be handled? Will
there be enough on-cam-
pus parking? How will
noise be handled? How
will you screen the cam-
pus from the neighbor-
hood? Specifically, what
will be built and when?
Creating a new master

plan helped us develop both
consensus and pride in the
existing campus and the
plans for its future. It pro-
vided potential donors a con-
fident vision for the future of
the college, and it focused
our efforts in several ways
most importantly on Univer-
sity Street.

In closing, I want to para-
phrase the words of my
friend Dr. John The lin at the
College of William and Mary.
At commencement ceremo-
nies, The lin points out, presi-
dents often give the
reminder that a college is
"more than bricks and mor-
tar." But perhaps, The lin
says, those of us who study
the impact of colleges and
universities on various consti-
tuencies ought not to take
that reminder literally.
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ur-
prisingly, we
achieved consensus
in the campus com-
munity in support of
the master plan,
which passed al-
most without
discussion."



To the contrary, we might
heed the reminder that
higher education does in-
clude "bricks and mortar" as
the setting of higher educa-
tion is played out in a
changing, complex and unfin-

ished script.
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firm of Arbeitsgruppe
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The
majority of the uni-
versity's present
buildings were con-
structed during the
late 1940's and
early 1950'ssome
were built with
American donations
immediately after
World War II. .

Only a few build-
ings were added in
the 1960's and
1970's and by the
late 1970's, con-
struction had com-
pletely stopped."

The Johann Wolfgange
Goethe University of Frank-
furt, which carries the name
of one of our greatest poets,
is not at all as poetic as its
name may pretend. The uni-
versity is not an old, re-
nowned or picturesque
university. However, I prefer
to base my presentation on
this "ugly duckling" because
it is typical of the university
situation in Germany and
some other European
countries.

In West Germany, which
has a population of 62 mil-
lion, about 1.4 million citizens
are enrolled in state universi-
ties and polytechnicsa fig-
ure that is six times greater
than 25 years ago. Private
universities now play a small
role in the higher education
system of West Germany.
There are now more than
100 universities in the coun-
try, compared to only 50 in
the 1950s, due to major
growth during the 1960s.

The rapid growth of uni-
versities and the rise in stu-
dent enrollment created a
number of problems. Al-
though the majority of newly-
founded universities proved
to be successful, those
smaller ones in remote loca-
tions did not. Another prob-
lem is that the founding of
new universities did not stop
growth at the older institu-
tions, which lacked funds for
expansion and renewal. Pub-
lic funds were allocated for
multi-million dollar building
programs at the new institu-
tions, while the existing uni-
versities were neglected in
the Federal Republic of
Germany.

This is especially true of
the University of Frankfurt,
which is located in one of
the major cities. With
650,000 i;'.a.bitants, its
booming b;inking and stock
exchange centers, chemical
industry, major airport and
many cultural opportunities,
the city of Frankfurt contin-
ues to attract many students.
Established in 1913, the uni-
versity is not oldyet it of-
fers a varied curricula with
21 departments ranging from
medicine to computer sci-
ence, from sports to
sociology.

Its humanities program still
benefits from the reputation
of the so-called "Frankfurter
Schule," a group of famous
philosophers and sociologists
located near the university.
The university, which started
at two locations with some
existing buildings from pri-
vate and semi-private sci-
ence foundations, is now
scattered over six locations
across the city.

The majority of the univer-
sity's present buildings were
constructed during the late
1940's and early 1950's
some were built with Ameri-
can donations immediately
after World War Il. Many of
the buildings were planned
by Ferdinand Cramer, a well-
known German architect of
the modern school. Most of
Cramer's buildings were,
cost- and space-wise, built
on a shoestring. Only a few
buildings were added in the
1960's and 1970's and by
the late 1970's, construction
had completely stopped.

In addition to new con-
struction, the university also
took over or inherited some



buildingssome of them of
dubious value. Particularly
dubious is a 40-story tower
block of the former College
of Education, a row of former
town houses, a former tram
depot and the oldest union
printer works in Germany.

Obviously, there was never
anything like a master plan
for the university. Rather, it
developed in a sort of "mud-
dling through" approach in
which buildings were con-
structed as funds and sites
became available, with little
consideration given to aca-
demic requirements, city
planning objectives or creat-
ing a quality educational
environment.

Throughout its history, the
university has consistently
lacked order and identity in
its environment. The Univer-
sity of Frankfurt never es-
caped its initial problems
associated with lack of
funds, lack of space and the
lack of self-confidence exhib-
ited by older city universities.
The problem at this univer-
sity was not to "preserve a
quality environment for learn-
ing," but to begin creating
one after nearly 75 years of
haphazard development.

My firm was commissioned
to conduct a survey of the
university and prepare a
master plan for its renewal.
Presumably we were se-
lected because we argued
for tentative action and pres-
ervation of existing buildings
whenever possible. Our job
started with a comprehensive
survey of the situation. The
university had no planning
department and only a small
estate department. Minor
building programs were han-

dled by the university and,
later, the state building
department.

We started from scratch
but a benefit was that we
had the opportunity to be-
come acquainted with the
university and its people in
detail and first hand. Presum-
ably, this first-hand access
saved us from risky interpre-
tations of inaccurate or obso-
lete data.

Among our major
conclusions:

Based on enrollment fore-
casts for the year 2000,
the university lacks about
50,000 square meters of
space.
University departments are
dispersed over many build-
ings and locations. Some
departments are located in
as many as 20 different
buildings in five locations.
There is no order to the
spatial pattern of the uni-
versity. Departments and
institutes seemed to be lo-
cated at random, without
respect to needs for coop-
eration, communication and
identity.
Many buildings were ne-
glected and in poor repair.
Worst of all was severe
concrete damage which
was starting to create
structural problems in the
post-war buildings.
The university was under
pressure from the city to
clear buildings in adjacent
housing areasbuildings it
had acquired or rented in
order to relieve some of
the most pressing space
needs.
The university did not pro-
vide sufficient outdoor rec-
reation areas. It lacked a

r

30

he
university has con-
sistently lacked
order and identity in
its environment,. The
University of Frank-
furt never escaped
its initial problems
associated with lack
of funds, lack of
space and the lack
of self-confidence
exhibited by older
city universities.
The problem at this
university was not
to 'preserve a qual-
ity environment for
learning,' but to be-
gin creating one
after nearly 75
years of haphazard
development."
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In many

respects, the uni-
versity showed se-
vere and
accelerating signs
of disruption and
neglect. The state
of the university
was not in line with
the prosperous im-
age of the sur-
rounding city. Its
buildings lacked the
glamour of the so-
called 'new Frank-
furt,' designed by
world-famous
architects."

central pedestrian spine
connecting the building
blocks, and traffic and
parking considerations over-
rode those of a vital cam-
pus life.
There was no "university
line" on the city's subway
system.
The university had no clear
image in the city. Symbols,
logos and signs were
weak, misleading or fre-
quently changed. The Uni-
versity of Frankfurt lacked
what in industry is called a
"corporate image."
As a result of these many
shortcomings, qualified aca-
demic staff tended to leave
the university for more at-
tractive working
environments.
In many respects, the uni-

versity showed severe and
accelerating signs of disrup-
tion and neglect. The state
of the university was not in
line with the prosperous im-
age of the surrounding city.
Its buildings lacked the glam-
our of the so-called "new
Frankfurt," designed by
world-famous architects.

On the basis of our sur-
vey, we developed a master
plan for university develop-
ment. The term "plan" may
be misleading, because we
do not believe in a fixed out-
line for the future. Instead,
we view planningespecially
long-term planning for large
organizationsas an ongoing
process holding many uncer-
tainties. Long-term strategies
may be affected by many
factors that require changes
to a plan.

To state just a few:
How are funds allocated?
Which sorts of future proj-

ects will be preferred by
the government?
Will unforeseeable changes
in demand in educational
and research activities influ-
ence program needs?
Why not include the good
ideas of academic, adminis-
trative and technical staff
in plans?
What is the long-term avail-
ability of the many build-
ings rented by the
university?
Why shouldn't we assess
open-mindedly the likeli-
hood of unexpected offers
to purchase buildings and
land adjacent to existing
university sites?
How can we manage de-
lays in putting the plan into
practice?
The university may wish to

adopt changes advantageous
to its development. It may
also be forced to adapt to
rapidly-changing situations.
Either way, changes will have
effects upon a given plan
and each change will make
the plan more obsolete.
Therefore, the university
should be prepared to cope
with uncertainties such as
the ones described. On the
other hand, a clearly-defined
set of overall objectives is
neededlong-term guidelines
that will be untouched by
change.

In the case of the Univer-
sity of Frankfurt, these guide-
lines for the gradual renewal
of the entire university have
been carefully defined with
university and government
administrators. They include:

Grouping disciplines.
Creating an integrated net-
work of memorable outdoor
spaces.



Establishing a pedestrian
character on campus.
Accommodating new space
needs by restoring/reusing
existing buildings.
Constructing new buildings
in harmony with their
surroundings.
Developing spaces that en-
courage communication.
Many of the components

of The Ohio State University
Plan for Improving the Quality
of the Campus Environment
are similar to the characteris-
tics of our plan for the Uni-
versity of Frankfurt. The
order of action, the modes of
transformation, the costing
and other factors have been
defined on this basis. In
doing so, we are aware that
changes are bound to hap-
pen so the plan is an ideal
one that is designed for
flexibility.

We have achieved this
flexibility by using appropri-
ate planning tools. The plan
has been designed as a net-
work of activity models. Any
element or variable in the
model may be changed with-
out too much effort by using
computer models. All the
plan's paperwork, tables and
figures may be easily altered
and the results readily re-
viewed and evaluated.

The plan f r the University
of Frankfurt consists of the
following elements:
1. A calculation/definition

of space demands to
the year 2000 of all fa-
culties, institutes and
other university bodies.

This calculation is based on
a forecast of student num-
bers, taking into account a
40 percent reduction in birth
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rates in Germany between
the late 1960's and the early
1980's. It is also based on
attractivity estimates of all fa-
culties for the future. A result
of this exercise is a site plan
showing existing and future
locations for each faculty/or-
ganizational unit.
2. A pattern of distribution

defining the locations of
all university facilities,
naming location, site
and space standards in
existing or new
buildings.

The pattern represents a sort
of faculty groupingi.e., it
aims not only at concentrat-
ing all of a faculty's facilities
at one location or in a single
building, it also tries to cre-
ate spatial groups or "fami-
lies" of faculties practicing or
desiring strong cooperative
links.
3. A detailed description of

building activities neces-
sary to facilitate the
changes as defined
both modernization, a-
daptation and new con-
structionup to the year
2000.

4. A chronological order of
building activities up to
the year 2000.

This sequence takes into ac-
count such factors as ur-
gency for action with regard
to a facility, minimized re-
moval needs and spatial as-
pects such as limiting
inconvenience and minimizing
disruption related to building
activities. Removals are
avoided whenever possible
and, if removal is necessary,
it is reduced to one move
only.
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of the components
of The Ohio State
University Plan for
Improving the Qual-
ity of the Campus
Environment are
similar to the char-
acteristics of our
plan for the Univer-
sity of Frankfurt."



5. A cost estimate that
takes into regard an
even distribution of
planning activities and
capital investments over
time.

Total estimated cost of the
building activities as pro-
posed are approximately
$300 million dollars.
6. A sequence of removal

of university facilities
from rented accommo-
dations, stating dates of
completion of projects
and clearance of
buildings.

A test designed to supple-
ment this quantitative model
was developed with architec-
tural design drawings to
check our paperwork and
give a rough idea of how the
campus ought to look. To
name just a few:

New buildings around the
tram depot would make it
a central covered space
and a focus of informal
activities.
A university forum could
open toward a major city
street and street market.
Pedestrian walkways could
open up and improve hid-
den open spaces.
Perimeter buildings could
bring tower blocks down to
a human scale and ease
circulation problems inside
high-rise accommodations.
In designing these plans,

we were able to calibrate
our model and check our
first plan. It also helped to
identify problems in different
subject areas such as town
planning, traffic, landscape
design and organization, and
to define objectives of the
future planning exercises.

After a number of discus-
sions, our federal Wissen-
schaftsratan independent,
powerful advisory body of
scientists that recommends
whether or not university
building projects should be
fundedratified these plans
in 1986. Since then, we have
held three architectural com-
petitions to put these plans
into action.

The competitions included
one for construction of a
new center for biochemical
research; a general redevel-
opment plan for the universi-
ty's central location; and a
second stage competition for
general redevelopment lim-
ited to two blocks of the uni-
versity. At the same time,
work has started on several
remodeling projects: the fa-
cade of the Old Main Build-
ing is being restored, the
Old Pharmacy Building is re-
ceiving a thorough repair, as
is the old tram depot. These
and other activities are inde-
pendent of the ongoing com-
petition and are being
carried out by state building
offices.

With respect to general
planning at the University of
Frankfurt, we have made
these suggestions:

The university should re-
duce its number of loca-
tions if possible.

Fewer locations would re-
duce friction and enhance
communication among de-
partments, and also facilitate
greater freedom among facul-
ties to reorganize occupancy
patterns.

Faculties and other uni-
versity bodies ought to
be grouped so they can
share certain facilities.



Each facility ought to
provide flexible space
that can be expanded or
contracted as needed.
The university as a whole
and each group of facili-
ties should have a sort of
"joker" in terms of space
to allow for short-term
space needs. Once this
joker space is used, un-
der-used space should
be found elsewhere.
We have also recom-
mended flexible design
for new buildings.
In the old days, buildings

became obsolete for techni-
cal reasons. Today, func-
tional aging of buildings is
determining the value of ex-
isting buildings. Highly spec-
ialized buildings are aging
faster than standard ones.

We propose to avoid per-
fectionto try to build in a
more simple way. In West
Germany, cost limits for uni-
versity buildings are high.
Still, they never seem to
work properly and universities

still tend to over-install their
buildings, to make them
over-perfect. We call for
much simpler solutions and,
theoretically, much shorter
life spans. The University of
Frankfurt has agreed to re-
view the use of space in
new buildings every two
years. This decision should
help to overcome institution-
alized inertia, a common
characteristic of many admin-
istrations in our country.

Thirty years ago we began
thinking about adaptable
construction. We have since
learned that considerations
about adaptability cannot be
limited to building systems,
but must be carefully related
to much broader issues. We
need to consider natural, so-
cial and environmental fac-
tors, and we cannot overlook
user goal systems. What is
needed most, however, is
the adaptability of our minds
so that the challenge of cre-
ating adaptable buildings can
be taken.
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The
physical environ-
ment, both the nat-
ural and the built,
contributes to stu-
dent learning and
development in two
important ways.
First, the actual fea-
tures of the physi-
cal environment can
impact complex be-
haviors, including
the encouragement
and discouragement
of learning and de-
velopment. Second,
student involvement
in the process of
designing and rede-
signing the physical
environment can
promote student
learning and
development."

Campus ecology is the
study of the transactional re-
lationship among students
and the campus environment.
Important to the study of
campus ecology are those
systemic relationships among
the inhabitants of the envi-
ronment and various compo-
nents of the environment.
These components include
all the physical, chemical, bi-
ological and social stimuli
that impinge upon the stu-
dents' sensory modalities
(Wiche, 1973).

Ecological paradigms are
often expressed through the
formula, "Behavior of orga-
nism is the function of the
organism interacting/transact-
ing in the environment." In
the field of human behavior,
this is expressed as "B = f
(PXE)" (Lewin, 1936). In the
case of campus ecology, the
organism of interest is the
student and environment of
interest is the college cam-
pus. (Banning. In press.)

Environmental taxonomies
do exist to help us concep-
tualize the environment in
general (Moos and Insel,
1974) and the campus envi-
ronment in particular (Ban-
ning and McKinley, 1980).
Categories within the taxon-
omies range from meteoro-
logical considerations to
reinforcement contingency
analysis. In keeping with the
theme of this conference, I
will address only the impor-
tant role the physical environ-
ment plays in the campus
ecologyspecifically, its im-
pact on student learning and
development.

"lighlighting the role of the
physical environment does
not diminish the importance
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of the social environment or
the role played by intra- and
interpersonal variables. How-
ever, the role of the physical
environment in complex be-
havior is often neglected.

Can the physical environ-
ment contribute to student
learning and development? If
so, how? The physical envi-
ronment, both the natural
and the built, contributes to
student learning and devel-
opment in two important
ways. First, the actual fea-
tures of the physical environ-
ment can impact complex
behaviors, including the en-
couragement and discourage-
ment of learning and
development. Second, stu-
dent involvement in the proc-
ess of designing and
redesigning the physical envi-
ronment can promote student
learning and development.

The key to understanding
how physical environment
features impact student be-
havior is the concept that
this environment produces
non-verbal communications
(Rapport, 1982). Buildings,
signs, traffic patterns and the
landscape all communicate
non-verbal messages to cam-
pus residents. These mes-
sages not only give cues for
specific behaviors, they also
give clues to the important
social and attitudinal factors.

Mehrabian (1971) found
that the silent messages of
non-verbal cues may be
more potent than the spoken
word. The non-verbal mes-
sages of the physical envi-
ronment have similar
potential. Drawing on the
works of Rapoport (1982),
Zeisel (1975, 1981), Bechtel
and Zeisel (1987) and Steele



(1973), as well as my own
experience, I offer the follow-
ing conceptualization of ways
to read the non-verbal com-
munications of the campus
physical environment:
1. By-products of use such

as erosion, leftovers and
missing traces.

2. Adaptation of use.
3. Displays of self.
4. Public messages, includ-

ing official signs and
graffiti.

5. Redundancy.
6. Informal vs. formal.
7. Functional use.
8. Behavioral setting.
9. Special group messages.

10. Message patterns.
(Slides were shown to illus-
trate each of these
concepts.)

These types of non-verbal
communication of the physi-
cal environment can impact
students' sense of well-being,
their feelings of belonging,
their identity and their sense
of being valued by the insti-
tution. But can the features
of the physical environment
send messages that help or
hinder the conditions for
learning and development?

This relationship becomes
evident when the following
question is asked: "What are
the necessary conditions for
learning and development,
and can the physical environ-
ment play an important role
in fostering these specific
conditions?" To answer this
question, I will draw on the
work of Blocher (1978).

Blocher uses an ecological
model to show the conditions
necessary for learning and
development. He states that
learning environments have

three subsystems: the oppor-
tunity subsystem, the support
subsystem and the reward
subsystem. Each of these
subsystems contains condi-
tions that assist students in
their development. The op-
portunity subsystem must in-
volve and challenge the
student. The support subsys-
tem must provide reasonable
structure and support. Fi-
nally, the reward subsystem
must give feedback and op-
portunity for integration and
application.

In addition to the important
role the physical environment
plays in student learning and
development through non-ver-
bal communications, is the
role students themselves can
play in the process of de-
signing the physical environ-
ment. Involving the user of
the environment in its design
is not new (Sommer, 1972),
but such involvement in a
campus setting provides all
the necessary conditions for
learning outlined in Blocher's
model.

Students who are meaning-
fully involved in design or
redesign efforts exhibit ana-
lytical behavior, they partici-
pate in leadership, learn
negotiation skills, and also
engage in significant written
and oral communications.

Werhli (1968) made the fol-
lowing statement: "When en-
lightened as to the effects of
the physical environment, he
designs by intent; but when
ignorant of these effects, he
designs by default." Both un-
derstanding and intent are
necessary to build quality
campus environments for
learning.

Stu-
dents who are
meaningfully in-
volved in design or
redesign efforts ex-
hibit analytical be-
havior, they
participate in lead-
ership, learn negoti-
ation skills, and
also engage in sig-
nificant written
and oral
communications."
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One
of the questions I
asked college ad-
ministrators and
planners was,
`Have master plans
for your campus
every been made?'
One administrator
replied, 'Several, by
professionals at
considerable ex-
pense, usually dis-
carded.' It was one
of the most inter-
esting and revealing
responses I
received."

I

In researching my book,
Campus: An American Plan-
ning Tradition, I found that
people have often ques-
tioned the value of campus
planning. For example, in
1910, the architectural critic
Montgomery Schuyler made
the following observation in
an article he wrote on col-
lege and university planning:
"The history of An ic:i;:an col-
legiate architecture shows
that the planner trying to set
a point of departure for his
successors often does so
only in the sense that they
depart from his work as
speedily as possible."

Schuyler was talking about
a particular type of master
planning that was common
earlier in the twentieth cen-
tury. But even today one
sometimes hears doubts ex-
pressed about planning, and
in many cases these doubts
can't just be dismissed out
of hand. I'm reminded of a
response to questionnaires I
distributed for my research.
One of the questions I asked
college administrators and
planners was, "Have master
plans for your campus every
been made?" One adminis-
trator replied, "Several, by
professionals at considerable
expense, usually discarded."
It was one of the most inter-
esting and revealing re-
sponses I received.

We have some rather
basic and perhaps even trou-
bling questions here. What is
the value of campus plan-
ning? What kinds of planning
are most likely to be benefi-
cial? A question for me as
an architectural historian is:

3.5

Can history in any way con-
tribute to the success of
planning?

In reading the publication
Ohio State's Office of Busi-
ness and Administration pre-
pared to report the
proceedings of the 1986
symposium, I was especially
interested in the principles
used as guidelines for The
Ohio State University Plan.
Formulated by a group called
The Ohio State University
Physical Facilities Committee,
the principles at first may
seem so obvious or benign
as to be beyond controversy.
They are: 1) Providing a uni-
fied academic community; 2)
developing a pedestrian cam-
pus; 3) enhancing the univer-
sity's sense of heritage and
tradition; and 4) supporting
the learning process.

Personally, I feel these are
good principles, in most
cases, of campus planning.
But they are not necessarily
obvious or beyond debate.
Let's consider in particular
the first principle: Providing a
unified academic environ-
ment. I learned in my studies
of the American campus that
this principle has been more
important in some periods
than in others. In some
cases, in fact, it has been
rejected by planners.

One period when the unify-
ing principle was very strong
was during the early twen-
ileth century when the Beaux
Arts system of planning
played a major role in Ameri-
can college design, produc-
ing master plans for colleges
and universities that had a
powerful sweeping unity. Its



principles of monumental or-
ganization facilitated orderly
planning on a grand scale.

Examples include the plans
submitted by John Galen
Howard and other architects
in the Hearst family's compe-
tition for the Master Plan for
the University of California-
Berkeley around 1900. An-
other example of the Beaux
Arts system can be found in
the Master Plan developed
by William Welles Bosworth
for the Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology in 1912.

The principle of the unified
campus was perpetuated by
many modern planners in the
1930s and 1940s. One exam-
ple of this is the well-known
plan of Ludwig Mies van der
Robe, developed about 1940,
for the Illinois Institute of
Technology. Van der Robe's
plan was somewhat different
from other Beaux Arts plans,
however, in that it lacked as
a focal point the great
domed building around which
everything revolves. The plan
is still strongly unified by
symmetry and axes and the
other types of controlling
principles that are similar to
the earlier Beaux Arts
tradition.

But at the same time, in
the 1940s and 1950s, a very
different concept of planning
was developing within the
framework of modernism
One of its earliest and most
articulate proponents was Jo-
seph Hudnut, who introduced
modern architecture to the
design school at Harvard. In
1947 Hudnut had an article
on campus planning pub-
lished in Architectural Forum
in which he attacked the tra-

dition of "unified master plans
and grand compositions."

His article attacked the tra-
dition represented not only
by Bosworth's MIT plan but
also by van der Robe's plan
for the Illinois Institute of
Technology. The article is
not well known today, but
it's a pivotal one in express-
ing a new kind of outlook.

Hudnut wrote: "Every at-
tempt to bind universities to
a pattern laid out in advance
has failed and ought to have
failed. We must set them
free to develop their environ-
ment in whatever way may
best suit their existing needs.
The tasks to be performed in
university buildings and the
methods by which they are
built constantly change. Their
nature tomorrow cannot be
predicted. Let's imagine the
university as the city plan-
ners imagine the city, as a
growing organism whose
form lies partly in the past,
partly in the future. Our uni-
versity will never be com-
pleted. We can take nothing
for granted."

It's a very compelling
statement and it certainly
contains some validity and a
lot of common sense, espe-
cially when seen as part of a
reaction against the exces-
sive formalism of much of
the campus planning of that
period. But there are also
some problems with Hudnut's
philosophy, especially as the
article becomes more spe-
cific. In another part of the
article he writes, "Let no
building depend for its char-
acter on its relation to an-
other building, nor let any of
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principle of the uni-
fied campus was
perpetuated by
many modern plan-
ners in the 1930s
and 1940s.... in
the 1940s and
1950s, a very differ-
ent concept of plan-
ning was
developing within
the framework of
modernism."
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his
lack of unified plan-
ning began to hap-
pen when there was
tremendous growth
in higher
education."

the open spaces be of such
proportions that new con-
struction built in to them will
destroy these spaces."

Here, Hudnut comes very
close to saying that anything
goes and there's no need for
any unified physical plan-
ningin effect, he's rejecting
the first principle embodied
in The Ohio State University
Plan. I don't think that's
quite what Hudnut meant to
say but in practice that was
the effect his ideas and
those of others with similar
outlooks had on campus
planning during the 1950s
and 1960s.

This lack of unified plan-
ning began to happen when
there was tremendous
growth in higher education.
Schools were naturally at-
tracted to the philosophy
that anything could be built
on the campus as needed
with no consideration of
larger patterns or campus
unity. Occasionally this was
done with good intentions
and an interesting result. Per-
haps the best example of
this was the planning at Yale
University under the presi-
dency of A. Whitney Gris-
wold in the 1950s.

During those years, many
of the best architects were
hired by Yale or by Griswold
himself, who was personally
very interested in modern ar-
chitecture. Many of the im-
portant architects of that
period were his friends, and
he hired them to design indi-
vidual buildings at Yale with
complete freedom from any
constraints or guidelines
about campus unity.

As a result, many fine and
architecturally important
buildings were erected at
Yale during that period. They
include Paul Rudolph's Art
and Architecture building,
Skidmore, Owings and Mer-
rill's Beinecke Library, Kahn's
Art Gallery, and striking mod-
ern structures by Eero Saari-
nen and other renowned
architects.

When Griswold was asked
if there was a common de-
nominator in all this new con-
struction, he answered
frankly, "No common denomi-
nator, just quality. That's all
I'm interested ;.i." He said in
another interview that if the
result is a kind of chaos, it
doesn't really matter because
he was more interested in
each building having quality.

Many of the new buildings
at Yale were of very high
quality, but this is not typical
of campus planning. Most of
the campuses that were ex-
panding fast and furiously at
this time in America were
notable neither for their unity
nor their quality.

The question of interest
here is: What is the role or
value of unity in campus
planning? Is it something
that's really just a kind of
nuisance that's dispensable,
as Hudnut, Griswold and oth-
ers proclaimed? Conse-
quently, is the first principle
for the development of The
Ohio State University an erro-
neous one?

Personally, I think not. I

think unity is worth trying to
achieve on the campus and I
think Joseph Hudnut and
Whitney Griswold. despite
their good intentions, were



essentially wrong in their
views of campus design. I

believe that the urban anal-
ogy stressed by Hudnut was
flawed because the campus
is not the same as a city
even when it may look a lot
like one. Even when a cam-
pus is large and has many
of the physical characteris-
tics of a city and its traffic,
its density, its diversity of
usesit still, I think, is not
the same as a city.

What are the differences?
Mainly, I think, that the cam-
pus, unlike a city, is an insti-
tution that embodies values
and purposes. It's hard to
define exactly what these
values are and how they dif-
fer, of course, from school to
school and from period to
period. They may range from
rather explicit values, as in
the case of a denominational
college, to more general prin-
ciples, such as the belief in
the need of education in a
democracy or the search for
truth as a fundamental good
through research. Neverthe-
less, values of some sort
nearly always underlie a par-
ticular institution.

One of the things I've
learned from my research
about American campuses is
that major changes form over
time. At first, the changes
may appear to be simply
changes of style as one pe-
riod succeeds another in the
history of the campus. In
fact, the changes are often
reflections of different educa-
tional values or principles, so
that the physical unity of a
school is an expression of its
character, ideally, and
doesn't simply reflect the
whims of changing styles.

Selected aspects of the
history of the American cam-
pus illustrate this point. Be-
cause they formed the
context for the early Ameri-
can campus, I must go back
a little further to the English
colleges as they developed
in the late Medieval period.
At Oxford and Cambridge,
founded during this time,
buildings were constructed to
form enclosed quadrangles
usually over a period of time.
Often the chapel was the
first building, followed by the
dormitory rooms and eventu-
ally producing an enclosed
quad.

There were a number of
reasons for this phenomenon.
Some of them were practical
and had to do with security
and finding the optimal use
for crowded sites. But there
was more to it than that.
The enclosed quadrangle
was particularly appropriate
for a closed community
which these colleges were.
With a tradition partly in the
monastic pattern, it's not sur-
prising that many of the Eng-
lish quadrangles, such as the
quadrangle of Lincoln Col-
lege at Oxford, are like mon-
astic cloisters.

The most remarkable thing
about colonial American col-
leges is that they broke
sharply with this pattern of
the enclosed quaorangle and
developed very different pat-
terns of planningpatterns
that were open to the world
and normally composed of
separate buildings set in the
landscape. The three main
halls at Harvard, for example,
faced out on the Cambridge
Common which was across
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of the things I've
learned from my re-
search about Ameri-
can campuses is
that major changes
form over time

. the changes are
often reflections of
different educational
values or principles,
so that the physical
unity of a school is
an expression of its
character, ideally,
and doesn't simply
reflect the whims of
changing styles."



the road. Only one, Massa-
chusetts Hall, survives today.

Early engravings of Prince-
ton University's Nassau Hall
show a similar openness,
with large open spaces
around the building. Prince-
ton is where the word "cam-
pus" was first used.
Eventually it was used to de-
scribe the grounds of a uni-
versity or college but at
Princeton, the first recorded
use in the 1770s is to de-
scribe an open space. Cam-
pus is simply the Latin word
for "field" and it was the
perfect expression for the
openness of the American
campus.

It has sometimes been as-
sumed, even in histories of
American architecture, that
these colonial American col-
leges were simply incomplete
versions of English quadran-
gles due to lack of re-
sourcesthat they were
intended to someday be-
come enclosed quadrangles.
My research into this period
shows this isn't true. Instead,
there was a conscious rejec-
tion of the English model by
administrators and planners.

For example, when Harvard
added Stoden Hall, Appleton
Chapel and other buildings
to its campus in the 1760s,
they built them looking out
onto the Cambridge Com-
mon. The English model was
rejected partly for practical
reasonsby placing the
buildings far apart they were
more protected from fire, for
example. But it was also re-
jected because there was an
ideological reaction against
the monastic tradition. In-
stead, these early American
colleges felt the institution
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had an obligation to look
outward, to serve the com-
munity. Early campus archi-
tecture was an integral
expression of the nature, the
ideals and the values of
these institutions.

The College of William and
Mary, founded at the end of
the seventeenth century, is
another example of this re-
jection of the English model.
The College's first structure,
the Wren Building, was origi-
nally intended to be part of
an enclosed quadrangle. This
design was soon abandoned,
however, and the College
developed under a very dif-
ferent type of plan, one
much more in the new Amer-
ican mold with separate
buildings defining an open
space. Besides opening out
to the community, because it
existed first, The College of
William and Mary also pro-
vided a focal point for a plan
of the town. Variations of
this same phenomenon hap-
pened at Yale and other co-
lonial colleges.

After the Revolution and in
the early nineteeth century,
there was a vast proliferation
of sectarian and state col-
leges and universities
throughout the country. Sev-
eral types of new campus
plans appeared reflecting the
character of the new institu-
tions. Often, they were much
more ambitious in scope
than any earlier campus
plans; these new plans re-
flected the planners' opti-
mism and vision for the
future of the republic.

The most famous example
of this vision is Thomas Jef-
ferson's great design for the
University of Virginia, the fin-



ished plan for which dates
from 1817. The design re-
flects Jefferson's ideal of a
new kind of American univer-
sity that would draw together
each scholarly discipline in a
separate pavilion linked to
student rooms and integrated
around the open space of
the great Lawn. Open at the
end, unlike the English quad-
rangle model, the space is
dominated by the library
whose rotunda, based on the
Roman Pantheon, reflects the
classical values espoused by
Jefferson.

During this period there
was also a new fascination
with nature and with the
great promise of the Ameri-
can land. This notion was re-
flected in the fact that many
of the new colleges were
sited on hills and overlooked
the landscape. Union College
in upstate New York is a
good example of this type of
plan. Laid out at about the
same time that Jefferson was
working on the University of
Virginia, Union College was
designed by French architect
Joseph Jacques Ramee. Al-
though he was a foreigner
and had no personal stake in
the ideals of American edu-
cation, Ramee sited the
Union College on a hilltop
overlooking the Mohawk Val-
ley. The location was illustra-
tive of the college
president's notion that the
college be a "new Zion" re-
flecting the promise of
America.

Between the mid- and late-
nineteenth century, a new
type of educational institution
appeared: land-grant col-
leges. Created by the United
States Congress through the

Morrill Act in 1862, these col-
leges resulted largely from a
populist reaction against the
vestiges of elitisim at the tra-
ditional, classical colleges.
Agriculture, mechanical arts
and manual trades were
among the courses offered
at these institutions, whose
campuses had a character
different from that of the tra-
ditional colleges. Generally,
the campuses of the early
land grant schools were
more informal and park-like.

They are similar to the
plans developed by Frederick
Law Olmstead for parks of
that period. Olmstead was
also involved in the prelimi-
nary planning of a few of
these land grant institutions.
Either directly or indirectly,
Olmstead had a tremendous
impact on the early develop-
ment of these campuses. He
felt they should have a spe-
cial rural or village-like char-
acter that would instill
democratic values. According
to Olmstead, the buildings
should be small-scaled and
domestic in character.

Many of these schools also
erected large, monumental
structuresoften with tall
towersthat usually came to
be called "Old Main." Many
Old Mains dating to the late
nineteenth century still exist
on land grant campuses.
This type of grand, towered
structure seems inconsistent
with the ideals of the infor-
mal, domestically scaled
campus advocated by Olm-
stead for the land grant
schools. They reflect the
feeling on one hand that the
campuses should be modest
and informal as a reaction
against east coast elitism,

44



"A,
best, the unity of a
campus is both vis-
ually attractive and
an integral part of
the character of the
school. The prob-
lem, of course, is
how to achieve
this."

but on the other hand, the
Old Mains made a statement
of the schools' desire to look
important and respectable.
The physical form of these
campuses often reflect con-
flicting values within the insti-
tution, thus giving a more
complete expression of their
character and history.

Around the turn of the
twentieth century, another
new type of educational insti-
tution was developed. Urban
campuses, prototypes for
modern universities with their
professional schools and vari-
ety of departments, began to
grow up in big cities. Illustra-
tive of this new type of insti-
tution are Columbia
University in New York City,
laid out by McKim, Mead &
White, in the late 1890s and
the University of Minnesota,
masterplanned by Cass Gil-
bert about 1910.

Once again, a new type of
planning was usedone that
drew on the French Beaux
Arts system of organizing
complex programs along
axes and cross-axes with fo-
cal points at various places.
Many of these universities
seemed rather like cities in
their scale and complexity,
and some even called them-
selves "cities of learning."

In the twentieth century
there have been many new
types of institutions and new
developments in education.
Consequently, there have
been many types of campus
plans. They range from the
revival of the English colle-
giate quadrangle early in the
century at Princeton de-
signed by Ralph Adams
Cram and Charles Klauder,

to the more recent high-den-
sity urban schools for com-
muter students structured
around systems of circulation
such as the student union at
Cleveland State University
which gives commuters a
center for campus activity.

Clearly, campus plans are
notor should not besim-
ply arbitary creations im-
posed upon a school for
seasons of style. At best, the
unity of a campus is both
visually attractive and an in-
tegral part of the character
of the school. The problem,
of course, is how to achieve
this. Campus planning is a
complex process in which
simple rules aren't very use-
ful, especially in the case of
large institutions that are
undergoing change. It's easy
to appreciate the unified plan
of the University of Virginia
or the gothic revival quadran-
gles of Princeton and Yale.
But what about the more
typical American campus that
has many partssome old,
some new, with no clear
dominating pattern or
tradition?

Trying to impose a grand
unifying order on these cam-
puses would be superficial
and actually destructive of
whatever character the cam-
pus does have. If, on the
other hand, there's no unify-
ing vision, the campus is
likely to develop just as cit-
ies do and eventually will
have no physical expression
of the spirit of the place.

Successful planners have
to deal sensitively w th this
dilemma by trying to achieve
an understanding of the na-
ture of the institution, its val-
ues and where it's headed.



A careful review of its history
can help planners clarify the
character of a campus, and
remind them of elements
easily forgotten or overlooked
that contribute to the unity
of the university environment.
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notion of student/
environment congru-
ence is an impor-
tant concept. What
kind of fit or match
is there between
what students need
and what is pro-
vided by the envi-
ronment? How can
we use information
about people,
spaces and func-
tions to create con-
ditions that provide
this environmental
congruence neces-
sary for learning
and development?"

I'm going to share with
you some ways to look at
campus residence halls in
terms of their physical and
social environments and the
interaction between the two.
I will look at the type of in-
teraction that occurs among
different kinds of students in
different kinds of social cli-
mates and in different types
of buildings.

What difference does it
make if you have a resi-
dence hall, as I have, that's
17 stories high as opposed
to a small seminary the uni-
versity bought and converted
to a residence hall? The so-
cial climates in these places
are very different. To cut
costs in building the high
rise, for example, only two
elevators were installed. Sim-
ply getting to an 8 a.m.
class on time from the upper
floors is a challenge, not to
mention what happens when
parents help their children
move in each fall.

The notion of student/envi-
ronment congruence is an
important concept. What kind
of fit or match is there be-
tween what students need
and what is provided by the
environment? How can we
use information about peo-
ple, spaces and functions to
create conditions that pro-
vide this environmental con-
gruence necessary for
learning and development?

A concept that seems to
unify many theories is ad-
vanced by Sanford. Known
as the "challenge-response"
personality theory, it is based
on identifying which forces in
the environment are particu-
larly challenging and which
are supportive. Too much
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challenge causes overstimula-
tion while too little creates a
boring environment. There
needs to be a critical match
between human needs and
satisfaction of those needs in
the environmentwhat Moos
called an "optimally incon-
gruent environment."

The high rise residence
hall with 875 people is often
described as a dense, unpre-
dictable, overly-stimulating
setting that can be very
challenging to some people.
This type of building occu-
pied mainly by freshman
males can be almost
overwhelming.

There are different ways to
view students' roles in resi-
dence halls. We can view it
as a kind of parent/child in-
teraction in the classic in
loco parentis sense. But stu-
dents need to be engaged
and invested in their environ-
ment as constructivists. We
have a fascinating experi-
ment going on at St. Louis
University in which a 50-year-
old woman is living in a resi-
dence hall, much as Mar-
garet Mead lived in Samoa.

She's trying to understand
the emergence of a fresh-
man culture, and each week
she shares with us fascinat-
ing insights about the fresh-
man experience and how
they find meaning in those
experiences. They don't view
finding meaning the way we
do. They don't talk about
their development in terms of
psycho-social tasks or cogni-
tive development levels or
person/environment congru-
ence. But the information
she's getting is excellent
qualitatively and it's much



different from the kind of
data we get from surveys.

All this ties into milieu
management, although I'm
not sure we can really man-
age a milieu. I think we can
influence it and make an
ecological impact through our
policies and procedures, the
way we design buildings and
match roommates. Milieu
management, or environmen-
tal management, is the at-
tempt to deliberately design
conditions that will promote
and foster learning. This in-
volves the systematic mar-
shalling and t'oordinating of
environmental resources to
facilitate desired growth and
development. The effective
management of student envi-
ronments requires a knowl-
edge of student residents'
needs, interaction patterns
and aspirations.

Many students spend up
to 70 percent of their time in
a 10 foot by 12 foot cell with
someone quite different from
themselves. Obviously, the
quality of the roommate rela-
tionship is very important. If
there's congruence, if there's
a good fit, then students can
feel stable, learn and grow. If
they don't get along, it
causes many problems.

To match roommates at
Saint Louis University we use
an indicator called the
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI) based on Swiss psy-
chologist Carl Jung's theory
of psychological type. Briefly,
Jung's theory states that
"much apparent random vari-
ation in human behavior is
actually quite orderly and
consistent, being caused by
certain basic differences in
mental functioning."

THE MBTI is the most
widely-used personality inven-
tory in the world. It has been
translated into seven lan-
guages and is used exten-
sively in business
management and by the
Catholic Church in spiritual
development exercises, as
well as by many universities.

Scores obtained from the
MBTI indicate whether a stu-
dent is: (1) extroverted or in-
troverted; (2) perceives the
world in a factual, realistic
way versus an intuitive, imag-
inative way; (3) reaches deci-
sions in a logical orderly
fashion or in a subjective
way; (4) uses a judging atti-
tude or an intuitive or sen-
sing attitude in dealing with
the external world. Although
everyone uses all four of
these functions in varying de-
grees, each individual tends
to prefer one dominant
function.

Based on these functions
we come up with a score
called a type score, that
places people as one of 16
different types. We try to
avoid putting polar opposites
together. Instead, we assign
roommates with complemen-
tary charactertistics because
natural differences in person-
ality preferences cannot be
accommodated in tight resi-
dence spaces.

We also use a lot of per-
sonal data sheets on which
students tell us about their
personal habitswhether
they are neat or sloppy,
smokers or non-smokers, for
example. Matching compati-
ble students fosters friend-
ship and stability in their
lives, and a sense of com-
munity. In a true community,
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it's relationships that govern
conduct and not rules and
regulations. To foster com-
munity in our residence halls,
we look at ways to create
floor units based on aca-
demic traits, personality ori-
entations, special interests
and other factors that draw
students together. We also
encourage groups to recuit
their own members to
strengthen the cohesion of
the community.

Each year, we ask stu-
dents in residence halls to
write a composite personality
description of their floors to
see if they have come to
grips with the nature of their
group environment. A copy
of the description is put into
a publication called Choices
that is sent to prospective
students so they can make a
more informed decision about
where they want to live.

Here's an excerpt from a
composite profile written by
a 13th floor group of women
students:
"The word that best de-
scribes our floor is 'fun.'
Sometimes we may seem
disorganized, but when we
all want to do something we
all pitch in and it gets done.

"There are lots of different
types of girls on the floor,
with different interests and
activities that make us inter-
esting. Most of us study and
work in the early evenings
and do our considerable so-
cializing in the late evening
hours when doors are open
and popcorn is popping. We
enjoy playing intramural
sports and recently everyone
got sweat pants with 13G
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appliqued on the bottom,
which we all wore at the
same time."

Now listen to the descrip-
tion residents wrote of an-
other floor in the same
building:

"Most of us returned to
the floor this year and the
new girls fit in perfectly.
We're mostly physical ther-
apy majors with a sense of
who we are. We've got
something in common and
put a big emphasis on our
classwork. We often study
together because our sched-
ules are similar. Our group is
also athletic and we are on
our way to winning the wom-
en's dorm league champion-
ship. We do a lot together
and really pride ourselves on
our involvement and support
of one another."

We find, based on their
learning styles and their
Myers-Briggs type that cer-
tain types of students are at-
tracted to certain majors. Not
surprisingly, they also share
other characteristics as well
and consequently find they
have much in common.

More often than not, stu-
dents in homogeneous
groups list as their friends
others living on the same
floor. We've also learned that
as group size increases, op-
portunities for meaningful in-
volvement often decline. The
way students are assigned
as roommates and floormates
is very important in structur-
ing social space so they can
identify with those around
them.



The most valued space on
most floors is the private
rooms. Since we have a lim-
ited number of private
rooms, we give students the
responsibility of deciding how
to allocate them. Some of
the conversations go on for
hours as they discuss who
gets this valued space which
is awarded to students who
contributed the most to the
floor during the past year.
We find this works better
than a housing administrator
holding a lottery for the
rooms, a process that dam-
ages a floor's social stability.

What are some other ways
to build community? One
way is to provide floor funds
so students can buy match-
ing sweat shirts or use the
money to purchase improved
lighting or new carpeting. An-
other way is to find a way
for students to take pride in
where they live by giving
their floor a strong identity.

One of the more fascinat-
ing projects I was involved in
occurred years ago at Au-
burn University. We asked
engineering students in one
of the residence halls to con-
tact the alumni office for the
resumes of distinguished liv-
ing Auburn alumni. After re-
viewing the resumes,
students selected alumni
whose achievements they ad-
mired and invited them to
their floor during alumni
weekend to see where their
names had been permanently
posted.

Included on the list were
the chairman of the board of
AT&T, the vice president of
Eastern Airlines, an astro-
naut, a Rhodes Scholar and
other distinguished engi-
neers. Every one of these

busy people came and, in
many cases, relationships de-
veloped that lasted for many
years. The Rhodes Scholar
donated chemical engineer-
ing texts. The AT&T chair-
man donated computers. The
astronaut is still sending
checks earmarked for "his"
floor. The Auburn project
was successful because it
gave students an ongoing
sense of pride and
ownership.

Students need to feel own-
ership and control of their
primary space, a small dormi-
tory room. They also need to
be able to deal with the
larger secondary space of
their floor and other larger
spaces for group interaction.
If the architecture is such
that, for example, built-in
desks force students to sit
face to face as they study, it
limits this control.

If the floor is so noisy that
students can't find a peace-
ful place for themselves, their
control over their environ-
ments is limited. Finally, the
large public spacesusually
located at the bottom of
high rise buildingsare
spaces over which students
usually have no control.
These are areas in which
crimes and vandalism occur.
They require external control
and security to regulate
them.

We've learned to help stu-
dents control and feel owner-
ship over their primary
space. I've been in buildings
where furniture was literally
chained to the floor. Stu-
dents said they felt like in-
mates, and no wonder! At
St. Louis University, students
are encouraged to paint and
personalize their rooms. We
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ublic
space can also be
personalized so stu-
dents find it appeal-
ing for social
interaction."

show them how to build lofts
and hang curtains to section
off space within the room so
they can establish their own
sense of territory. We've de-
creased damages by as
much as 80 percent by giv-
ing students control of their
personal space. Students do
not invest a lot of time and
energy in their rooms and
then leave them after one
semester. Retention rates
and the degree of personali-
zation go hand-in-hand.

Public space can also be
personalized so that students
find it appealing for social in-
teraction. Successful public
spaces are those in which
students control the space
by selling popcorn, managing
table games, setting up fit-
ness centers and other ap-
pealing activities. The profit
from concessions, games
and membership in the fit-
ness center is used by stu-
dents to improve the public
space so that it gets better
every year.

Environments simultane-
ously shape people and are
shaped by people. Important
to creating effective environ-
ment are the three i's: in-
volvement, influence and
investment. When students
are involved in their environ-
ment, when they have con-
trol and can influence it, they
become personally invested
in it. Anything administrato-1
can do to encourage this
process will enhance stu-
dents' learning and
development.
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re
Center, which offi-
cially opened in
1977, is one of the
most flexible labo-
ratory buildings
ever constructed!'

The
idea behind this
mixing of faculties
is to create a sci-
entific milieu that
inspires those who
work here. Also im-
portant is a spirit of
cooperation which
means that the fa-
culties share the
Center's resources
so that we do not
have to buy dupli-
cates of expensive
equipment."

The Biomedical Center at
Uppsala is a corporation be-
tween two universities
Uppsala University and the
Swedish University of Agricul-
tural Sciences. The Center,
which officially opened in
1977, is one of the most
flexible laboratory buildings
ever constructed. Planning
for the center began in the
early 1960's and construction
was done in four phases,
with occupants moving in as
each phase was completed.
The last phase of construc-
tion was finished in 1982.

Nearly 1,400 scientists,
teachers, and technical and
administrative personnel are
housed in the Center, which
is home to the faculties of
medicine, pharmacy, natural
sciences, veterinary medicine
and some members of the
faculty of agriculture. In all,
32 departments are housed
in the complex, which serves
about 1,500 students. Most
activities at the Biomedical
Center focus on research.
Researchers at the Center
make efficiency their number
one goal.

Different faculties at the
Center are mixed so that, for
example, microbiologists from
all the different faculties have
offices near one another. The
idea behind this mixing of fa-
culties is to create a scien-
tific milieu that inspires those
who work here. Also impor-
tant is a spirit of cooperation
which means that the facul-
ties share the Center's re-
sources so that we do not
have to duplicate expensive
equipment.

Although they share equip-
ment and exchange ideas,
the 32 departments at the

Biomedical Center are auton-
omous. Each has its own
Board and each has kept its
own integrity. On the other
hand, we try to make use of
sharing within the large scale
operation of the Center
whenever feasible, so we
have created a slogan that
suits this viewpoint"inte-
grated integrity." Integrity is
important so we don't have
conflict between the different
departments, but integration
is equally important. Integra-
tion between departments is
not decided from somebody
above. Instead, it is decided
from all the departments on
the same level. If they don't
want to be part of a shared
effort, they have that op::on.

Because it must house
and serve so many, the
Biomedical Center is rather
large. Americans may find it
strange that the buildings are
so low, but the construction
rules in Uppsala forbid struc-
tures to be higher than the
foot of the ancient castle of
Uppsala, a focal point in the
town. The size of the Center
is 4,800 square meters work-
ing area, and 91,000 square
meters total area. In square
feet, this amounts to
10,460,000 square feet.
There are about four miles of
corridors in the Center.

The activity at the Biomed-
ical Center is basic research,
an area which has made
enormous progress. It's abso-
lutely impossible to foresee
what's going to happen
where basic research is con-
cerned. For example, when
we completed phase one of
the Center in 1968, the De-
partment of Natural Sciences
Biochemistry had one room



with one scientist working on
something called microbiol-
ogy. Today, its one of the
largest and most efficiently-
run departments in the Cen-
ter. This shows how much
and how quickly things can
change, and why we need
buildings that can meet
these unanticipated changes.

To plan for such changes
is a challenge. I'm sorry to
say that we still find that
most modern buildings are
rigid and inflexible to the
needs of those who work in
them. When we were plan-
ning the Biomedical Center,
there were two suggested
solutions to making our build-
ings adaptable to their occu-
pants. One solution was the
general one, which meant
that architects had to make
the rooms suitable to any-
thing and everything that
could possibly be needed in
eachelectrical outlets and
fume hooks everywhere, for
example, to meet all conceiv-
able needs. That, of course,
would b extremely expen-
sive and in the end still
might not fulfill the purpose.

The flexible solution, on
the other hand, is just the
opposite. The first thing you
do when you design a lab is
to ask the user to make up
a program telling you how
much space he needs for his
lab, his office and his equip-
ment. Some time elapses be-
tween when he defines his
needs and when the space
is completed. You all per-
haps know the conflict that
arises then between the user
and the architect because by
this time, of course, the re-
quirements have changed.

The flexible solution cho-
sen in designing the Center
is based on the principle
that the experiment should
not have to be adapted to
the laboratory. Instead, the
laboratory should adapt to
the experiment. Each of the
component buildings of the
Center is identical and many
of the component struc-
tureswalls as well as fix-
turescan be moved by
laboratory personnel to meet
their changing needs. An-
other interesting design fea-
ture is that, for democratic
reasons, there is no main en-
trance to this building. This
way, no single department
may claim that it lives at the
main entrance- -there are ac-
tually about 12 entrances to
the building, and all have the
same dignity.

We have been living with
this flexible solution for 20
years now. Throughout the
four phases of construction
new building materials ap-
peared, of course, and tech-
nology made other
advancements in construction
available. However, the basic
concept of flexibility re-
mained unchanged and is
still workable today.
(Professor Obrink's presenta-
tion included an extensive
slide show focusing on de-
sign techniques used in the
planning and construction of
the Biomedical Center.)
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. you
need to define the
collaborative issue
so broadly that no
one group can de-
fine itself as the
exclusive solution."

I'd like to begin by sharing
some background on my
firm, Partners for Livable
Places, which is unique in
that it was formed in 1976-77
as a partner with the Na-
tional Endowment for the
Arts. Partners was estab-
lished under the direction of
the late Nancy Hanks, for-
merly head of the NEA, who
brought together representa-
tives of government and
professional associations in-
terested in working on issues
related to the political, eco-
nomic and social side of why
design and environment con-
tribute to a climate for social
and economic opportunity.

Nancy Hanks realized that
issues of aesthetics rarely
shape communities. Instead,
it's the politics, economics
and social forces influencing
the aesthetic concerns that
actually shape them. Her aim
was to find a structure that
could look at those factors
so that the arts agencies
and arts endowments could
become involved in helping
to use physical design as a
resource for creating more
handsome and aesthetically
pleasing places in communi-
ties.

Today, Partners for Livable
Places has grown into a
working consortium of more
than a thousand different or-
ganizations all working to-
ward this same goal. By
empowering community peo-
ple to create alliances
among the economic and so-
cial forces that can effect
change, Partners is helping
to make environments more
architecturally and aestheti-
cally pleasing.

We have as part of our
governing body groups rang-
ing from the National Wildlife
Fund to the Trade Associa-
tion of Parking Lot Devel-
opers. We believe they are
all contributing to making
places more livable. What
they argue about is the prior-
ities and fiscal allocations of
who comes first in terms of
contributing the elements
necessary to making a place
livable.

One principle we've
3arned from working with all
these groups is that if you
want to structure a collabora-
tive effort, you have to in-
clude everybody. This
approach puts everyone on
the same sidethe right
sideand makes them all
part of the solution instead
of part of the problem.

Another thing we've
learned is that to get these
busy and important people
to take time from their hectic
schedules, you have to in-
clude a "fun factor" to draw
them. Superb food and good
wine are important. Serving
them in an unusual setting is
another good way to attract
people.

The third principle we've
recognized is that you need
to define the collaborative is-
sue so broadly that no one
group can define itself as
the exclusive solution. Many
of the public-private partner-
ships of the past eight years
have come about because
budgets were cut by the fed-
eral government. No one col-
laborates if they're rich
enough to reach their goal
aloneif I don't need your
money or influence, why



should I convince you of my
ideas and get you to collab-
orate when I can accomplish
it all by myself?

These principles were put
into action with our first job,
which occurred in 1980 at
the height of the recession.
At that time, the Rand Cor-
poration for their client, The
National League of Cities, re-
leased a report for the Lea-
gue on where jobs would be
coming from for the future of
the American community.
The report, done by a re-
source economist named
Roger Vaughn, said that the
perceived attractiveness of a
community was directly re-
lated to new jobs and invest-
ment opportunitiesin short
whether it would be an up-
and-coming community.

This perceived attractive-
ness includes creating an im-
age to outsiders entering the
community from the inter-
state, the airport or by rail.
Does the downtown have
sparkle? Does the community
have public art, attractive
landscaping, restored historic
buildings? These add to an
initial impact on the outsider
of "By gosh, this is an inter-
esting place." And that reac-
tion has a direct relationship
to soliciting an investment.

Partners for Livable Places
began working with Dr.
Vaughn at the Rand Corpora-
tion to develop ways to
translate this attractiveness
or perceived attractiveness
of a community into an eco-
nomic development scheme
that we could offer back to
cities, counties and states as
an investment strategy. This
economics amenity program
was carried out between

1980 and 1985 as Partners
worked as a resource to a
number of communities.

At about this same time,
more interesting information
related to economic develop-
ment was released by David
Birch at the Center for Re-
gional Economics and MIT.
Birch conducted a survey of
where new jobs would come
from in terms of company
size. What he found was that
by the year 2000, 82 percent
of all new jobs will be com-
ing from companies employ-
ing fewer than 50 people.

These companies, or
"units of employment," basi-
cally are anchored by a ven-
ture capitalista footloose
entrepreneur who is freed
from raw material and trans-
portation systems. The entre-
preneur needs to be
connected via computer net-
works and prefers to live in
places that are attractive,
have good schools and rec-
reation opportunities, and
provide some diversity of cul-
ture and population. Clearly
the perceived attractiveness
of a community is a major
drawing card for attracting
these entrepreneurs who will
create a variety of service
jobs and add to the commu-
nity's vitality in many other
ways.

Another study, this one
conducted by the late
Harvey Per low, formerly Dean
of the School of Architecture
at UCLA, showed that these
jobs of the future were not
ones that traditional Cham-
bers of Commerce and Eco-
nomic Development Councils
were trained to attract. The
recommendation was the
whole approach to economic
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ach
university is basi-
cally an economic
unit involved in re-
cruiting and training
many of the entre-
preneurs who will
fuel the American
dream in years to
come."

development, previously di-
rected toward attracting in-
dustry, should be retooled to
attract high tech and service
sectors.

A corollary to the fact that
communities need to be at-
tractive places to interest
this new breed of employer
is that they also need to
present their best face to at-
tract tourists. Tourism is al-
ready the world's largest
industry and it's number one,
two or three in 47 of 50 U.S.
states. A new form of tour-
ism has arisen called cultural
tourism, in which the commu-
nity itself is the destination.
This cultural tourism has
taken over the largest share
of the growing tourism
market.

A survey last year by the
U.S. Travel Data Service
showed that the most popu-
lar destination for tourists
was not national parks,
beaches or major cities. In-
stead, the most popular
choice of tourists was a visit
to small towns and cities to
partake of the food, culture,
entertainment and recrea-
tional opportunities.

The most popular trips
were taken by families on
three-day weekends. Be-
cause of their archives and
historians, universities and in-
terested scholars are excel-
lent resources for telling the
full histories of their commu-
nities to tourists. Many uni
versities also offer
accommodations to travelers
of all ages through youth
and elder hostels.

Increasingly, universities
are also educating a growing
middle class from the Third
World, many of whom will

stay in the U.S. to feed the
"entrepreneurial miracle"
that's occurring here. Educa-
tion, then, is not just a
standard of providing leader-
ship in our own country, it is
also a major economic offer-
ing to the Third World. Each
university is basically an eco-
nomic unit involved in recruit-
ing and training many of the
entrepreneurs who will fuel
the American dream in years
to come.

According to Dr. Per low, a
cultural model of communi-
ties will help quantify what's
needed to attract economic
development opportunities.
Per low's model of culture is
a broad one. It includes all
public and private academic
institutions, the zoo, the li-
brary, the performing arts,
the gospel choir. Viewed in
this way, everyone in the
community becomes a partic-
ipant in the culture.

Before his death, Per low
worked with the UCLA Busi-
ness School to do a model
of its economic contributions
to the Los Angeles econ-
omyexcluding the film in-
dustryso that the model
would be representative of
other cities. He found that
the Business School was the
third largest economic unit in
Los Angeles in terms of di-
rect jobs and revenues from
ancillary services such as
taxis, restaurants and hotels.

Then Per low looked back
within city government and
said, "All right. If this is that
important, how do we plan
an investment strategy for
long-term yield, for maximum
yield on this area of cul-
ture?" He found that the city
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had no minister of cultural af-
fairs, no investment strategy
for cultural affairs. In fact, it
was the least-managed yet
one of the most important
aspects of the city's eco-
nomic future.

Perlow then got the politi-
cians and business people
and those in economic devel-
opment to realize that their
universities, their arts cen-
ters, their botanical gardens
were "infrastructure hard-
ware," and that the care
given to these facilities was
as imporant as the roads,
bridges and sewers of the
city. Further, he said it was
the "software"the people,
the professors, the artists
who were the software sys-
tem that needed equal man-
agement in terms of salaries,
compensations, and invest-
ment and enrichment fo their
contributions to the culture of
the city.

I don't know of any cities
in the U.S. or Canada where
a university is in the lead for
doing a cultural plan, but
there are 68 cities in those
countries all doing cultural
plans tied to their economic
futures. There are many dif-
ferent approach to cultural
planssome are dictatorial,
others are participatory. Re-
gardless of how it's devel-
oped, the university can
function as a unique hub, a
central secretariat, for a cul-
tural plan.

Unfortunately, in many
communities the university is
the least seen, the least in-
volved and the least re-
spected member of the
partnership for advancing the
community. Whether it's look-
ing at such issues as race

relations, economic develop-
ment or growth management,
the university is hardly ever
at the table of the leaders in
trying to form a consortium
that looks ahead and ad-
dresses civic issues. I make
the case that a university's
interests are identical to
those of the community
where it educates and em-
ploys citizens.

Universities are stake-hold-
ers in attracting investors to
their communities. In many
cases, I've found that uni-
versities are reticent about
getting involved in economic
development, claiming it's
too controversial an area,
that faculty members don't
have release time or can't
bill their work to a research
grant.

Yet facilities managers and
faculty members are major
players in advancing how de-
sign and quality planning
should become a community
standard. The university's
setting is a neutral one
where a community's future
can be plotted. If you think
of the undertaking as a cul-
tural plan, you may discover
there are new resources to
help pay your bills and sup-
port your role as more peo-
ple understand the
dimensions of universities'
contributions to their
communities.

Among the findings that
emerged from Partners for
Livable Places' five-year eco-
nomics amenity program with
communities in the U.S. and
Canada was that most insti-
tutionsbe they university
building authorities or public
library boardswere involved
in the selection of architects
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Oise
levels are another
consideration in de-
termining whether a
community is livable
and attractive. A
quiet city is an eco-
nomic city."

who had contributed to
someone's political fund or
had other personal or politi-
cal ties.

As an alternative, we and
the National Endowment for
the Arts advanced the idea
that competitions for who
would do these jobs would
both result in fresh new
plans and also the competi-
tion itself could be used as
a marketing strategy for the
community. This idea was
implemented in Orange
County, California, where we
worked with the library board
to hold a competition for the
library in San Juan,
Capistrano.

The Board hired the Dean
of the Princeton University
School of Architecture, Rob-
ert Graves, who brought the
library in below cost and
ahead of schedule. The li-
brary has become such a
popular cultural spot that
there's a waiting list for peo-
ple who want to use it for
weddings and other events.
As a result of this success,
all libraries in Orange County
are mandated for interna-
tional competitions.

This type of universal ex-
citement results when the
community participates. You
can create a community con-
sensus with a strategy that
the appearance of the com-
munity is an important
shared value and that every-
one can contribute to it. For
example, in Jacksonville, Flor-
ida, the Chamber of Com-
merce led a successful drive
to ban billboards leading
from the city's airport be-
cause citizens were con-
vinced the ugly boards
harmed this conservative

city's ability to attract quality
development.

Once people agree on the
importance of this quality of
public spaces, they have to
decide who's responsible for
animating them, for providing
the performing arts, the trash
pickup, and a public art pol-
icy. In many cases, this falls
between the cracks and a
special entity needs to be
created to see these things
get done. There's a sym-
biotic relationship between
people using public places,
reduction of crime and in-
creased purchasing. That's
why communities need a
sense of activity and vitality
in their public spaces, which
should be attractive, well-lit,
well-landscaped and well-
cared for.

Noise levels are another
consideration in determining
whether a community is liva-
ble and attractive. A quiet
city is an economic city. In
fact, there's a direct relation-
ship between high noise lev-
els and low building rents.
Obviously, a city with low air
and water pollution is also
more attractive. For example,
in the last 10 years )enver
once one of the great desti-
nationshas become one of
the most polluted towns in
America and it's paying the
economic price for it now.

All these thingsculture,
design, animation, green
spaces, clean air and water,
tourism facilitiesadd up to
the perceived attractiveness
that makes communities eco-
nomically viable and aestheti-
cally pleasing places to live
and work, and to start and
crow new businesses.
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he
university is a cul-
tural artifact of our
time and age. As a
physical artifact, the
university embodies
the highest environ-
mental values of
our particular cul-
ture. We will be
judged on the basis
of what we do to
that environment."

Before describing the Ore-
gon Experiment, I want to
first talk very briefly about
six factors that are important
to the university environment
in terms of learning and
higher education. First, there
are the functional needs of a
university that satisfy learning
and education. These are
the ones we deal with every
dayspace allocation, equip-
ment and facilities.

The second factor is ac-
cess to facilities through
transportation planninges-
pecially parkingwhich in
the modern American univer-
sity drives almost everything
else we do. Long-range plan-
ning projections also fall in
this category.

Now we get into the
things that are a bit more in-
teresting in terms of the role
of the university in creating
an environment for learning,
and that is the third factor
the physical environment.
The environment we're creat-
ing and designing for thou-
sands of people on campus
is helping to establish values
in those people.

Through this process we
are teaching students and
others who occupy campus
environments about the qual-
ity of places in general and
the campus in particular. Stu-
dents are formulating environ-
mental ideals while they are
on a university campus. The
quality and character of the
environments we're creating
give: rise to environmental re-
spect or disrespect, and the
way we treat an environment
will be the way students will
also treat that environment.

A fourth factor is that the
university should foster the
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democratic participation of all
members of the community
in decisions about the envi-
ronment so they can under-
stand the value of such
activity. Within that context,
the design and planning of
the environment is a political
experience that offers a lot
of potential for learning. In
terms of this fourth principle,
it's important to recognize
that the university is a dy-
namic, constantly changing
institution. The people occu-
pying the environment are
also constantly changing.

Issues five and six are re-
lated to viewing the univer-
sity as an environment for
learning and have to do with
important considerations
about the university as a
physical place within a cul-
ture. The first has to do with
the fact that the university
environment is a kind of illus-
tration of the best place we
cL.) make. The university is a
cultural artifact of our time
and age. As a physical arti-
fact, the university embodies
the highest environmental
values of our particular cul-
ture. We will be judged on
the basis of what we do to
that environment.

With that introduction, I
want to talk about the Ore-
gon Experiment and campus
planning at the University of
Oregon. When I speak about
participatory planning, I'm
talking about an activity that
directly involves the users of
the campus. This is not
something that only happens
at the University of Oregon
through the Oregon experi-
ment. I believe that participa-
tory campus planning is
engaged in by everyone in



this roomit is really impos-
sible for a modern university
to exist without some level of
participatory planning.

The title of my presenta-
tion refers to "Alexander's
Oregon Experiment." Christo-
pher Alexander is an archi-
tect and architectural theorist
who grew up in Great Brit-
ain. He's currently a profes-
sor of architecture at the
University of California-Berke-
ley with a practice dealing
with a broad range of design
problems. The "Oregon Ex
periment" is a particular
process that operates within
an exceedingly conventional
circumstance of planning and
design.

The University of Oregon is
one of seven institutions in
the state. Founded in 1876,
it's the principal liberal arts
institution in Oregon and has
a long tradition of encourag-
ing the participation of fac-
ulty, staff and students in
decisions affecting t`te uni-
versity. There have oeen four
major planning periods at the
University of Oregon:

1876-1910 we think of
this as the unplanned pe-
riod, when all design and
construction was probably
carried out under the direc-
tion of the university
president.
1914-1940 this was called
the Lawrence period be-
cause an architect named
Ellis F. Lawrence was re-
sponsible for the majority
of the historic center of the
university built during this
time.
1960-1975 called the
Lackey period after a cam-
pus planner of the same

name, it ushered in a new
era of construction and the
emergence of many prob-
lems with the quality of
campus architecture.
1975-present the Oregon
Experiment was introduced
by Alexander. The Experi-
ment was not designed to
replace traditional campus
planning methods but as
an addition to these
methods.
The concepts embodied in

the Oregon Experiment are
influenced by Christoper
Alexander's experience as an
undergraduate at Cambridge
University in England. If
you've ever been there, you
know the wonderful qualities
of that place and can see
how it weighed heavily on
Alexander's thinking.

Based on a more broadly
theoretical work of Alex-
ander, the Oregon Experi-
ment is called a timeless
way of buildinga kind of
idealized speculation about
the potentials of the planning
and design process. Alex-
ander proposed that it is
possible for people not
trained as architects and
planners to make a signifi-
cant contribution. He also
provided a compelling criti-
cism of the nature of build-
ing and design in our culture
that I feel is a very valid
criticism.

Among his observations
was that there is little sys-
tematic knowledge in the de-
sign professions and a
rampant commercialism in
the environment that we can
see illustrated by the typical
American city. Alexander also
said that we rely too much
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`Oregon Experi-
ment' is a particu-
lar process that
operates within an
exceedingly conven-
tional circumstance
of planning and
design."



"Alex-
ander proposes a
participatory proc-
ess of design
where everyone in
the culture has ac-
cess to design
knowledge."

lex-
ander proposed six
principles to guide
the future of cam-
pus planning: or-
ganic order,
participation, piece-
meal growth, pat-
terns. diagnosis and
coordination."

on the knowledge of individu-
als to design places. For ex-
ample, we take a million
square foot building and we
give it to an architect and
say "Go design this thing."
We see what we have when
he comes back and graces
us with his presence.

Alexander's view is that
design is too far removed
from the people who actually
use the places because
there is no opportunity for in-
dividual users to share their
needs and concerns. Lastly,
he talks about the need for
places to make a better fit
between what they should
be and what they need to
be.

Alexander proposes a par-
ticipatory process of design
where everyone in the cul-
ture has access to design
knowledge. In this way, it is
possible to design places
very directly from their accu-
mulated knowledge. These
ideas may seem very naive
and stupid on first reading,
but when you read them
carefully and think about
them there's a lot of wisdom
in Alexander's timeless way
of building.

The Oregon Experiment as
a book is part of a three-vol-
ume set authored by Alex-
ander that includes The
Timeless Way of Building,
The Master Pattern List and
The Oregon Experiment. All
three are published by Ox-
ford University Press.

The Oregon Experiment
was adopted as the official
planning policy at the Univer-
sity of Oregon in 1975. It
was never approved by the
state system of higher edu-
cationthey don't like it, so
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it's operating on our campus
in spite of the state system.
It's meant to be a model for
community planning in gen-
eral and not just campus
planning.

Alexander proposed six
principles to guide the future
of campus planning: organic
order, participation, piece-
meal growth, patterns, diag-
nosis and coordination.

The first principle, organic
order, states that the order
in a campus and the devel-
opment of the campus will
come out of the individual
small actions of a large
number of people working
together.
The second principle, par-
ticipation, states that all
campus users have an op-
portunitybut are not re-
quiredto participate in
campus planning and de-
sign, and that the organiza-
tion of the process should
facilitate that kind of en-
gagement and involvement.
The third principle, piece-
meal growth, essentially
says that the budgeting for
the university should facili-
tate a large number of
small projects rather than a
few large ones. Through
these small projects, the
whole of the environment
gets transformed and im-
proved rather than just one
little piece of it getting
developed.
The fourth principle, pat-
terns, states that the order
of the community, both the
physical order and the
quality of the community in
this design process, will
emerge based on those
communally adopted pat-
terns that are statements



of criteria about the nature
of the environment.
The fifth principle, diagno-
sis, is not operating very
well on our campus. Essen-
tially, a diagnostic plan
takes a pattern statement
and evaluates the degree
to which the campus is
satisfying that pattern
statement. The closest
thing the University of Ore-
gon has to a fixed plan are
diagnostic plans.
The sixth principle, coordi-
nation, basically says any-
body can propose a
project, develop it and
present it to the campus
planning board.
Here's how a typical proj-

ect is handled within this
framework: After funding has
been secured, a series of
steps is implemented by the
campus planning office.

First, a user group is se-
lected, regardless of
whether it's a five thousand
dollar project or a five mil-
lion dollar one. The user
groups are formed of peo-
ple who have a direct
stake in the project.
Second, the user group
then goes to work on the
project program and the is-
sues related to the project.
Third, the user group se-
lects the architect. This is
an interesting phenomenon
because on many cam-
puses, the architect is se-
lected by the university
president.
Fourth, the architectalong
with the planning facilitator
from the office of campus
planningselects an order
or set of patterns that are
criteria statements about
znvironmental quality. For

most large projects, there
may be as many as a 100
or so of these patterns.
Patterns are then reviewed
and organized in order of
the most global to the
most specific.
Fifth, design meeting proto-
cols are established in
which the patterns are
grouped into chunks of
eight to 12 so that archi-
tects and user groups can
sit down together and
make decisions about the
patterns in a systematic
fashion. Each project, of
course, takes many
meetings.
The first serious piece of

architecture addressed
through the Oregon Experi-
ment was the addition to
and remodeling of the School
of Music. The second project
consisted of additions to and
remodeling of the School of
Education.

The Oregon Institute of
Marine Biology, a satellite
campus on the Oregon
coast, also followed this
process. An old World War II
army barracks, the Institute
was falling down but it had a
kind of ambience that the
people who lived there
wanted to recreate.

They developed a design
for a complex of long, nar-
row open buildings sur-
rounded by open spaces so
light could enter from both
sides. The process, which
took a year before construc-
tion began, was fraught with
difficulties and the architects
didn't like working with it
very much, but the complex
won an Al honor award. It is
a remarkably humane place
to study marine biology.
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