88

88

ities in the appraisal of built space 88
ver differences 90
< 3in architecture 90

91

Social design 91
Biophilic design 93

Lot

Evidence-based de<’; -
94

94

35

95



Interactions between people and buildings are complex. People vary; built structures
vary. Ask ten people what they think of a particular building and you may hear ten
different answers. However, ask the ten about another building and their answers
may be quite uniform. The first part of this chapter is about the ways people evalu-
ate, or built environments around them. The second part offers an overview
of approaches that use insights and knowledge from environmental psychology to
inform the design of the built environment to enhance human welfare.

When is a buil 7 z beaudiful? The answer is that beauty is partly in the eye of the
beholder and pa - 1 the building itself (see Chapters 4 and 7 for a similar argument
pertaining to nzr . stumuli and settings). For example, architects and lay persons
sometimes disagree :> it whether a building is beautiful, but other times almost
everyone thinksabu. i~ -isbeaurtiful or ugly (see Box 9.1). Environmental psycholo-
gists aim to discove: —:°: . human differences and which design differences account
for such variation ar.2 ... rmity in environmental appraisals so they can usefully
contribute to the desige: . _ 1 “ings, neighbourhoods and cities (e.g. Gifford, 1980:

& Shaw, 2002). In this sec - . v'e Arst discuss uniformities in the appraisal of built
settings that reflect the influence I the physical qualities of those settings. Next, we
discuss variations in apprais: - « ssociated with differences in observers” personal
characteristics.

Environmental psychologists have spext much time identifying qualities of the built
environment that lead to consistent | -.isals across observers (Stamps & Nasar.
1997). One such attribute is a build'. s exterior, or facade. Many people prefer
fagades that express a sense of the past, that have detailed, decorated, grooved or
three-dimensional surfaces that appear to provide shelter and invite touch and explo-
ration (Frewald, 1990).

Environmental Psychology: An Introduction, First Edition. Edited by Linda Steg. Agnes E. van den Berg,
Judith I. M. de Groot.

© 2013 the British Psychological Society and John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Published 2013 by the British
Psychological Society and John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.



"~z 2e, modern buildings was evalu-  Association by - -z
:.os of architects and lay persons  #34 for lay pers: -z
= 2000). The findings showed that are easy to fina s~
:  Idings were appraised positively  engine, if you are z_"z _
i and lay persons, some were However, et "2~ =2-72 I I-I:z:: z-2
_zs7iively by one group, and nega- not merely poil-ta-27: -z it
-z other group, and some were dis- 42 buildings on 57 - 7=z
-~ groups. The Bank of China Tower facadestolearn vha: = z::
- 3 w~as the favourite of lay persons and negative apg-
: ~d choice of architects. This shows observers. The rest s :
:5 sle to design a building that both  the two groups terzzz ::
- 2veryday people like. But the two  aspects of the facace <z -z
- :zverely disagree too. Disney Head-  and value aspects ¢” "~z
© s Angeles was hated by architects  ings with morerailings ~ - -z = =z: b
. .d by lay people (#3). Yet Stockley fewer arches elicitec ~:-z 2 z:z:_ z "7 =-
=2 1987-1989) in England was #4 for  tects than for lay pesz-: =
s but #33 for lay persons. Some more psychologically e-z.:2: -2~ = 23 :z-s
ere complete aesthetic failures by buildings withnums-z_: -_-2z:::z::2-2
_ 7 both groups (e.g. the Chicago Bar  corners,and more tria~z. 2 = z2~=z-::

-~ aeral, three types of abstract, aesthetic qualities that elicit =z 27 Zoorzs-
- been distinguished: and ‘Nasar. 1- © Ftomm -
~Jude abstract concepts such as complexity, order anc vnc. .. .. Do
. s are expressed through design style (e.g. art deco or »c 2220
- —1alities refer to a design’s goodness-of-example or typicalic-tooin s mInin
.. ~{e.g. restaurants, shops). According to Nasar, combina.c... 7 12 .z Z. .
= e different appraisals. For example, buildings with a familiar = ~oms0 0
- ..z orderliness and moderate complexity are usually evalur.c” z: o - =
rzzs buildings with a complex and atypical design style are =210 -7 - o s
g'. The relation berween complexity and preference usu.. -z 2o 122
.~ >e: buildings with an intermediate level of complexity tendt " rumzl oo
- ~wxith the most and least complexity (e.g. Imamoglu, 2000 :xisis T -
- . for which greater complexity is generally associated w.... Ji-77zr oo anse
: Chapter 4).
: or design style, a study of architects and lay persons showe ©.° 1. . . s
arm and Tudor-style buildings (houses with deeply pitchec == 5.2 dec .2-
. =mbering) as most desirable, Mediterranean and saltbox-style - -7 -gs wie  den
..~ with sloping roofs) as least desirable, farm-style as most friendlv. colonial as



most unfriendly, colonial and Tudor as highest in status, and saltbox and Me.:--
ranean as lowest in status (Nasar, 1989).

The influence of typicality on aesthetic appraisals of built structures depenz:
the desirability of the structure. More typicality may increase preference for des:r: -
places such as urban parks, but lower preference for undesirable places, such as z.
(Herzog & Stark, 2004).

De: -2 tzese uniformities, appraisals also sometimes vary from person to pec: . -

Seir 2 - _efer new buildings, others prefer traditional buildings. Some apprecia:. -

acti’ . - Lasy streets, while others despise it. In general, individual differenc:.

25, intendons, knowledge, moods, culture and life experiences all interact

- _ characteristics of a built setting to determine appraisals of that sz=

e oo 1755 Gifford, 1980; Verderber&Moore 1977; Ward, 1977). Individuals -
P2 levels of education and income differ in the inferences they draw from

s. For example, as educational level and income increase, preferer

2ouses decreases and preference for contemporary style | -
1219).

-2 2. lccupation also influence environmental appraisal. For exami:

ittes fioosodl lsed during their education to prefer certain designs over .'.',:

1777 :nZ o use specific schemes to judge buildings (Devlin, 1990 .

mav | . o arizizzots are often unable to predict what non-architects will find 2.

able im . i ..o.x 20 71 & Gifford, 2001; Nasar, 1989). In general, architects =z

o2zl housing forms than non-architects, who tend to o::

conver “"mzl 0 7o s s Nasar & Purcell, 1990). Non-architects also differ -

architects i thzz 70~ o seuate rooms over rectangular ones, with higher
average ceil: S “iiv & Kurr, 1978; Nasar, 1981).

Other tuie < -:vo .. 2fluence preferences for the design or organ: = -

of buildings. F?: : ..«.. nursing home administrators, designers anZ :

dents were show= .. =t - ome design options, the administrators _
designers favoured - 1 -_: < ~~.ed social interaction for residents, whiie - .
dents preferred plans z2:: . ___..:Z t0 aZord them the most privacy (Duffy, * -
Beck, & Barker, 198 .

Given that research reveals marked differences in how people evaluate a s .-
environmental psychologists search for reasons why. One idea is that architeczs -
non-architects differ in their appraisals because they differ in their percept:-

, that is, what sorts of associations from a person’s life dc
visual 1mage of the buildmo evoke, in terms of, for example, historical events
preferences and power relatlons. This idea is supported by Groat (1982), who ::



that architects sorted a set of modern and postmodern buildings according to design,
quality, style, form and possible historic significance, whereas lay persons (account-
ants) sorted the buildings mostly according to their preferences and building type
(e.g. residence, office). Remarkably, the lay persons did not recognise postmodern
buildings as being distinct from the other modern buildings, which suggests that
some of the meanings that architects try to convey with their design styles do not
exist for lay persons.

Generally, the goal of many architects is to design buildings that communicate
meaning in the sense of typicality, or function: a library should look like a library
and a hotel should look like a hotel, even if another goal is to accomplish this without
making every building of a given type look the same (Genereux, Ward, & Russell,
1983). Being able to discern the purpose of a structure is important for community
residents (Groat & Canter, 1979). In general, settings with multiple meanings identi-
ties) are often disliked, whereas settings in which the general use is clearly defined
are preferred (Nasar, 1983).

Attempts to design buildings that promote human well-being and behaviour have
been undertaken for many vears (e.g. Dempsey, 1914). Three modern approaches to

this are . — designing buildings to best serve human needs and wants,
- the integration of natural shapes, forms, and processes in architec-
ture — and — designing buildings based on the best available

evidence on the effectiveness of design measures.

Unfortunately, in modern industrialised socjeties, a gap exists between building
designers and building users. Architects generally do not discuss their project plans
with those who will potentially use a space on a daily basis, except when they design
a private residence. Instead, they communicate with boards of directors or facility
managers who usually do not work or study in the space after it is complete.

This gap means that specific behavioural needs of building users are often not
included in the building design and rationales for the architect’s decisions are
not explained to most users. Social design (Sobmmer, 1983; also see Box 9.2) aims
to bridge the gap between building designers and users. It is distinguished from



Social designers keep six goals in mind to productivity in an office building or

facilitate communication between the principal enhance socialisation in a community
players in the design process and remind them centre.

that the typical building user is a principal player - Goal 4: Enhance personal control of
(Gifford, 2007a). occupants. When users are able to

change a setting to meet their
needs, the setting tends to be less
stressful.

+ Goal 1:Create a setting that matches or
fits the needs and behaviours of its
occupants. This goal is also referred to

as congruence, habitability or goodness * Goal 5: Facilitate social support
of fit and encourage cooperation in the

setting.
+  Goal 2: Satisfy the needs of bu""ding 'ng

users, because occupants spend much
time living and working in designed

+  Goal 6: Employ imageability to help
occupants and visitors find their way
without the stress of becoming lost or

spaces.
+ Goal 3: Positively change behaviour in confused.

the setting. For exa ~¢ e. increase
rraditicia” ¢~ 7 design because it does not focus on large-scale, corporate, high-
cost apr - ~cozs.  stead, it favours a small-scale, human-oriented, democratic
approach. . ... .. .nirom and abourt a building’s potential occupants, meaning and

local context is .. & . make sure that the architecture will enhance well-being and
health-promori: g ~emo i

Social desigr -s invesT7 : the amitudes and behaviour of furure building occu-
pants — even on laige-sca.z orc’ects. This is accomplished by interviewing potential
occupants about their exrzc - . needs i various areas of the building, how much

time they might spend at ce=za® - " _ts within the floor plan, and whether any special
requirements exist among (ze.1. e.g. different levels of lighting for people of different

ages). This approach almost guarantees success, because it combines the inpurt of
building users with the training and experience of an environmental psychologist,
an architect and other relevant expertise to create the best possible built space within
local contexts and constraints. Some examples of successful social design are in
studies of hospital renovations (e.g. Becker & Poe, 1980) and other health facilities
(e.g. Gifford & Martin, 1991).

Not every principal contributor in the design process understands the advanrages
of social design. Some archirects assume that if a space is strucrurally beautiful,
occupants will be so impressed with the aesthetics that functionality will take care
of itself over time. Some architects question why they ought to match a building to



the needs and behaviours of a specific group of people when either the group or the
needs of that group might change several times during the lifetime of the space. The
response of environmental psychologists is that when a building’s use changes, a new
planning and design process can be undertaken.

Humans evolved in natural environments for millennia 222 =z = Z._ 2 n cites for
only a short portion of our existence as a species. Therefore. « -~ - matmodern

people still have , or an innate tendency to affilic 2 :¢ 7oamral
elements (e.g. Wilson, 1984; see also Chapters 4, 6 e~ .~ 2 . 1"z~ =1~ ~ be
fulfilled, then positive and restorative experiences are 222 - .2 ___: Tous Ll
settings that integrate representations of the natural w. "Z... == J1 (1 s,
as well as healthy attributes such as natural ventilation 2= " “ 0 0 o "L seem

to benefit occupant well-being and behaviour. This
grate biophilic experiences with sustainable b7 21 - -
Heerwagen, & Mador, 2008).

Biophilic design is closely related = restzz: ==z i ool e cuses

on the promotion of Fee ; "7 pnent
of biophilic experience (Hartig, Bzi: - ... .. . Chapters
5 and 6). Restoration may stem rom T2 oo J2 1T omizoinlocoo o cztural ele-
ments, but it can also occur in restiul ©lacss so iy iz o0 0 oot have
obvious natural elements (see also Chapter © . _..  -iiiiczzrz <0 S~ omay be
considered a more general form of biophilic . . oro. .. . restful
experiences characteristic of natural environments, =2 s = . ©.2lzss 10 resiricted
to natural elements. After all, perhaps our most restorative a2z 2. i ~ze2inz. which
is almost always done indoors.

An important difference between biophilic design anl s::izl Zo.70 s Tharin

biophilic design, building users are not directly questiciec
proponents of biophilic and restorative design make use of res:z
impacts of buildings on users. For example, some research s=
exposure to nature leads to long-term stress and negative . 1’ ..

environment (Joye, 2007; Parsons, 1991; Ulrich, 1984). However iT 1< is . -ue, one
may ask why buildings do not include more natural content. One ¢ *~~= s that build-
ings are often planned with cost efficiency in mind, instead of integrating natural
forms (Salingaros, 2004). Another reason might be rooted in the Zring that produc-
tivity on a simple task decreased when many plants were in the ofiice _arsen, Adams,
Deal, Kweon, & Tyler, 1998). Perhaps biophilic elements are good for workers’
mental health, but less beneficial for their productivity.

According to this approach, all building design should be informed by the best avail-
able evidence on the effectiveness of each design decision. Proponents of this



appr:- = arguae that designing by intuition, fasz=2.. . _ . “elv on the basis of theory,

prece  ~ © or aesthetics is less likely to producs = -:l.lvely habitable built setting
than L lesign is solidly based on research.

Recently, increased calls for evidence-based =~z =2z been made (e.g. Zimring
& Bosch, 2008), although the need has beer: =z- - s - decades (e.g. Zeisel, 1975).
Research by environmental psychologists = Z:: . ed the positive impact of a
range of design characteristics, such asred... -~ ..~z z=ranced lighting and ventila-
tion, better ergonomic designs, supp.. *z = "r:r.azzs. the provision of personal
control and improved layouts on wen-veng ana runciioning of building users
(Gifford, 2007a; Sommer, 1983; Ulrick. T - 7 .. = “~seph, & Choudhary, 2004,

see also Chapter 3). Especially in heal " .c.o: - LoTE L‘lese ﬁndmvs are increas-
ingly used in an effort to improve o o ..z itz
reduction and safety.

Even the most outdocrs-2:l:. =7 s=i7lz ~-Zmostof their lives in one building or
another, and the rest © ::7:m2 12 i:0-o Sty of our time indoors. These struc-
tures are, therefers, 0 wz:7 = o-: o o_ 1o our well-being. In this chapter we have
discussed some : i . . “'erences in people’s appraisal of built

settingsinrela - .c _-:o o - - _f . Those settings and observer characteristics.
We have aI_ Laho rmrimel camn i hilic deswn and evidence-based design as
three recert :> sTiliicoinit .o slate mswhts from environmental psychol-
ogy * Toun miosl T asers needs and improve their well-being. In
sum. t}‘ ' S ’_Jn empirical research successfully interfaces w1th
archiz -.i_ . szzf tL: T2t T o mirror occupants’ behavioural tendencies and
enhance 1= oo - Zemzz T s will not only reduce stress and prolong satisfac-
tion of occuzent T < ate procedural improvements and save undue criti-
cdsmandt - _. o Ztzil 7o
One pe.. ~ s oims =il impression of a place or structure.
- “ztions from a person’s life evoked by the visual image of a build-
ing, in terms of, for e~ - ‘le, historical events, styles, preferences and power relations.

People’s : .endency to seek connections with nature and other forms of life.
Ades'_.. . proach that promotes the integration of natural shapes, forms and
processes in building design with the assumption that bringing nature indoors is restorative
because it emulates our species’ long time spent in natural surroundings.



An approach to designing buildings based on the best available evi-
dence on the effectiveness of design measures.
] In Nasar’s system. there are three formal qualities (or combinations of them):
perceived enclosure, complexiry and order of a building.
The physiological and psychological process of recovery from stress and mental
fatigue.
' A building design’s typicality for a certain category (e.g. restaurants, shops).
A small-scale. human-oriented, democratic approach to building design in which
information about, and the views of, a building’s potential occupants. local context, and
meaning take precedence over formal design criteria.
A type of abstract quality expressed through design style.
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Describe two physical attributes and two observer characteristics that have consistently been
found to influence the aesthetic appraisal of built settings.

. Describe at least three differences between architects and lay persons in their appraisal of built
settings.
How can differences in the appraisal of built settings berween architects and lay persons be
explained?
Describe the six goals of social design.

. Besides social design, which other modern design approaches have strived for the promotion
of human well-being and behaviour in buildings?



