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EARLY DAYS

Any account of a natural process must be a simplificatThe written word can only

sketch the; variety that is integral to growth and changés Ehtrue whether it is a

garden that is being described or a human career. Bua fmareer there is a further
distortion. The sequence of activities that intertwiaanake a period in a person's life
when written as a history has far more shape and diect it than it ever has at the
time, when it is being experienced.

Certainly, for me, setting out to produce an intellectigtory of myself, | am aware
that the history | am about to describe, as confusat raay be presented, will appear
far less haphazard than it felt at the time. The anbitess of the emerging story line
may be gauged by considering the research contractswhoch | am currently
responsible. These range from studies of the egpeel of homeopathy to examination
of the behaviour of serial murderers and rapists anblide studies of safety in the steel
industry and the design of psychogeriatric facifitiéll these current studies have roots
in. my earlier work in environmental psychology, evemufgh those roots may be
confusingly entangled in a disordered undergrowth. Triesent chapter, therefore, is in
part at least, a personal exploratiimough this undergrowth want to see if | can
discover how | got to where | am. | hope that thidl Wvelp me to understand more fully
the nature of my current location and the possibdiiiegives me for future ventures. It
is to be hoped too that any such personal discoveriealsdl benefit you, the reader.

Office Size

The profligate diversity of my current activities alagied from an unambitious PhD on
the effects of office size on worker performance. Wiet PhD had in common with
nearly all my later work, and all my current researcha idetermination to use field
based methodologies to develop psychological the@b®ut environmental actions and
experience. A predilection for using multivariate statis as an aid to the development
of these theories was also present from my eandiesties.

Curiously, though, | had found my way into the study ofic&f size from an
undergraduate degree in psychology at Liverpool UnityersThe psychology
department at Liverpool was steeped in the experiatetradition of British
psychology, but through the guidance of its head, L.Sm#d®@mw (cf. his history of
psychology 1987) and other members of staff, notably.Br&nley (as revealed clearly
in his book on case study methodology, 1986) thesie @ productively eclectic debate
about the nature of psychology and appropriate direstfon its growth. | had wished
to follow my personal interests in art to study empiricaltlaetics for a doctorate, but the
only opportunity available to me was to join the Pilkington éa@sh Unit in Liverpool
University's Department of Building Science. This multtgiinary team was lead by an
architect, Peter Manning who had written on architecturalcaiion and systematic
design procedures. His objective was to develop appsatdadll aspects of a building's
environment. He brought a geographer and a physicist on tdedma as well as a
psychologist, Brian Wells, who was studying the psychologioglications of open plan
offices (Manning 1965). In effect, Brian Wells supervisedy mAhD, which was
nonetheless registered in the Department of Psychology. Migusxistence with feet in
more than one university discipline was presaged from myesadays as a researcher.

The Pilkington Research Unit encouraged me to move away frioous on aesthetics
and look directly at the implications of office size for warkerformance. At times | feel
that my subsequent research has been a struggle to retugndogimal interest in how
the physical phenomena, that are artistic productions, can baeke a significant
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emotional impact. But the office research convinced me fibld research explores a
different class of phenomena to those that are studiedinwitie confines of the
experimental psychology laboratory. So although there canrbiguf interactions

between laboratory and field studies they should not be miscedsas studying the
same thing.

My own interests have always been in what people do in tialy lives rather than in
what they can do if a psychologist asks them. | think thatpgibaps also has some roots
in my experiences in student drama when | was an undergeadubecame very clear to
me that people have a huge flexibility for generating astiander training and
instruction. The laboratory experiment really examines twege and limits of this
flexibility.

The study of offices taught me this because | had set oKamime directly the impact of

office size on the performance of clerical workers. Tésults showed that people in their
own small offices were performing better than people irrtbein large offices, but that

this effect disappeared when people were tested in odmplels large or small offices.

This was difficult to understand as a direct effect of effsize on performance. But when
| stopped looking at the results as revealing the effefictse office size on the workforce
and started looking at them as an indication of the type dopewho would accept, or

stay in, a job in an office of a particular size, they madieh more sense.

Looking on the subjects of the research as actively pattiesf context, selecting where
they would work ( or at least being selected), rather thanyggdieing influenced by
the room, made the results quite comprehensible (C48&8). Better, more committed
clerical workers were more likely to be found in the praiide smaller offices.

Yet this active, context specific, interpretation couer have been gleaned by asking
people to rate slides unless they were asked to say if thaldwe prepared to work in
such a room. That question, though, touches on the wideifisaqnce of the design. Its
meaning to the respondent as part of their lives, rather than'stimulus”.

Room Meaning

My experimental, mechanical origins in psychology did not faday too rapidly. After
the office research, | thought ( as many researchers sijlitttat |1 could study the
meaningsjmplied by the differences between the people found ifeldifit rooms, in a
systematic, controlled way. So thahenRoger Wools, an architect joined me to do a
PhD under my supervision, together we continued with knhpboratory studies. We
wanted to look at which aspects of buildings held particmeanings for people and used
a classical, factorial experimental design in which typkesgurniture, ceiling angles and
window sizes were modified in drawings and photographs of mq@#nter and Wools
1970).

These studies showed very clearly that people did assodmimg ceilings and easy

chairs with room friendliness. But although a few doctatadents attempted to follow

this idea directly, they found that it was not really posstblestablish a vocabulary of
forms, whereby certain physical constituents could be dirtkeparticular responses. One
reason was a methodological one. The experimental megigckly becomes very

complicated and unmanageable if a large number of aspfeftam are explored.

Yet the need to explore interactions between aspects ofrfeegam that a series of simple
experiments are likely to prove inconclusive. The othasoe was more closely tied to
the psychological processes revealed by later studies.nidsningof the forms is
probably specific 'to context and culture as well astiredeclosely to respondents' reasons
for judging meaning.In other words, just as office workers' responses are aidmnof
their position "in the organisation, so the ratings of pictuedstes to the particular type
of experimental/subject role that the rater is taking.

This continues to be a challenging area of environmental dgehut it isnoteworthy
that most of the people who have started to explore this avieave moved on to quite



other research questions, usually more distinctly field bd&Seeh those who set up major
laboratories to create simulations efivironmentdo study have changed the way these
simulations have been used and distanced themselves from nmiéehanical
stimulus/response=xamination inherent in looking at which architectural variables
"cause" which semantic differential responses.

It was about 15 years after | supervised Roger Woolsstkat | was able to work with
Linda Groat, who, having a design trainingially, asked very similar questions to Roger
but who was able to benefit from the work that had beeimggan the interim. In
supervising her MSc (published in part in Groat (1982) and #ieBis (Groat, 1985) it
was possible to work on non-experimental approaches totectiial meaning. Indeed
the work helped to establish an approach very different frorseéheantic differential and
the factorial designed models that Roger Wools had worked ®#htér et al 1985) and
gave rise to work the was published in Progressive ArdhbiteGroat and Canter 1987),
a rare acceptance by the architectural profession of fysdfnrom anuncompromising
piece of environmental psychology.

The study of environmental "meaning” as it has been calledcbatnued to be a
recurrent theme in my research. As an undergraduate Ibbad very interested in
empirical aesthetics. At that time, in the mid-1960sre was virtually no literature on
the topic and what there was appeared to be mainly the diseussiting of retired
professors, it not being a fit subject around which todbaikcareer. But | had carried out
my own undergraduate projects on Christmas card selection lendutigments of
paintings. These studies, cast in a quite strong experimdradition had been
unsatisfying, but | had wanted to take these studies fyrtheropportunity to join the
Pilkington Research Unit had therefore been seen as a wappobahing aesthetic
issues through the architectural context.

But, in preparing this chapter, | have also had occasion t& #iout roots that might
have been even deeper than an interest in the arts. ttedasn me that the search for
significance beyond mere signs, attempting to reach for repngbolic aspects of the
environment, may well have been laid in my study from theadden or so of Talmudic
interpretations of the bible. To be introduced to the pdgyibiat such an early age, that
words can have layers of meaning that can be peeled backea Bwiss Army knife,
have hidden within them an unfolding range of tools and agits, did | think prepare
a way of thinking that has remained with me ever since. bhtlee facet approach, that |
came to much later, can be seen as a scientific procédurgenerating hermeneutic
frameworks.

THE ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT

We are all conduits for the ideas and actions of othersh&oohne of the illusions my
personal intellectual history could create is that my actionsome way can be clearly
distinguished form the actions of others. This, of coursefar from the truth. Peter
Manning and Brian Wells both set the agenda for my PhD work,éhdugh | was

supervising Roger Wools he taught me much of what atitacet strives for in

psychological research. The research that was my maivitgcat the time that | was
working with Roger was also shaped by the perspectivestioérs. This was the
development of building evaluation procedures and thie in theevaluation of

comprehensive schools.

My work on offices was conducted as part of the "tetalironment'evaluations of the
Pilkington Research Unit at the University of LiveghoThat unit had pioneered the
use of building appraisals ascantributionto design. Following on directly from it,
Tom Markus established at Strathclyde University, idasgow, the Building
Performance Research Unit. It was as a member of thitthat | found myself
supervising Roger Wools. In 1967 it did not seem taange as it might to-day for a



psychologist to join a research team in a school ohitgcture. The quest for
interdisciplinarity was still strong and Tom Markus brougtgether a team with very
varied backgrounds.

Tom Markus brought a rare combination of expertise &al lehe Building Performance
Research Unit (which published a book BPRU, 1972girfed as an architect he had
completed higher degrees in both architectural history lauilding science. We were
joined throughout the five years of the team by Tom Maweho had a degree in

mechanical engineering with postgraduate research riviceeengineering, and Peter
Whyman an architect with a particular interest in maduaesign. Tom Markus brought
the team together to develop evaluation, or performapcecedures that could be
widely used. Once the team was together we all sgpred that we had to know what
was being evaluated before evaluation procedures coulttbeloped. Thus began the
continuingdebate on how to conceptualise buildings and wheréntbthe appropriate

criteria for their assessment.

I had published a couple of papers whilst still a stideith the Pilkington Research
Unit, one pointed out that building appraisal procedurcould learn a lot from

psychometric concerns about reliability and validity (Carit866). The other was a
first sketchy attempt to outline a theory of what thaction of a building was (Canter
1970). it should be remembered that in the late 1968&n these papers were written
the architectural slogans of "form folloviignction"in praise of the "International Style"
was still the dominant' fashion. Post-Modernism and #élssociated discussions of
architectural meaning where unheard of. So to suggestl did, that one of the

functions of a building was to provide meaning wasteéas fairly radical.

The burden of my earlier arguments had been that thigadéunctionof buildings were
to provide appropriate contexts for people, an idea thatceatainly not been totally
accepted within architecture and one that was chaltbngethe late 1960.sBut the
work of the BPRU gave me a chance to take that idea afstdyer by asking what it
meant to evaluate a building when its function was seen irmhusrms. The answer to
this question required some view on the nature of peoplethisdwas where my
perspective on the active, context specific, use of @heironment had itsnfluence.
Drawing on my office research, | took a broadly organisationat we building use and
proposed that evaluation was an indication of the extent to vamanvironment enabled
people to achieve their objectives.

It was a number of years later that this idea was deeel into the model of purposive
evaluation (Canter 1983), partly because at this stagesl stil reliant on statistical
models that constrained solutions as distinct, orthogdirakensions,yet what | was
studying was a system of interrelats@mponentsSo the list of variables produced from
factor analysis have really been absorbed into more complex Mmodels. But one
particular aspect of the BPRU work did encourage me tottakenore active models of
human experience of place even more seriously.

Peter Whyman and | had noted how many of the new schoolimgsichad undergone
changes to their fabric and use in the few years since tliklpden first occupied. He had
called these modifications "improvisations”, and had noted farumber of school

buildings that the changes varied from major alterations sschhe addition of new
classrooms to minor changes, such as the redesignati@omwf allocation, with sealing
up doors or moving walls as more intermediary levels of changewondered what the
consequence of all this improvisation was. A simple enwiremtal effect hypothesis
would suggest people were reacting to poor conditions. A maotiee hypothesis would
suggest that they were positively making sense of their ngidi

It was possible to test these opposing hypotheses bewseulsad building evaluations of
the schools and we were able to derive scores for the anobumiprovisation that had
been carried out. The result was very clear. A signifigaoditive correlation between
degree of satisfaction and degree of improvisation. | took thisupport the active
hypothesis. Unfortunately, no-one has been able to replitase study. It takes a
dedicated architect and a large scele survey to makesthpesbut if the result could be



reproduced it would have enormous implications both for enmeonal psychology and
for approaches to design.

Looking back, towards the end of my time at the School of Aechire at Strathclyde
University my research activity had provided me with somecbpsnciples that my
subsequent research struggled to make sense of. These mawyrbargsed as follows:

1. Environmental Psychology had to be carried out in existmgr@enments.
Too much is left unsaid and unstudied if it is moved into thstractions of the
laboratory.

2. The environment is not just a useful base for reseaitthcomplex variables.
It provides a context for examination that has to be studigg imwn terms.

3. The environmental contegannotbe approached devoid of any world view or
metatheory. A perspective that searches for the role of ma@mancy is more likely to be
fruitful.

4. But human agency itself implies that people have samderstanding of their
environment and itsignificance Examination of people's experience of environments
must therefore include exploration of what is signified by tlasmvell as how people
evaluate theicontributionto their own actions.

Psychology for Architects

By 1970, | had become convinced that psychology had much te affshitecture,
especially architectural education. As part of my job mmgbhool of architecture | had set
up a variety of courses, so that students studied varioustasgiepsychology in every
one of their five years. Increasingly, | had found that asattohitectural psychology
literature had been developing, architecture students needswe background in
psychology in order to understand the advancing field of reseddat none of the
existing psychology texts answered their needs. | thereferabout writing?sychology
for Architects(Canter, 1974). | mention this because, although K now detjaas being
very dated in its account of psychology, it has continued to delwaopies each year for
the almost 20 years it has been in print. It therefore cmstinue to answer some sort of
need, serving to show that psychologists can be too ambitiowkat they aspire to give
to designers. This book contains virtually no "environmentgtipslogy"”, just an account
of psychological ideas with architecturally relevant exbasp

THE JAPANESE EXPERIENCE

| suppose, in all honesty, | was rather bemused towaelgnd of the BPRU work as to
what direction was appropriate for my research, although wittisight the seeds of my
current work can be seen in the principles and emphadasilding PerformancéBPRU
1972) and other publications from the late 1960's and garly 1970's. Certainly, if in
those days, I'd been asked if 20 years later I'd be workiny tlvé Salvation Army on
hostel design, I'd have said | hope so. But behaviour @s ind emergencies would have
been more difficult to foresee and the current involvemeitth the police on offender
profiling would have seemed beyond the scope of our theories etibds.

Two nascent themes already present in the late 1960'théaignificance of which | had
not recognised then, can now be seen as directly pertineatetodirections that my work
took. One of these themes was the drift from an individualtse a social psychological
context for considering environmental experience and megarihe other was the need
for methods for constructing theories, and the associatelygsaaystems, that would
help in finding patterns in data harvested from "the field".



So that when the opportunity arose of spending a year in Japas, how | think, already
primed to be sensitive to a number of possibilities thir ldominated my research. The
undemanding fellowship to Japan was of particular signifieamc that it virtually
shocked me into seeing the power of culture on all aspédbehaviour, especially the
way people deal with each other and make use of their suirgsmdy living in such a
different culture it became clear to me that the sigaifae of a place was not some
reflection of the external physical parameters that attarise that place, but derives
from the cultural frameworkwithin which a person experiences a place. These are
reflections of the way they see the world and think about it.

Ethnoscapes

Like so many influences of that kind it was a number of ybafere they really surfaced
openly in my publications. It was certainly one of the reasshg | was so keen to
include regional reviews in the Journal Bfivironmental Psychology development that
was clearly seen to be of value because the distingliisdéors of theHandbook of

Environmental Psycholodgter emulated the practice.

Even more directly the recent series of books | have eéstal with David Stea,
Ethnoscapes: Current Challengeés the Environmental Social Scienc@Santer et al, 1988)
make explicit the need for environmental research to aogbcultural diversity. This is
not just a matter of including cross-cultural comparisonshe research agenda; but of
integrating studies in different national and sub-culturaledstwithin the framework of
research activities. One important example of this appraaclallowing research
guestions, for example, to be defined by local, culturgdaratives, rather than by some
reference to the current intellectual fashion in North Angeric

This series had truly transnatiormabts, evolving out of meetings | had with David Stea in
Indonesia and Venezuela and Martin Krampen in Germanyth/Ade of us were aware that
there was a changing mood in environmamd behaviour studies being reflected in
conferences around the world. Yet the old vocabulary of "envieatim "behaviour”,
"architecture", "psychology” and so onwas masking these changethéhéfore deliberately
set out to coin a new term that would reflect the nemsiseites of researchers in many
countries and to launch a series of books that couldhgc vehicle for publishing this
research.

WedefinedEthnoscapes as:

"scholarly and/or scientific explorations of the relatibbe$ween people, their activities
and the places they create and/or inhabit; historical, hpsygical or sociological
studies of the experience of places, attitudes towards treilme processes of shaping,
managing or designing them."

Canter et al. (1988) page xi

To some extent the growth of our field beyond the Northmitbasin has naturally lead to a
greater cultural diversity in the studies being carried with | think enormous long-term
benefits to the field. But | was also made aware, indajbat the cultural divide could be
bridged in some ways by the written word. | was reallypgsed to find copies of my early
papers already known and translated in Japan, being quatkddrawn on, even if

inappropriately. An intellectual imperialism can benfithout really intending it.

The experience of living in an unfamiliar large city alslerted me to environmental
psychology issues at a planning scale, which | had nevbr ezplored before. In particular |
was aware that Tokyo was such a complex city to find my waround that | became
interested in how that was possible. Route finding appearethagpropriately simple-
minded, and practically extremely difficult way of exploritige basis of urban navigation. |
therefore started asking people to estimate "crow fliglstances (although in one study that
| supervised in Japanese this got lost in the translatidhearespondents ended up giving me
shortest walking route distances!).



I had begun some similar, tentative explorations in Gladgefiare going to Japan, but | was
surprised by how accurate people could be in a city aplesnas Tokyo. On my return to
Glasgow | worked with Stephen Tagg and others to explosefaiiher (Canter and Tagg
1975) and became aware of the power of dominant features sutie dsircle line" of
Tokyo's underground system and the Thames and undergrounchétaiork in London.
Clearly people form some sort of composite conceptu@isaf a city that they use to act on.
This is more pragmatic and individualistic than Lynchsdge" although it clearly relates to
it. But it was not until my return to Britain and my maweeSurrey University in Guildford,
near London that | was able to develop these ideas much fultteso needed the
opportunity to get to know a strange building in depth in the Mg got to know Tokyo.

EMERGING CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF PLACE

On my return from Japan | had a unique opportunity to study tlyalRtospital for Sick
Children at Yorkhill in Glasgow. | was able to spend a gdeal of time over six months,
with assistance from students and colleaguegxamining the new building at the
request of thérchitects' Journal The editor, had requested the study because he felt that
a children's hospital should not look like a multi-storey @fflllock and he wanted, |
think, a psychologist to confirm this.

The intensive study | was able to do (Canter 1972) was ttoaa ethnographic account
of the building and quite unconstrained by any limitations as toihetould be done. |

interviewed whoever | could, carried out behavioural mapgioglies and got people to
complete repertory grids and questionnaires. Probably the wvadséble aspect of the
work for me was the training it gave me in what a buildismgnd how it is shaped by
many forces. | certainly learned more about the real worldrohitecture in that study
than | had in the previous five years in a school of architectu

The study helped me to develop a number of ideas for wiel been reaching. Three
in particular are worth noting at this stage.

Firstly, how a building is created, the social political @s@dnomic processes, as well as
the design intentions, is very important in influencing whatltes This will seem
obvious to any practicing architect, but it_ is a point tisagtill virtually ignored in the
environmental psychology literature.

Secondly, by being able to explore in detail, with a nundigoeople, their views and
experience of the building, it became very clear wlagéd differences there were
between them in what the saw theilding as being and, as a consequence, how they
evaluated it. The major difference appeared to be a funofiovhat they wanted to do in
the building, what they were in the building for. This | snanised as "Role differences
in conceptualizations".

The third idea to emerge more strongly from the Yorkhill stodg been presaged a few
years earlier in a paper entitled "Should we treat buildisgrs as subjects or objects?"
(Canter 1969) in which | argued that, to get a full pietwf the psychological
implications of abuilding, we needed to combine obserwatb buildings in use with
explorations of thesignificanceof those uses tothe users. The intensive Yorkhill study,
using a mixture of very different methods of data collectadsp forced me to accept that
the experience of the building was reflected in tb@mbination of actions and
conceptualizations.

By carrying out behaviourally oriented studies following Baskecological perspective,
in combination with personal construct studies following ¥ ell was clear that both had
something to offer and any future development must find vediysombining these two

very different perspectives. Barker had ignored the int&apos of the people being

studied and Kelly's intense clinical perspective seemeplpragriate for the essentially
public and social qualities of a building. Taken togetlmytcould leaven each other's
weaknesses.

A Student Quest



Soon after the Yorkhill study I moved from Glasgow to Surkéy.fact | think the final
draft was written in the greenhouse of my new Surrey rasglbecause there was still no
furniture in the house.) At Surrey | joined a new, rapidigveloping psychology
department. So there was something of a culture change e=didcovered my
psychological roots and also came to terms with the differbeteeen the South of
England and Scotland. Yet, with the foolhardyness of yobémgin my mid-20's, |
quickly (possibly too quickly) established the graduate programmEnvironmental
Psychology, the first entry of which was in 1972. In those dhgse were almost no
books in the field and most teaching was done from photocopi@gicles. Therefore one
of the first major tasks was to write a text book for tberse.

This text | put together with Peter Stringer. It wasleshlEnvironmental Interaction
(Canter and Stringer 1975) in order to emphasisesitjréficanceof what people brought
to their surroundings as well as what consequencegrihieonmenthad for people. In
order to organise the course and the book, a simple framemaskneeded that would
capture the range of material that we wanted to covesedined reasonable to choose
environmental scale as the structuroamponentbecause this also providattreasingly
complex phenomena to deal with, starting with heatingremsle through to building use
and on to the urban scale and landscape. In retrospect thearapfar more of a
theoretical statement about the psychological processel/ad than it did at the time.

By eschewing the psychologist's approach of dealing with segdposfundamental”

issues such as perception and learning, before moving onttersnkke social processes,
we made a stand on the integrated nature of environmentatiexps showing that
differences of the scale of variable dealt with may cleatige complexity of the
interactionsunder study, but does not necessarily change fundamentaibsyicbological

processes involved. This idea was to see light in a mudmgdr, more theoretically
articulate form in my book published a couple of yearsr l&tee Psychology of Place
(Canter, 1977).

The postgraduate programme, especially the dominant twedwehs master's course had
a direct impact on the development of my thinking. The chghlefrom students to put
ideas into a more coherent framework, as well as the mamtition of ideas brought
about by postgraduate dissertations being produced by a cohont@f $e students every
12 months, has meant that | am now constantly chasing in nvittek ideas that have
been superceded by subsequent student activities. Sonee afctilis problem can be
gauged by the fact that there are now over 100 MSc disers and more than 20 Phd
dissertations, that have been completed by environmental gegghgraduate students at
Surrey university. At least one in four of these containsenalt well worthy of
publication, but so far only five or six have had some compahenthas seen the light of
day in formal publication.

This very poor rate of publication against a background ofldiliuary of theses has the
strange consequence that Master's and Doctoral studentsWnitlesity of Surrey have
access to a rapidly evolving body of knowledge. They camlaagreat deal from work
completed only a few months earlier, but unfortunately thistese a sort of hidden
school of environmental psychology that the outside world catchgous glimpses of. It
is like a medieval monastery with its illustrated scraNsilable to its residents.

| have been told that other graduate schools in our fidférsin similar ways. It is partly
a function of the employability of our graduates. They areqeickly taken off into
practical jobs that they have no time iaclination to write up their dissertations for a
journal. It also serves to show why productive new developsni@ our field can take so
long to spread. They really have to wait their turn in the guefore time can be found
to give a public account of them.

THE THEORY OF PLACE

By the mid-1970's students on the MSc course were predsinggome coherent,
theoretical account of where | stood in relation to environalepsychology. It was
probably more clear tinem than to me that the type of research | had done, and the



context within which | had done it, made it rather differ&mm the essentially U.S.
based texts they were reading.

These differences were not characterised by a total repudiaf U.S. based empirical
research, but it was possibly confusing to students thatrid such a mixture of good
and bad in apparently different traditions in U.S. researchekample, with hindsight, |
wonder what they made of my strong criticisms of the behaalowadition in U.S.

research and its associated S-R modelsneironmentaimpact, yet my obvious interest
in the general value of Barker's ecological approach (Bark®65) which so self-
consciously focuses on behaviour. They were possibly confusetefuyy my arguments
that Kelly's Personal Construct Theory (Kelly, 1955), witle timportance given to
individual interpretations of experience, was not only ofagneotential significance to
environmental psychology but actually complemented Barker's approach

The pressure from students for me to organise my ideaway @ahey could grasp, together
with the Japanese experience,. the Yorkhill study and thendestastimation studies
became the basis for an attempt at an outline of anaama&ntal psychology theory, which
became my book Thgsychology of PlacéCanter 1977).

However, my predilection for field research and the growingnidag of the need for a
systemic rather than mechanical approach to the environmest, tempered by my
experience with the BPRU and the Strathclyde School of artinigecThe book therefore
still looked to how the complex process that shapessoupundingscould be influenced
by a psychological perspective. Further, the need to deal afferent environmental
scales, made clear to me in produdinyironmental Interactionyas a further specification
for designing the book.

The need to take human objectives into account was impticinuch of the book,
stemming form my office studies and the BPRU work, but bexalus book was written
very much with students, rather than researchers in mamefmbering the apparent value
of Psychology for Architects i became more of a descriptive text than an articulated
theory. Nonetheless, looking back on it, TReychologyof Place does sketch out the
beginnings of a model oénvironmentalexperience with which | am still reasonably
comfortable.

The writing of that book was the most personally valuable coofssudy | have ever
undertaken. Indeed, iplanning a second edition of it | realised how much the personal
development, that | experienced when writing the book, Ieatefd in the unfolding story
line of the chapters. It is the final chapter that rev¢haé nub of the book, because it was
only really at that point in writing it that | began to beeoclear in my own mind what the
book was aiming at. Although this is not really the best ptageut the most significant
part of any book.

In writing the book it became clear to me there were twaddunental difficulties with
which environmental psychology has to strugddme is the empirical fact that the physical
environmentan only be shown to have any strong impact at the margins ofopgyisal
tolerance. Any other significance of variations in the envirartnecan be readily swamped
by social processes and motivation. Yet a great deal ot effid resource goes into shaping
our surroundings. One task fenvironmentapsychology is to resolve this paradox of why
resources are spent on something that does not seem to pdichateneasurable effects
on behaviour or performance.

The second difficulty stems from the first. How can p$yobical involvement contribute
to the improvement of our surroundings? If social processesesdral expectations are
so much more important than any direct impact of the surroundigs,can we make
recommendations about the form, shape or characteristicgitbse surroundings can
take? Talking in general terms about design flexibility,ividal variation and social



constraints does not really give an architaythingvery specific, or concrete, to go on.

In considering these issues they seemed to me to be so fundéyndifticult to resolve
that the questions themselves must have some basiccdldgiin them. It was out of
these reflections that | began to think that taking the envieomras an entity distinct
from behaviour was the flaw. A unit of focus for researcls waeded that adjusted the
emphasis. The idea of a place as that unit seemed wqlbrierg. This "place” became a
system that integrated physical and psychological aspectsxmdrience. Research
therefore needed to discover the structure of places. Gatiom to design became
participation in the shaping of these structured systems.

When thePsychology of Placeas published there were very many loose ends to the
model sketched there and some fairly fundamental ambiguitiezhat was being
proposed, but it took a variety of further studies to identigséhclearly and begin to tidy
them up. In doing so certain aspects of the model that megremphasiseth the book
turned out to be very fruitful and have taken on much more signife in later writing,
especially role differences and associated rules of ermieaital use, but | think it took a
very different research domain to draw my attention to the powtrese particular
concepts.

THE JOURNAL OF ENVIRONMENTAL PSYCHOLOGY

Writing The Psychology of Placand the associated reading and discussion with students
had alerted me to the fact that there was a strangeshimpublications in our field. The
only major journaEnvironment and Behaviateliberately had the important objectives of
communicating across disciplines and making direct contaith \wolicy issues.
Furthermore, because so many researchers carrying outedpgtidies, in effect,
published mostly for the non-specialist who might act agirthesults, there were very
few opportunities for researchers to present to other rksemantensive, academic
accounts of their work.

| believe it is essential that we debate with each célhehe most demanding intellectual
levels the theories, methods and results out of whictdmaipline is evolving. After all,
it is such internal debate that gives science its stremjihby the late 1970's although
there was a reasonably sized, scholarly community in enveotah psychology, the
pressures to communicate with those who fund our activiieded to mask the equally
important communication amongst ourselves.

| therefore proposed to Academic Press that we launch a Joofrranvironmental
Psychology. A sabbatical in 1980, at U.C.Berkeley with KeailCenabled us to launch
the Journal by 1981. In launching it, though, we were detexdnihat it should not ossify
the field but contribute to its evolution. We therefore dnéeen eclectic in what we take
Environmental Psychology to be, and have deliberately cherishany forms of
communication besides the report of empirical studdssthe Journal enters its tenth year
it is curious to ponder why we did not start it 20 years ago?

FIRE RESEARCH

My directly applicable research activities were also gieefillip in Japan when | came
across a small study carried out by Masao Inui and hisaglies, which as far as | know
was never published. They had interviewed people who had bearnldings on fire. |
was struck by the possibility, that these Japanese buildience researchers had
discovered, of getting people to answer questions abouteatéming and traumatic
situation. As an undergraduate | had been introduced to thea@karantelli (1957) on
disasters and learned from his studies that patterns couloubd to seemingly bizarre
and random behaviour, but | had not appreciated the potengaifisance of these
studies for building design.

In the context of the Japanese Building Research Institbegan to see that the fire



regulations governinghe design of buildings were based upon assumptions of what
people would do in a fire. Yet these assumptions wergesited from major enquiries of
very unusual incidents. Very little systematic researchidesh done. On my return from
Japan | approached the British Fire Research Station and digecowvhat they,
themselves, were developing an interest in human behaviourem dind so started to
support our own endeavours.

This research on fires has provided me with one of the strotigasies to my work over
the last ten years. Yet often when | am reviewing myassh | forget, initially, to
mention it. | think that this is because it is unlike myeothesearch activities in very
many ways. It is field research in the most extreme fonnthat the only really effective
way to carry it out is to follow up incidents that have alreaagpened.

What emerged as quite remarkable from studies of 20 or stents, including some

very large scale ones, that my colleagues John Breaux andhdor&me and | examined,
was the consistency in the overall pattern of actions that acdatal building fires
(Canter et al 1980). In order to explain these consisteroness necessary to ask what
are mechanisms that maintain human actions in these veryalraisaumstances? The
answer that | propose draws heavily on the idea of place ankenvironmental roles
(Canter 1986).

The work also revealed that the early stages in any emergeecpadentially very
confused. The time it takes to make sense of the rapidlyggohg events can be what
turns an emergency into a disaster. The importance of thefiagshwas recognised by
the Fire Research Station, especially because they widahged the widely experienced
problem that alarm bells are not, usually, taken seriouslyseAies of studies were
therefore commissioned on what we called Informative Fiegnivig systems (Canter et
al 1987). Out of this work prototype computer based warningesysthave been
developed and installed, which could eventually have a large tnopagpproaches to fire
safety in buildings.

It is interesting that this work, with its roots in a fixed ewgering view of provision for
escape, should have matured into yet another context in whéelnterpretations that
people make of their surroundings, and the opportunities omtthrthey pose, are
paramount. The design developments therefore address dingatly of facilitating

effective understanding and consequently more effective plartain in threatening
circumstances. This approach to design for active understandthgaantrol, doubtless
has applications to many other aspects of the environment.

BUILDING EVALUATIONS

The studies of human behaviour in fires was one strand ofotfiteact research that | was
carrying out during the mid-1970'8 to the mid 19-80'8. In palrahy earlier involvement
in building evaluations was continuing through a series of studieswging satisfaction
and evaluations of acute wards in hospitals and prison build®aster and Rees 1982,
Kenny and Canter 1981 and Canter, 1986).

These were all studies that were defined in terms ométdodology most appropriate for
them. | found this increasingly unsatisfyirigr three reasons. One, it was difficult to see
any accumulation of approach or knowledge. Each study sewredst on its own, in a
sort of theoretical limbo. Secondly, the questionnaire poilogy sometimes seemed to
SO structure people's responses that many of the insightsent in the pilot work were
lost by the time that the main study was completed. Thirdl,itplications for action
from the evaluation studies were not always apparent.

These three problems lead me to use the evaluation stirdie=gsingly, as a vehicle for
developing new methodologies and a general theory of evaluation. The multiple sorting
task (Canter et al 1985) and the purposive evaluation mGaeitér 1983) were the result
of that. Curiously, these rather academic developments opleeaday to a much more



direct, yet rather distinct, mode of involvement in the degigcess. These
developments required a much more flexible methodology, susde in how it could be
used to uncover interacting systems. Facet Theory increasirglidpd the vehicle for
this.

FACET THEORY

One of the other coincidences about my stay in Tokyo wasdimahg my time there
Louis Guttman visited for a month. | had been interested inuthesualness of the
approach to attitude scaling that is named after Guttmanwisited to explore possible
developments of it with him. To my amazement | discoveéhed the principles inherent
in Guttman scaling had evolved into a major new approach to doiegtsic research.

When | met Louis Guttman in Tokyo he had probably not met amyona few weeks
who spoke fluent English and was prepared to listen at lengthstohbughts. | was
therefore given the privilege of a lengthy disquisition on thisory about how science
should be carried out, which he called Facet Theory. It toekarmumber of years to
digest and understand the implications of what | was told rti@ining (Canter 1985).
Indeed, looking through my diary and notes for my year in Japan find no reference
to that meeting, although | remember it clearly and Louistr@an also mentioned it
when | met him again a few years later.

What attracted me to his approach was that it did away wilitrary levels of
acceptability for "findings" and put the creation of aiduaccount of the system being
studied at the forefront of scientific activity. My methodot&]iinterests, and the search
for some sort of theoretical perspective that would ca&ptbe essence of an ongoing
system, had pushed me further and further away from gheremental models in which |
had been schooled, but I, did not feel comfortable withraaginto a type of journalistic,
purely qualitative, account rendering. As | worked within theet framework it became
clearer to me that it would provide a sound methodologiahéwork for the type of
theoretical accounts | was trying to give.

Facet Theory enables me to generate models that desutib#yi complex phenomena in
quite simple, clearly structured ways. Probably the twotrfrostful uses this has been
put to so far is firstly in the development of the puipesnodel of evaluation (Canter
1983) and secondly in the analysis of multiple sorting ptooes (Canter et al 1985). In
both these cases a system of interrelationships is reveptedwhich future elaboration
is possible without having to start from scratch.

Purposive evaluation

One particular contribution of the facet approach was tdlenas to start building a
model of environmental evaluation that would evolve from stoely to the next. The first
large data set we had to work with was drawn from an evaluatidmospital wards

(Kenny and Canter 1983). Initial factor analysis gave usrg patchy picture of the

reactions to these wards, but when we carried out nonenmeultidimensional scaling,

with a faceted framework for interpretation, it becamerctbat the provision of care at
the bedside was the metaphorical as well as the litevalsf of ward evaluation.
Furthermore, a clear level of interaction facet, showingdifferent scales of the place,
from the bedside to the whole ward, was also found in thdtses

This provided a testable system of relationships that wasistens with studies of

attitudes in other very diverse fields. We were theretoreouraged to look for evidence
for this framework in other data. The housing satisfaction dag had collected yielded a
similar structure (Canter and Rees 1982) and Donald (198%)dfevidence for the same
model in office evaluation. However, because each of tlssdies used different
guestionnaires they were able to identify quite diffefenti for the places being studied.
Such focii were the central purposes of those places as ¢oatispd by the respondents.



Place Goals

Other studies conducted since, as part of graduate dissestahave found the model
fruitful when applied to places as varied as neighbourhooitg, parks and training
centres. This range of applications has enabled us todewnshether there are places in
which there is a mixture of purposes that may be in conflicichSan idea had already
been presaged in the work Sandra Canter, a clinical psychpl@gid | had done on
therapeutic environments. This was summarised in the bakedited Designing for
Therapeutic Environments (Canter and Can79). In the introduction to that book we
outlined the various goals for therapeutic environmentsging from custodial to
personal enhancement.

More recent student research has shown that different grotipi &i hospital will have

different goals and as a consequence will differ in the gdssithat they consider
appropriate. Some of these goals may also be in conflict. r@search is therefore
beginning to use the purposive model of place as a wagtablishing the emphases in
place goals and how conflicts between them may be resabedapproaches to

management and design.

A DEVELOPING THEORY OF ENVIRONMENTAL (SOCIAL) PSYCBLOGY

The use of the facet approach, to help develop the mogdhoé, has also served to show
that some of the directions in which such unfolding was prodecelated to social and
conceptual processes, rather than perceptual or formfatentural ones. This has helped
to move beyond some of the weaknesses of the earlierviranke.

Indeed, once the Psychology of Place had been publishextdaime clear in discussions
with students that there was a productive, but fundamentabjigaity in the model
sketched out in the book. In striving to develop a reseaoclisf that bridged the
environment /behaviour divide | had left it unclear as to whbe "places" being studied
where. It was argued that they were not simply physical ilmest but shaped by the
actions and experiences of people, but it was also athaaséhey were not merely mental
representations of environments. They clearly have physicapooents that are integral
constituents. So, if they are not just a part of an individuadyche and they are not
simply a physical location, the question emerges as to Whatactually are.

To provide any confident answer to this would be to imply th@002 years of
philosophical debate had been resolved, but some interesigsippities can be gleaned
from taking a social psychological perspective (or evema@okgical one, depending
where you draw the boundaries between the disciplines) on xpgrience of our
surroundings. Within this framework, especially as elaborétedoscovici (Farr and
Moscovici 1984), it is recognised that many phenomena reeqgeed as having an
independent existence, whether they are for examplealthi, "psychoanalysis”, or
"unemployment”, all are socially constructed so that theistence is more than the
agglomeration of attitudes, or perceptions held by a numbsepsrate individuals.

My development of this view has been spurred on by the shifte audiences that have
asked me to write for them or make presentations to therthelryQO's and early 80's |

would guess that the majority of invitations came from aechitral sources, but this has
given way to far more invitations from psychologists, espbcidcial psychologists. Of

course, this shift could be entirely due to what | might ble &b comment on with any

skill, but | think it is more a reflection of changes iretdisciplines themselves. As
architects have moved away from a concern with their useasconcern with form and

image, so social psychology has become more environmental.

| became most strongly aware of this when Michael Argykedsne to talk at a seminar
on "situations", which eventually emerged as a book ediyeBusnham (1986). Here, at
last (I thought), were social psychologists examining ¢batext in which behaviour
occurred. Unfortunately, | soon found that their experimentalittcms soon destroyed



this interesting exploration, treating "situations" as indeeeh variables to be
manipulated and thereby loosing thignificance of the context to which Barker had
drawn attention thirty years earlier.

From this experience | began to look at how the notioplate could be linked to the
situational debate in psychology. my paprtting Situations in Their Placéanter
1986) was a result of this exploration. The conclusi@ame to was that the search for
situations, and the associated attempt to classify thensygstdmatise their impact was
really at too fine a level of detail to reveal any genetalctures. The concept of place,
which could house a number of characteristic situations, veaie hkely to prove fruitful.
Part of the reason for this view was that a variety of studigdace use had produced
consistent, eminently interpretable multi-variate struegurin studies ofdoanostic
contexts at least, the activities in Glasgow, Tokyo and Lagmeared to have a similar
form to them, although cultural differences were alscaagmt, especially between tribal
groups in Nigeria (Omatayo, 1988).

As | presented these results at a number of conferemtese their self-evident nature
was challenged by the difficulty of explaining them to amdiance that had not been
through the history of my thought processes, | waseasingly concerned to try and
understand what it was that these consistencies were comsgst®f. We had found that
certain clusters of activities were found in certain reorBedrooms.dining rooms,
kitchens and so on can be characterised by what goes on witdrm even though the
words used to describe these rooms in different languagestdweoessarily encapsulate
their function as it does in English.

That people should sleep in bedrooms, eat in the room wdiiniag table in it, should
not be too surprising, but that there are a whole range of atitiities and expectations
that also coalesce around these actions' is a clear exashpghe existence of "place”
systems. The questions that reveal these most strongly, thaegh, with who is
responsible for the furniture or activities in a room, andtvidhallowed or not allowed in
a room. In other words the rules that structure that place.

This awareness, that the interpretable structures we fiveting were reflections of place
rules, took much longer to emerge than might be apparent &omeading of the
Psychology of Place, written ten years before "putting 8doa in their place". What
might be called the anthropological shift took some accepting.

From the writing of "putting situations in their pldcmy attention had been drawn to
the actions that are central to the definition of p&cbut in that paper | was
uncomfortable with the apparently static qualities tieé model had. Places appeared
as givens, yet there are many reasons why they shmtlbe expected to be static.
Perhaps the most fundamental is the dynamic conflettveen the active nature of
human agency in making sense of the environment andripkeid coercive qualities of
places that structure human experience. Furthermorelaily experience shows change
and modification as characteristic of place experenast as "improvisation” was so
prevalent in the Scottish comprehensive schools. |tiwaefore puzzled by the need to
find a balance between the consistency of place usleexperience, necessary for a
social sharing, and the dynamic qualities that are gfdite as it is lived.

The opportunity to chase these ideas further came freimgbasked to give a keynote
address at the Berlin IAPS conference (Canter 198&).tlrat presentation | explored
the possibility that It is the interplay between thatis quality of places and the
dynamic, purposive nature of human action that provtdesprocess out of which both
Places and actions evolve and change. | suppose thisisdel of person/ environment
interaction shifted to a higher level of complexityutBin moving to this level I am
finding that there is much more real possibility of téyeplication of environmental
psychology ideas without diluting their subtlety.
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THE FEASIBILITY OF APPLICATION

The fire research was the first set of studies in wHidhave been involved that led
clearly and directly into some aspect of policy forntida. It had the consequence of
my being invited to join two government establishedugrigs into major fires, one for
the Bradford City Football ground fire, the other set apekamine the Kings Cross
Station Underground fire. These experiences have damgeto examine closely what it
is that we have to contribute. Increasingly, | am contmghe conclusion that it is not
some specific facts dindings but ways of thinking about a problem. This gilis
closely the oft quoted remark by Kurt Lewin that "theren@ghing so applicable as a
good theory". But there is nothing so difficult to dge and then communicate as "a
good theory".

1. This attempt to communicate a way of thinking about an enwiental problem
domain has been followed through in my most recent boakewias a result of the
work on the Football Ground fire, Football in its P la d@aifter et al, 1989). The
book quite deliberately is used as a vehicle to develop agrogpedount of the
relevance of environmental psychology and had as its subtitle
environmental psychology of football grounds. As dewould have it
the book was planned to be published in the late Spring of 1989%vase fublished
shortly after the Hillsborough football ground disaster inalv 95 people were
killed.

Embracing the "Media"

The Hillsborough tragedy brought home to me how inevitable is comtih journalism
and the "mass media" for an applied field like ours, if neally do have anything to
contribute. For although, over the last few years my resescthties have increasingly
become of interest to Television, Radio and the newspapdrasitoeen easy, from an
academic position within a university, to dismiss all thienest as trivial or to see my
involvement as merely significant as a form of advertising lbersgancement

Yet, when our work may contribute towards the saving of liwes, have to consider
seriously how our findings can be communicated to those many impaxidiences, who
do not read academic journals or attend professional conésremye should weigh
carefully the implications of media coverage. After all, awsearch activities are
unashamedly aimed at changing environmentally relevant actiordearsions.

The applied orientation of person/ environment studies has negeribeoubt. As Robert
Sommer (1988), for instance, has been at pains to point feutpdople outside of the
academic community whom we wish not only to communicate withatso to influence,

40 not read articles in the Journal of Environmental Psychologiznmirnoment and

Behavior. They read newspapers and watch Television. In @rgain they also listen to

national radio.

The problem this raises is that once we do have something theadaig of general public
interest there is a temptation to shape research inaeltdithe questions journalists ask.
This is wrong. The role of the research community is to fortaulays of thinking about
the world that are shaped by empirical scientific procegsat by populist or political ends.

I have found the need constantlyexamine what the objectives are for my research in
the same way that my research has lead me to try madel the role of the objectives of
others. This search for objectives is the central s@iewnjuest. This is not an easy point to
make to journalists who want immediate discoveries to qumtéomorrow's publication
deadlines.

Beyond Applicability

So, although my research since its earliest days in the stusbhobl buildings and offices
had applicability as a major objective, the building sfattion surveys did not, of
themselves, appear to have any impact or even clear consegioendesign decision
making. Yet the ways of thinking about buildings that emerged fituose studies could



have radical consequences for architecture and the desigesprothis consequence

stems from two related perspectives. One is that dhm fof any design is evaluated in

terms of its potentiatontributionto what a person is trying to achieve in any given
context. The second is that the social /organisational thésstructure place use have to
be incorporated into design considerations.

The consequence of this approach has been to reconsider dadigipation. Drawing
heavily on the techniques developed by Arie Peled (PelddAgalon, 1988), we have
found it possible to get people to develop design propokatsricorporate views of how
the building is to be used. From this principles candbawn out that give direct, clear
guidelines to the design team. The attractive qualityhif iis that it is open to use with
groups that are not usually considered amenable to such inveEstggaCurrently, for
instance, we are working with the Salvation Army on the desigfadifities for the
homeless in London using purpose oriented design participatecises.

BROADENING HORIZONS

In writing a personal intellectual history it becomes appato me that recent and current
research is too close to see in perspective. Its ot be traced with some confidence, but in
all honesty the long term directions in which it is leadirgfar from clear. Looking back, |
did not think at the time and could not have guessed th&hByresearch on offices would
have taken me so far away from examining the effects oéth@onment on behaviour. At
the time of the Yorkhill Hospital study | did not think thatMbuld have led me to put such
store by role differences. Nor was | aware for attlea®ther ten years that in depth
evaluation of a building in use could provide the basis for cypatioe design procedure.

The studies obehaviour in fireswere aimed at the building regulations, so | had not
appreciated how they would lead me into considerations ofmdragement of safety in
industry (Powell and Canter 1985). Although that organisationaispgective on
emergencies and accidents is completebnsonantwith the social perspective on
building design, the emphasis that the safety research W& @ith regard to place rules
was especially unexpected.

So, given all the vagaries of previous research, in which pdrdmtaveries have
overtaken initial hypotheses, the directions in which curretivities will lead are

difficult to predict. Nonetheless, they all reflect a deften further away from the
experimental, perceptual tradition in which | was schoolea tmich more transactional,
social psychological framework. Of particular delighthe discovery that the problems
of environmental research are so difficult that if somedi@nan be got on them then this
is likely to of value in other field based studies as well.

As a direct result of the perspectives and methodolddiese mentioned | have become
involved in looking at criminal behaviour, with a direzntributionto ongoing police
investigations, in some cases even making a contoibut the apprehension of a person
who has murdered a number of strangers (Canter 1989). Thinkg &ow a criminal
may structure his objectives, in relation to the un@derding he has of the environment in
which he operates, turns out to be a fruitful basis for gpdi@ation of the facet approach.

Even less obviously related are the studies | have been corgloct the experience of
alternative medicine, most notably homoeopathy (Canter,)198% here again it is the
understanding and direct experience of the user thatifottus, rather than the medical
impact of any particular drug. Not unlike an effective eowment, it is alas emerging
that alternative medicine seems to be attractive becatishe control over their illness
it gives patients. In other words how it helps them to beensarccessful in achieving
their daily objectives.

It may seem a long way from studies of the effect of efize on worker performance to
the experience of homoeopathic medicine, but the strandg tfiem together are
unbroken. The search for how active, human agency intenaitishe world of physical

experiences is the problem of why art exists, that dswcurious about as an



undergraduate. Seeing these 20 years of research ingtmisriakes me feel that, at last, |
am ready to begin.
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