


International Association
for People-Environment
Studies aims to improve
the physical environment
and human well-being

Bulletin
of People-Environment Studies

N
o

. 
3

0
 S

p
e

c
ia

l 
Is

s
u

e
 2

0
0

6
/0

7
  

IS
S

N
: 

1
3

0
1

-3
9

9
8

SUMMARY

PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS
[Gabriel Moser]  ................................................... 1

PAST PRESIDENTS AND SECRETARIES (2000) .... 2

GUEST EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION
[Roderick J. Lawrence] ........................................... 3

ENVIRONICS IN THE WILD
[David Canter] ......................................................... 5

IAPS 25 YEARS. SOME THOUGHTS ABOUT THE 
PAST AND THE FUTURE
[Rikard Küller] ....................................................... 11

REFLECTION ON PEOPLE ENVIRONMENT
STUDIES: THEN AND NOW
[Sue-Ann Lee] ...................................................... 13

PEOPLE ENVIRONMENT STUDIES IN EUROPE
AND THE EMERGENCE OF IAPS 
[Gilles Barbey] ..................................................... 18

IAPS: PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE
(CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEBATE)
[Martin Symes] .................................................... 21

IAPS FROM A PERSONAL POINT OF VIEW
[Arza Churchman] ............................................... 23

THE IMPACT OF PEOPLE ENVIRONMENT STUDIES 
[David Uzzell] ...................................................... 25

INVESTING IN THE FUTURE: ACHIEVEMENTS
OF TEACHING
[Byron Mikellides] ................................................ 29

25 YEARS OF IAPS: DO WE HAVE A THEORY YET?  
[Duncan Joiner] .................................................. 36

IAPS NETWORKS ............................................ 40

IAPS AIMS AND OBJECTIVES . ......................... 41



PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS by Gabriel Moser

The different contributions to this special anniversary issue show clearly that, during the last 
25 years, IAPS has achieved a lot and it still has a fantastic potential. As Roderick Lawrence 
states, “the contribution of IAPS members to both theoretical and applied research has been 
signifi cant”. Byron Mikellides points out that the substantial multidisciplinary knowledge in this 
fi eld has contributed to a change in teaching programmes and practises in architecture.

The recent shift to green psychology shows how much people-environment relations is in 
phase with societal concerns. This shift also shows that the basic factors that made IAPS exist 
and functioning are still working. On one side, from its beginnings, the main concern of IAPS has 
been driven by architects around the question of how architects can respond to individual and 
collective needs, and to the “quality of life” of residents well before this crucial concept became 
mainstream. The fact that such questions can only be answered by looking at real people in the 
real world was, without any doubt, an important reason for the interest of psychologists, and as 
a result, as Rikard Küller notes, “IAPS mainly deals with environmental psychology”. 

Considerations that architectural psychology deals with the impact of the environment upon 
people whereas green psychology deals with the impact of people on the environment are mis-
leading. The relation between social sciences, specifi cally psychology, and the building profes-
sions still is not as clear as one might expect. Are the social sciences expected to respond to 
questions formulated by architects, or is their task to point to problems concerning the relation 
of people to their living spaces? Of course, IAPS contributions can only be of some utility to 
society if we are concerned by this second rational. It is not looking at what people do to the 
environment, nor what the environment does to them, but looking at people’s interaction with 
the environment that allows us to respond to societal problems. It is in this framework that David 
Canter advocates the pertinence of the psychology of place.

The human dimension is very valuable within IAPS. Thanks to its central position IAPS can 
remain what it is now, a unique interdisciplinary and intercultural platform for the study of people 
- environment relations. Indeed, IAPS is an outstanding place for interdisciplinary discussion. 
This is certainly one of the main achievements of IAPS during the past 25 years. IAPS has not 
only been a platform for discussion among disciplines, it has also opened space for interdiscipli-
nary collaborations, even if, as Sue-Anne Lee states, such collaborations sometimes turned out 
to be more diffi cult than expected. Those exchanges are only possible if they take place around 
a unifying rational. This common reference is the concept of “Quality of Life”. People-environ-
ment studies deal with quality of life, whether it is in the framework of architectural psychology 
or the concerns of green psychology. We can only agree with David Uzzell when he notes that 
we have to be more aware of consequences, and put even more emphasis on the importance 
of the quality of life of everybody. Of course, quality of life also challenges architecture and the 
design professions by underlining the importance of constructing healthy environments which fi t 
all users. In other words, to design with “people in mind”. 

IAPS presidents have to endorse the essential role of building and maintaining bridges be-
tween all the disciplines that are concerned with people-environment relations. The challenges 
for the future will be to emphasize cultural differences even more, and to look increasingly in the 
direction of the developing countries in order to better understand and integrate the problems 
that, using the words of David Uzzell, the people from the two-thirds world are facing. What 
can they teach us and how can their problems be integrated in order to better understand the 
conditions of quality of life and sustainability? Indeed, our task, as Arza Churchman says, is to 
contribute to make the world a better place for people, wherever they live.
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Notice with regard to the 
English language in your 
manuscripts.

Although we welcome all 
our members to submit 
material, any paper or other 
material submitted for pu-
blication in the Bulletin must 
be written to high stan-
dards of English grammar 
and punctuation. To help 
the review process, such 
material should be checked 
by a fl uent English speaker 
before submitting it to the 
Bulletin. We are sure that 
the publications of IAPS will 
improve in quality with this 
assistance.

Please, send your contri-
butions for the issue No 
31 before  March, 20th 
2007 by e-mail or post.

The maximum word 
lenght for articles is 2000 
words.
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GUEST
EDITOR´S
INTRODUCTION

Roderick J. Lawrence
Centre for Human Ecology
& Environmental Sciences,

University of Geneva, Switzerland
email : Roderick.lawrence@cueh.unige.ch

The current IAPS Board has invited me to edit 
this special issue of the IAPS Bulletin dedicated to 
the 25th anniversary of the Association. The main 
purpose of this publication is to recall the origins 
and initial development of IAPS and highlight some 
achievements during the last 25 years. This short 
history has not been recorded elsewhere and it 
may be unknown to younger researchers and 
practitioners. Unfortunately, there is not enough 
space in this issue to identify and explain the key 
contributions and major changes in research top-
ics since the 1960s, but this is a worthy enterprise 
that could be completed in the future.  

It has been an interesting and enjoyable task 
to invite the Past President’s and some of the 
founders of IAPS to recall the foundations of the 
Association and its development. Although IAPS 
was formally constituted 25 years ago, the emer-
gence of the Association is earlier, as several of the 
authors in this special issue remind us. Since the 
1960s, there have been numerous developments 
in the fi eld which started with the shared concerns 
of psychologists and architects who founded “ar-
chitectural psychology”. Today the fi eld has be-
come more diversifi ed and is often referred to as 
“people-environment studies” with theoretical and 
empirical contributions from several disciplines 
and professions.

It is worthwhile recalling that IAPS was found-
ed and has developed owing to the devotion and 
commitment of people who have given their time 
for unpaid work as an elected Board member, as a 
co-ordinator of an IAPS network, as a contributor or 
editor of an issue of the newsletter or bulletin, as an 
organizer of or an international conference, a sym-
posium, or a young researchers workshop. On be-
half of all past and present IAPS members, I express 
sincere thanks to each and everyone of them.

I served on the IAPS Board for 16 years, and in 
the role of Treasurer from 1994 to 2002. I founded 
the IAPS Housing Network in 1988. Since then this 
Network has held meetings at each of the main 
IAPS conferences, and it has organized a number 
of international symposia on other occasions. At 
the IAPS 19 Conference in Alexandria, for exam-
ple, participants at 
the IAPS Housing 
Network Meeting 
debated the main 
benchmarks in 
housing research 
since the 1960s. 
The result of this 
debate confi rms 
that the contribu-
tion of some IAPS 
members to both 
theoretical and 
applied research 
has been signifi cant.

At the beginning of the 1990s I wrote that IAPS 
was at the crossroads. Fortunately, the IAPS Board 
listened to that message. Since then the achieve-
ments of IAPS have been numerous, and member-
ship of the Association has grown in number and 
geographical distribution. 

The last 25 years of IAPS clearly shows that 
there is a need for an international association that 
serves as an open forum for the sharing of ideas 
and research results by people concerned with 
people-environment relations from all continents 
of the world irrespective of their ethnic origin, their 
religious beliefs or their political affi liations. There 
is little doubt that if IAPS continues to provide this 
open forum, which can be facilitated by new com-
munication technology, then the Association will 

...the achievements 
of IAPS have been 

numerous, and 
membership of the 

Association has grown in 
number and geographical 

distribution”

“
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Canter, Rikard Kuller, Sue-Ann Lee, Gilles Barbey, 
Martin Symes, Arza Churchman, David Uzzell, By-
ron Mikellides and Duncan Joiner,  for their con-
tribution to commemorating the 25th anniversary 
of  IAPS.

be sustained as an international, intercultural and 
interdisciplinary platform. 

I hope that all readers of this special issue will 
fi nd the content of interest. I sincerely thank David 
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Figure 1: The IAPS 25th Anniversary session held during the IAPS 19 Conference in the Bibliotheca Alexandrina. From left to right: 
Roderick Lawrence, Gilles Barbey, David Uzzell and Gabriel Moser.

Figure 1: The IAPS 25th Anniversary session held during the IAPS 
19 Conference in the Bibliotheca Alexandrina. From left to right: Ro-
derick Lawrence, Gilles Barbey, David Uzzell and Gabriel Moser.

Figure 2: Cover of the Proceedings of the 1st Architectural Psy-
chology Conference held at Dalandhui, Scotland, from 28th 
February to 2nd March 1969. Note that the ‘house’ was made 
out of computer data cards, and the doll was used in studies of 
classroom design.

Figure 3: A prisoner’s cell, for Mr Napier and many others, who 
are obliged to appropriate this institutional setting as a personal 
space.  Appropriation has been an important topic in architectural 
psychology.

Figure 4: A map showing the geographical location of crimes in 
relation to the domicile of the criminal. Geographical Information 
Systems (GIS) could play a much stronger role in the fi eld.

Figure 5: Cover of the Proceedings of the Architectural Psychol-
ogy Conference “On Confl icting Experiences of Space and Place” 
held at the University of Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium, from 10-14th 
July 1979.

Figure 6: Cover of the 1st volume of the Ethnoscapes Series ti-
tled “Environmental Perspectives” edited by David Canter, Martin 
Krampen and David Stea and published by Avebury in 1988.

Figure 7: Cover of the Proceedings of the IAPS 10 Conference 
titled “Looking Back to the Future” held at the Delft University of 
Technology, the Netherlands, from 5-8th July 1988. 

Figure 8: Cover of the Book of Abstracts for the International Hous-
ing Symposium on “The meaning and Use of home and Neigh-
bourhood” organized by the National Swedish Institute for Building 
Research and the IAPS Housing Network and held at the Alvkar-
leby Hotel and Conference Centre from 20-23rd August 1989.

Figure 9: Call for papers in English and French for the IAPS 13 
Conference on “The Urban Experiences” held at the University of 
Manchester, England, from 13-15th July 1994.

Figure 10: Call for papers in French for the IAPS 14 Conference on 
“Evolving Environmental Ideals” held at the Hasseludden Confer-
ence Centre on the outskirts of Stockholm, Sweden, from 30th 
July to 3rd August 1996.

Figure 11: The IAPS Bulletin No.14 published in 1999 included a 
bibliography of recent publications in the fi eld of people-environ-
ment studies.

Figure 12: Cover of a book including papers edited after their 
presentation at the IAPS 16 Conference on held at University Paris 
V in July 2000.

Figure 13: Louis Hellman, a well-known architectural cartoonist 
illustrates with humour the collaboration between architects and 
psychologists since the 1960s.

Figure 14: The IAPS Bulletin No.19 was a special issue on hous-
ing edited by Jeanne Moore and Roderick Lawrence published in 
autumn 2001 

Figure 15: Cover of a book including papers edited after their 
presentation at the IAPS 17 Conference held at the University of 
Corunna, Spain, from 23rd to 27th July 2002.

LIST OF FIGURES
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ENVIRONICS
IN THE WILD

David Canter
IAPS Founding Organizer

Centre of Investigative Psychology,  University of Liverpool, 
Liverpool, United Kingdom

email: davidcanter@ukonline.co.uk

Dalandhui is the name of the country retreat 
owned at that time by Strathclyde University, on 
the shores of Loch Lomond, a short drive North 
of Glasgow. Its idyllic isolation made a curiously 
intense setting for the 50 or so people who met 
there for the fi rst conference to introduce Architec-
tural Psychology into Europe, over the weekend of 
28th February to 2nd March 1969. I had organized 
what became known as the Dalandhui Conference 
having just completed my PhD on the psychologi-
cal implications of open plan offi ce design, after a 
degree in psychology at Liverpool University. I was 
working as a psychologist within the School of Ar-
chitecture at Strathclyde in the Building Perform-
ance Research Unit established by Tom Markus. 
So the label “Architectural Psychology” with direct 
analogy to Educational or Industrial psychology 
seemed an obvious one for a conference to launch 
the new discipline we were developing. 

I had just turned 25 and had all the confi dent 
optimism of my youth. I thought Architectural Psy-
chology was an inevitable area for the develop-
ment of psychological theories and methods in 
ways that would help architects to do their job 
properly. I and the others who readily agreed to 
give papers had the arrogance, so often found in 
the behavioural sciences, that our empirical re-
search would effortlessly open the way to a new 
humane architecture. 

Looking back on the papers that were published 
in a book by the Architectural Press for the sum of 
£2 15s (Canter, 1970) it is interesting to see the 
variety of topics which were covered, all of which 
are still relevant today but most of which have fallen 
out of fashion as “green” studies have taken over. 
For example, there were laboratory based experi-

mental studies such as that from Ian Griffi ths on 
thermal comfort or Ifor Payne’s innovative compari-
son of pupillary responses of architects and non-
architects when looking at pictures of buildings. 

Figure 2:  Cover of the Proceedings of the 1st Architectural 
Psychology Conference held at Dalandhui, Scotland, from 
28th February to 2nd March 1969. Note that the ‘house’ was 
made out of computer data cards, and the doll was used in 
studies of classroom design.
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There were also reports of fi eld studies including 
David Walters’ examination of railway noise an-
noyance and Gordon Best’s forward looking study 
of direction-fi nding in buildings. I reported a study 
of space use in lecture theatres with different seat-
ing arrangements to show how students actively 
make use of space in relation to their understand-
ing of what they think will happen in that space. 

The emphasis was distinctly at the scale of 
building and the focus on the users of buildings. 
Only Terence Lee, recounting the studies he had 
carried out a few years earlier, of the meaning of 
“neighbourhood”, dealt with larger scale environ-
ments. But even this work only dealt with local as-
pects of people’s experience rather than broader 
environmental implications.

There was a lot of soul searching in many 
presentations; a call for appropriate theories and 
methodologies, consideration of the differences 
between psychology and architecture, and how 
psychology could infl uence architecture. Impor-
tantly, I recall no discussion of how architecture 
could infl uence psychology other than the plea to 
get psychologists out of their laboratories.  

This was an era when some psychologists in 
the UK were beginning to shake off the chains of 
behaviourism and the aping of what they thought 
were the methods of hard science. For me this 
was most clearly articulated in George Kelly’s Per-
sonal Construct Theory. The title of one of my pa-
pers captured this; “should we treat building users 
as subjects or objects?” Refl ecting a perspective 
on models of how people treat each other that I 

realise still exists in 
my work today 35 
years later when I 
consider whether 
serial killers treat 
their victims as 
people, vehicles or 
objects.

The Prologue I 
wrote (under the ti-
tle Environics in the 
wild, pity but the 
term never caught 

on) for that volume resulting from this fi rst conference 
captures some of the healthy enthusiasm of those 
early days in which all involved saw the clear poten-
tial for a productive interaction between architecture 
and psychology and our desire “to entice the outsider 
into the fi eld of architectural psychology”. Part of this 

enthusiasm arose from no-one being at all sure what 
the fi eld really covered or what the appropriate meth-
odologies or 
theories were 
for the devel-
opment of the 
fi eld. There was 
also interest-
ing, and I think 
still relevant, 
discussions of 
what the roles 
of architectural 
psychologists 
should be. Bill 
Hiliier, notably, 
who went on 
to develop the 
widely used 
“space syntax”, 
raised the fundamental point of what architecture 
should be taken to be, criticising psychologists for 
being too lax in their defi nition of environment.

The whole consideration of a psychology of 
buildings and architecture had been gaining mo-
mentum since Peter Manning set up the Pilking-
ton Research Unit in the Department of Building 
Science and employed a psychologist, Brian Wells 
(my PhD supervisor) to contribute to multidiscipli-
nary studies of Schools and Offi ces. This work had 
its roots in surveys conducted after the Second 
World War for the UK government as prepara-
tion for guidelines on housing design, due to the 
awareness of the need for the rebuilding of the 
country after the devastation of aerial bombard-
ment. However, it was the establishment of a unit 
with the clear aim of evaluating the performance of 
buildings by Tom Markus that drew me into a milieu 
where I could see the wide range of possibilities for 
psychological contributions to architecture. 

The affi liation of the dozen contributors to the 
Dalandhui volume shows how much this fi eld was 
the child of developments in architectural thinking. 
Gordon Best, Ivor Stilitz, and Peter Stringer were 
at the Bartlett School of Architecture and Bill Hillier 
was soon to take up a post there. David Walters 
was at Birmingham School of Architecture and Ifan 
Payne at the Welsh School of Architecture in Car-
diff, from where Tom Markus had recently come to 
take up the Chair in Building Science at Strathclyde 
University. He moved there after association with 
Peter Manning’s Pilkington Research Unit, where 
he had worked on the building science and per-
ceptual challenges of window design. Ian Griffi ths, 

I recall no discussion
of how architecture

could infl uence 
psychology other than

the plea to get 
psychologists out of

their laboratories”

“

The whole consideration 
of a psychology of 

buildings and architecture 
had been gaining 

momentum since Peter 
Manning set up the 

Pikington Research Unit 
in the Department of 
Building Science and 

employed a psychologist”

“
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although an experimental psychologist, was also 
working in an engineering context at the Electric-
ity Council’s Research Centre.  Except for Terence 
Lee, who was in the Psychology Department at 
University of Dundee, the other contributors, Jackie 
Lau, Adrian Hill and myself were all in the school of 
Architecture at Strathclyde.  The second Architec-
tural Psychology Conference a year or so later, and 
the emergence of IAPS all had roots in Architecture 
Departments until Terence Lee became head of the 
Department of Psychology at Surrey University and 
asked me to join him there and set up a Master’s 
programme in Environmental Psychology in 1971. 
Then this was still regarded as somewhat maver-
ick within the domain of academic psychology and 
most of the interest in the work we did came from 
architecture and planning departments.

It is worth remembering that this was all before 
President Nixon had declared the management of 
the environment as a major political issue and long 
before global warming was a widely debated topic. 
The “green movement” had not been named and 
young activists were far more concerned with nu-
clear disarmament and getting rid of Trident than 
melting ice-caps or the demise of whales. Indeed, 
I remember Ian Griffi ths telling me that the Electric-
ity Research Centre he joined was originally set up 
to help increase electricity usage because it was 
feared nuclear power stations would generate 
more electricity than they could get rid of!  It was 
also still the days of high-rise, tower blocks that 
looked like up-ended match boxes, and rows of 
uninspiring urban sprawl. It was claimed that more 
housing had to be built by the end of the century 
than had ever been built throughout history. The 
same probably went for schools, hospitals, offi ce 
blocks, airports and most other building types. 
There were therefore many agencies trying to work 
out how to guide the design and development of 
all these buildings, and a small number of them, 
and the people designing them, did think that there 
could be some help in making the designs what 
we might today call more “user friendly”. It was into 
this framework, in part, that psychologists were 
being attracted.

Architectural education was also undergoing 
one of its perennial bouts of navel gazing. Bill Hillier, 
Peter Stringer and, of course, Tom Markus and Pe-
ter Manning, had all found their way to psychology 
as part of activity enhancing how architects were 
educated, and my fi rst book (Psychology for Archi-
tects) attempted to bring together various strands 
of psychology from perception, by way of social 
psychology, through to organisational psychology 

that were being introduced into schools of archi-
tecture. By the mid 1970’s, most Schools of Ar-
chitecture in the UK had a reasonable amount of 
psychology being taught by psychologists. Indeed 
when I meet practicing architects today who quali-
fi ed during the 1970’s they speak of their aware-
ness of a psychological perspective on architecture 
that they imbibed during their training. In contrast, 
on the rare occasions when architecture students 
contact me these days they express surprise that 
there is actual a named fi eld of scholarship that 
links psychology and architecture.

The attrac-
tions to many 
psychologists, 
and certainly to 
me, of the op-
portunities pro-
vided by Schools 
of Architecture was that they opened up the pos-
sibilities of a psychology that was not so rigid and 
experimentally based as was then (and sadly often 
still is) the norm in many Departments of Psychol-
ogy. We did not need to study the behaviour or pi-
geons, goldfi sh, or rats, or get undergraduates to 
press buttons in response to fl ashing lights, or even 
get psychiatric patients to carry out obscure tests 
that bore little relationship to their personal pain or 
diffi culties in dealing with the world. In architecture 
we had ordinary people in real life. They may be 
patients in hospital, or children in schools, people 
relaxing in their living rooms, or walking their dogs 
in the park, offi ce workers trying to cope with heat 
and noise, or elderly residents of a nursing home 
trying to fi nd some interest in life. The people we 
studied were not to be constrained by the demands 
of some rigid set of hypotheses or some artifi cially 
contrived experimental setup. For me this freedom 
opened-up a pathway that has taken me to a very 
wide range of topics, as varied as human behav-
iour in emergencies, the study of serial killers and 
rapists, and more recently prisoners’ experience of 
incarceration.

There were, almost inevitably, many different 
cross-currents that undermined the possibilities 
of the fi eld of Architectural Psychology achieving 
its potential at the core of architecture, planning 
and design, as we all had hoped, and some had 
believed, was possible at Dlandhui. One of the 
problems we discovered very early on was that in 
simple direct terms, outside of extreme conditions 
which can be easily determined, the environment 
does not directly affect behaviour. So the architec-
tural quest for a few pointers on how to design 

In architecture we had 
ordinary people in real life”“
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a building that would make people happy was 
doomed to failure. Of course social scientists are 
adept at inventing labels for this discovery, talking 
about environmental “interaction” or “transaction”, 
to capture the fact that it is social processes that 
infl uence what is acceptable in any location, and 
thus how it is experienced, and the physical sur-
roundings may either help or hinder that, but they 
do not cause the actions or reactions. 

This realisation set in motion the natural process 
of psychologists and other social scientists drifting 
towards studies of people and their reactions, or in-
deed examination of what they do to environments, 
rather than what the environment does to them. 
Such studies quickly lose interest to an architect 
who may want, for example, some evidence to sup-
port his desire to make the external wall of a build-
ing curved even though his client may tell him it will 
make the building twice as expensive. If the infl uence 
of the physical environment is indirect at best, and 
possibly non-existent, then social scientists are free 
to indulge their old addiction for opinion question-
naires and attitude surveys. The whole fi eld there-
fore slipped away from being an applicable branch 
social science drawing on many different disciplines 
to being just another area of social psychology fo-

cussing on attitudes and how to change them. This 
lends itself well to the social scientists’ interpretation 
of “sustainability” but reduces our infl uence on these 
crucial matters for human survival in the same way 
that we lost any infl uence within architecture.

To my mind our central weakness in architec-
tural psychology was that we insisted on defi ning 
our research problems in terms that were drawn 
from psychology rather than engaging directly with 
what it is that architects do. To give a concrete ex-
ample, instead of my earlier fi ctional one of curved 
walls, I was once asked to give guidance on the 
design of a casino. To provide this guidance I ob-
served what went on there and interviewed staff 
and management as well as going round a number 
of casinos with a friend who was an experienced 
(and reasonably successful) gambler – described 
in my book Psychology in Practice. From this I built 
up a model of the patterns of activities and their 
interrelationships, the particular physical demands 
that some of these activities required and some of 
the preferred modes of us, for example gamblers, 
like to face the croupier across the gaming table, 
not from the side if possible. In addition I explored 
the meanings of the place to the various users and 
expressed that in a way that the architect could 
draw on to infl uence his own creative invention of 
the appropriate design. This whole bundle provided 
a framework for the architect to engage with, but 
specifi ed very few hard and fast details. 

What is especially interesting about this ap-
proach is that what is being offered are system-
atic summaries of a complex process informed by 
a theory (The Psychology of Place) of how people 
interact with and make use of their surroundings. 
The contribution for science is not a set of facts 
or fi nding but a way of thinking about processes. 
This may seem very abstract but as Kurt Lewin said 
“there is nothing so applicable as a good theory”.  
I have recently seen the power of this in a Scot-
tish court case in which I appeared as an expert 
witness, specifi cally employed as an environmental 
psychologist. The case was brought by a Mr Napier 
who claimed that his imprisonment was inhuman 
and degrading and therefore illegal under Article 3 
of the European Convention on Human Rights. It 
is instructive to quote directly what the judge said 
in his argument for why he found in favour of Mr 
Napier, quoting directly from my evidence: 

1. Within the cell, the lack of opportunity to cre-
ate appropriate “places” for activities, most notably 
the lack of a distinct place of excretion and associ-
ated washing facilities.  

Figure 3: A prisoner’s cell, for Mr Napier and many others, 
who are obliged to appropriate this institutional setting as a 
personal space.  Appropriation has been an important topic 
in architectural psychology.
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2. The sharing of the cell, causing the lack of 
possibility for creating a “personal space” and dis-
tinct area or “territory” for his own activities.

3. The pressure of overcrowding and lack of 
enough facilities, on the landing and in the block, on 
the opportunities there might otherwise have been 
for hygiene, recreation and “psychological release”.

4. The arbitrariness yet excessive control of the 
regime over the minutiae of daily activities. 

5. The impact of Mr Napier’s eczema on his 
ability to make use of coping strategies that may 
have alleviated the brutalising quality of his incar-
ceration.  

6. The uncertainties associated with being on 
remand.  

7. In my opinion, these conditions interact to 
create circumstances that in total are more debili-
tating and dehumanising than could reasonably be 
expected for imprisonment.”

He said “that view is consistent with the impact 
that the conditions did in fact have upon the pe-
titioner”. In other words, as any student of archi-
tectural psychology will recognise, the judge com-
pletely accepted the relevance and importance of a 
conceptual analysis that was derived directly from 
a quarter of a century or more of the study of how 
people use and experience their surroundings. 

Besides the theoretical challenges of determin-
ing how the environment has an impact, and the 
weaknesses of a perspective that ignores what 
the decision makers we are trying to interact with 
are actually doing, there is a third process that has 
undermined the possibilities for the development 
of the fi eld. This is rarely mentioned because we 
pretend science is neutral and untrammelled by 
mundane concerns. But the simple fact is that very 
few architecture departments are willing to pro-
mote people who are not trained architects. There 
are exceptions and a notable few (many whom I 
suspect may read this essay) have risen to sen-
ior levels in architecture without being “architects”. 
For the less effective and/or fortunate career de-
velopment is only possible within a social science 
department. There are a few consultancies, mainly 
in the USA, that employ psychologists on design 
and planning projects, but it is the nature of consul-
tancy that it does not contribute a great deal to the 
development of the discipline. Anything of com-
mercial value is kept in-house and there is often 
no time or particular incentive to develop for publi-
cation the non-commercial work. So psychologists 
interested in architecture and the environment drift 
into university departments of many different hues, 
whether it is psychology, health studies, or educa-

tion. Once there they have to hold their own against 
colleagues in the department’s discipline, removing 
them even further from direct engagement with en-
vironmental decision makers.

Within this framework the rather ambiguous 
term “environmental psychology” is much more 
attractive than the limited professional orientation 
implied by “architectural psychology”, or the even 
vaguer variants on “people-environment studies” 
or even “social ecology”.  Once released from the 
pull of architecture I and other psychologists began 
to explore issues that were more obviously within 
the realms of the behavioural sciences. My book 
The Psychology of Place was one of the fi rst re-
sults of this, really combining aspects of Barker’s 
“ecological psychology” and Kelly’s “personal con-
struct theory” (although perhaps I did not realise at 
the time I wrote it how much I had drawn on their 
pioneering work). This looked at the larger scale 
environment following up some of the issues Ter-
ence Lee had raised in his studies of neighbour-
hoods, drawing on the work of Bartlett to consider 
the mental representations people developed and 
used to help them make sense of their surround-
ings. The strongly cognitive component of these 
issues meant that they were soon absorbed into 
mainstream psychology in the work of such leading 
psychologists as Niesser or Gibson.

A particular strength of this work, though, re-
mains from the early initiatives within the profes-
sion of architecture. Rather than turning the study 
of mental maps into a laboratory based problem, 
which would have been so easy, the psychology 
of place is still very much an exploration of how 

Figure 4: A map showing the geographical location of crimes 
in relation to the domicile of the criminal. Geographical In-
formation Systems (GIS) could play a much stronger role in 
the fi eld.
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people do actually make sense of their world. This 
meant that when I was asked if I could “help catch 
a man before he killed yet again” (as I discuss in 

my book Criminal 
Shadows) I thought 
of this criminal as 
making use of his 
surrounding like 
anyone else in his 
situation might.

 This enabled 
me to make sense 
of the pattern of 
rapes and murders 

in order to determine where the offender may have 
lived at the time of his offences. This turned out to 
be very helpful to the police. 

With that intervention I realised there was a 
whole range of applications to police work that 
paralleled what we had thought through with ar-
chitects. Police were also decision makers  like 
architects were supposed to be, so I started to 
develop the idea of an “Investigative Psychology”. 
But I determined from the outset that we would 
not make the same mistake as we had made in 
architecture. From the very beginning we sought 
to work directly with the police and to understand 
not only their decision processes but also the 
most effective ways of supporting those decisions. 
To be fair ,it is probably much easier to contrib-
ute to the core of police work than to the core of 
architecture. We are concerned directly with the 
actions of people, even though they are criminals, 
rather than with the indirect consideration of build-
ing forms that may or may not have relevance to 
human actions, but certainly have relevance to 
how architects are evaluated by their colleagues 
and potential clients. Their evaluation by prospec-
tive clients may have little to do with the issues 
to which psychologists can contribute directly, but 
the understanding of where an offender may live is 
of immediate signifi cance to a detective. 

It also turns out, as I discovered very fortui-
tously in the case that led to the conviction of John 
Duffy, that many criminals have patterns of spatial 
behaviour that yield interesting results when inter-
preted from the point of view of the sort of mental 

maps they imply. I was able to explore this possibili-
ty in direct application to a number of investigations 
as I describe in my recent book Mapping Murder.  
We have now been able to take that even further 
and develop decision support systems, such as 
my software Dragnet, that can be used directly by 
police offi cers.

All this may seem a long way from the Daland-
hui conference, but the pathway feels very straight-
forward for me. However, along the way I, like many 
other architectural and environmental psychologists 
have left aside very many important questions. This 
is a pity because I fear the current explorations of 
psychological contributions to sustainable environ-
ments are making many of the mistakes we made 
at Dalandhui. They are exploring abstract global at-
titudes in isolation of what it is that environmental 
decision makers actually do. They are holding onto 
the “professional arrogance” which sees the world’s 
problems in peoples’ cognitions or attitudes rather 
than recognising that economic and political proc-
esses, as well as entrenched and often irrational 
value systems, and daily habits, all need to be in-
corporated into any consideration of any interven-
tions.  But most fundamentally they are missing the 
point that was clear to us at Dalandhui and is still 
valid today.  It is in the day to day experience of 
buildings and the proximal surroundings that peo-
ple interact and transact with their environment. 
Heating, lighting, noise levels, space use, privacy, 
crowding, way-fi nding, the symbolic meaning of 
built and natural forms, and how we move around 
between them, and all the other details that make 
up the direct experience of architecture and land-
scape, are where humanity infl uences the earth. 

We may have been wrong to look for the infl u-
ence of architecture on people as we realised at 
Dlandhui. We may be correct now to redress this 
balance and concern ourselves more with how 
people are infl uencing the nature of the environ-
ment, but unless we put as much effort as possible 
into understanding the interaction between these 
two processes we may fi nd that in another forty 
years social scientists are  still struggling to have 
their important messages heard.

© David Canter 2006

We are concerned 
directly with the actions 
of people, even though 

they are criminals”
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The Architectural Psychology Conference in King-
ston-upon-Thames in 1970 was my fi rst international 
scientifi c experience. On its last day it was agreed 
that the next conference was to take place in Lund, 
Sweden three years later. When editing the book of 
proceedings from the Lund Conference I labelled it 

the 2nd International Architectural Psychology Con-
ference. There had been two previous conferences, 
one in Lund, 1967, and another in Dalandhui, 1969, 
both of which had been mainly national. However, 
this has caused considerable confusion in the num-
bering of IAPS conferences ever since. 

During the last day of the Lund Conference we 
discussed whether to establish an international 
association. Considering the number of already 
existing organisations in psychology, sociology, er-
gonomics and architecture, we decided to take no 
step in this direction, at least not for the time being. 
Instead, a few of the delegates were asked to make 
preparations for another conference in two or three 
years’ time. The delegates recommended that since 
there had been several conferences of this kind in 
Britain and Sweden it would be a good idea if the 
next one were to take place somewhere else. 

The encouragement for delegates to arrange the 
next conference led to Strasbourg, 1976, and Lou-
vain-la-Neuve, 1979. Then things started to hap-
pen. During the last day of the Louvain Conference 
it was decided to form an international association. 
In a plenary meeting the delegates nominated and 
voted for a provisional board. Much to my surprise I 
was proposed as Chairman, and, less astonishing, 
David Canter was nominated as Secretary. During 
meetings that followed the outlines of the new as-
sociation were drafted, and in 1981, IAPS became 
formally established. This was 25 years ago. 

I must confess that I was not in favour of a for-
mal organisation at the time. Instead, the idea of 
spontaneous new conferences seemed very ap-
pealing. However, on hindsight I believe the for-
mation of IAPS was a wise decision. David Canter 

Rikard Küller
IAPS President (1981-1984)

email: Marianne.Kuller@arkitektur.lth.se 

IAPS 25 YEARS.
SOME THOUGHTS 
ABOUT THE PAST 
AND THE FUTURE

Figure 5: Cover of the Proceedings of the Architectural Psy-
chology Conference “On Confl icting Experiences of Space 
and Place” held at the University of Louvain-la-Neuve, Bel-
gium, from 10-14th July 1979.
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was a formidable organiser and, even if he has 
sidetracked into criminal profi ling, his many con-
tributions to Environmental Psychology will not 
be forgotten. Thanks to past and present Board 
members, not least some outstanding Chairper-
sons, IAPS is now prospering as never before, and 
we have had some really excellent conferences.          

In the beginning, IAPS stood for the Interna-
tional Association for the Study of People and their 

Physical Surroundings. 
It took many hours of 
discussion at a meet-
ing in London to get 
this together, one pur-
pose being to keep the 
two middle letters, AP, 
which previously had 
meant Architectural 
Psychology. Later the 

formal name was changed into the less cumber-
some International Association for People-Envi-
ronment Studies. As most will acknowledge, IAPS 
mainly deals with Environmental Psychology, which 
meant a widening of the original fi eld of Architectur-
al Psychology. Unfortunately, this may have made 
IAPS less interesting to some architects.  

Until 20 years ago Environmental Psychology al-
most exclusively dealt with the impact of the environ-
ment upon people. It can have escaped nobody that 
the focus has now shifted to the impact of people 
upon the environment. Sustainability and ecologi-
cal behaviour have become key concepts. Both of 
these mainstreams are certainly important During an 
animated discussion 50 years ago one of my teach-
ers pleaded that knowledge of the brain would never 
reach a level, where it would benefi t psychological 
theory. I did not agree then, and I do not agree now. 
I am more convinced than ever that if psychology is 
to survive, it will be as a branch of the fast developing 
brain sciences. Already in the middle of the last cen-
tury physiology was brought into the psychological 
context in terms of sensory deprivation and stress 
research, and these ideas were integrated into En-
vironmental Psychology, where they now form the 
basis for a number of theoretical approaches.   

Environmental Psychology research includes 
a plethora of methods, from interviews and ques-
tionnaires to behavioural observations and physio-
logical techniques. All of these methods may be 
justifi ed at one time or another, but I would like to 
see a more diversifi ed use of them. For instance, 
the widespread use of measurement scales for this 
and that, when entered in a regression analysis, 
might yield stunning correlations that are due main-
ly to response bias. Scales, which correlate with 

scales, which correlate with scales! Psychologists 
used to be excellent experimenters, but in recent 
studies much of this seems to have been lost.    

Another trend in Environmental Psychology is the 
use of advanced statistical techniques, for instance, 
factor and regression analysis. One may conclude 
that the ‘scientifi c rigor’ has increased, generally. On 
the other hand there is the risk of ‘rigor mortis’. All the 
correlations and coeffi cients can make one choke to 
death. I remember the fascination I felt, when I read 
about Abraham Maslow’s and Norbett Mintz’ study 
of how a beautiful and an ugly room made people’s 
faces look different, or Robert Sommer’s intriguing 
experiments on how persons interacted in space. 
Today, when Environmental Psychology has reached 
maturity, I seldom experience the same excitement.

Sampling is fundamental for our science, and most 
studies nowadays are made on large, representative 
groups. Actually, the probability of statistical tests is 
all about whether the result is also valid for the gene-
ral population. Thus, we are dealing with population 
studies, and rightly so. But it seems to me that some-
thing is about to be lost here, namely the individual. 
When Sigmund Freud developed his model of the Id, 
Ego and Superego, he did this out of a deep interest 
for the human mind. This is what fascinated him and 
has fascinated most psychologists ever since.   

I will put forth the proposition that IAPS is an appro-
priate international forum to initiate discussions about 
these and other issues. Unfortunately, there seems 
to be little space in our major journals for discussion. 
However, early in our history Sue Ann Lee undertook 
to edit the Architectural Psychology Newsletter, and 
its modern offspring, the IAPS Bulletin, seems to be 
an excellent periodical for such discussions.  
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REFLECTION ON

PEOPLE ENVIRONMENT

STUDIES:

THEN AND NOW
Sue-Ann Lee

IAPS Executive Board Member (1981-1994)
email: Sue@lee-cunningham.com

It seems timely for me to be asked to refl ect on 
our fi eld of people-environment studies as I have 
just recently retired from Kingston School of Ar-
chitecture where, 37 years ago, as a psychology 
graduate, I started as a research assistant in the 
Architectural Psychology Research Unit.

1969 was an exciting time. We knew we were 
at the beginning of something new and were full of 
optimism. At Kingston we ran the 2nd Architectural 
Psychology Conference and took on the “Architec-
tural Psychology Newsletter”. There were lots of de-
bates in the (embryonic) fi eld: were we suggesting 
Architectural Determinism or not? Should it be ar-
chitectural or environmental psychology? “environ-
ment and behaviour” or “people and environment”? 
Should we set up an organisation equivalent to 
EDRA or not? We agreed not to - at fi rst. When we 
did decide to set up IAPS then it was a question of 
a name (we wanted to keep the established AP ini-
tials) and which language or languages? We settled 
for English and French at the time and spent hours 
trying to agree a constitution and its translation 
(IAPS initially stood for the International Association 
for the Study of People & their Physical Surround-
ings, partly because of the debate arising from the 
use of the word “environnement” in French).

In 1989, I was asked to refl ect on 20 years of 
people-environment studies at the EDRA 20 Con-
ference in North Carolina – in terms of “what do we 
know and what do we not know, after 20 years” – so 
I have had a look at what I said then (Lee 1989) and 
– a further 17 years later - I am surprised to fi nd that 
this would still be how I would describe our fi eld.

I said then – with 20 years of hindsight – that 
we were over optimistic in 1969 about the study of 

the people-environment relationship and the con-
tribution it would make to policy and design prac-
tice – but that this was probably a good thing at 
the time because it carried us forward. 

What we had 
found is that the 
people-environment 
relationship is much 
more complex than 
we had anticipated 
– we had found that 
it is dynamic and cul-
turally and personally 
variable.

We had also had 
to develop methods 
and theories to address this complexity. We had 
started with short term empirical studies but, over 
time, had come to realise the benefi ts of longitudi-
nal studies and of replication. We had recognized 
the different benefi ts of quantitative and qualitative 
data and realised that we needed a breadth of ap-
proaches to build a whole picture. We were still 
trying to develop theoretical frameworks into which 
the whole jigsaw would fi t.

I also said that we had learnt that effective co-
operation across disciplines and between organi-
sations is more diffi cult to achieve than we had 
thought at fi rst. Also that the application of our 
research fi ndings in teaching, environmental policy 
and design practice was much slower and more 
diffi cult than we had originally anticipated.

I concluded by saying that – in spite of the diffi -
culties – we had learnt that it was nevertheless worth 

...we had learnt that 
effective cooperation 

across disciplines and 
between organisations 

is more diffi cult to 
achieve than we had 

thought at fi rst”
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doing! It was worth carrying on - with the lessons of 
hindsight – and acknowledging that we needed more 
time than we thought to deal with the complexity of 
the people-environment relationship and more time to 
make an effective contribution to policy and practice.

My views in 1989 – so where are we now and 
what of the future? 

More research is needed in environmental psy-
chology generally and there is a need to stimulate 
more interest from within psychology in particular. 
This will not be easy as environmental psychology is 
still not seen as a major area of specialisation within 
psychology. The recent increase in the popularity of 
psychology as a subject for university study in Britain, 
for example, has not been refl ected in a proportional 
increase in interest in environmental psychology.

The same is true of “people-environment” re-
search from within a range of disciplines other 
than psychology. The environment does seem to 
be given more prominence as a research focus 
in other social sciences - particularly geography, 
and some architects and designers- particularly 
Landscape designers and some Product design-
ers – are interested to know more about human 
behaviour – which is a start.

At a recent conference concerned with Archi-
tecture Research Futures in Britain I was struck 
not only by the lack of emphasis on the social 
aspects of architecture (it was mentioned in the 
fi nal summing up session!) but also by the lack of 
clarity (and therefore basis for discussion/agree-
ment) as to what constitutes, or might constitute, 
research, or types of research, in architecture. I 
anticipated the former - in spite of the efforts of 
people like Frank Duffy & DEGW, but I was sur-
prised by the latter.

What has always been a concern is how few 
people within architecture or psychology world-
wide – relative to the overall numbers in these dis-
ciplines - have pursued our research area – given 
its self-evident importance (to me at least!).

2. To aim to get more of the research that 
is done into environmental policy and design 
practice and to make the research that is 
done and its application/s, more evident:

I realise that this is a Catch 22. If there was 
more research, more of it would infl uence policy 
and, if it was then seen to be useful, then more 
research would be commissioned.

It is also a challenge to make existing research 
and applications more evident in environmental 
policy and design practice. It is diffi cult to fi nd peo-
ple-environment contributions explicitly acknowl-
edged in government environmental documents 
and policies although some researchers are con-
tributing to them. This is part of a general problem 
with commissioned research and advisory roles. 

NOW AND THE FUTURE?

I am often asked to review the development of 
our fi eld but recently I was asked by Gabriel Moser 
and David Uzzell to review my own career and per-
sonal contribution to the fi eld – it was an interesting 
if somewhat chastening task! One of the questions 
to be answered was “What would be your priorities 
for future people-environment/environmental psy-
chology research?” I identifi ed 3 main priorities:

1. To encourage more people-environ-
ment/environmental psychology research to 
be done, for both theoretical and methodo-
logical developments:

Figure 6: Cover of the 1st volume of the Ethnoscapes Series 
titled “Environmental Perspectives” edited by David Canter, 
Martin Krampen and David Stea and published by Avebury 
in 1988.
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Also where commercial interests in design prac-
tice or otherwise sensitive material is involved it 
may not be possible to publish the work. 

Another reason that some environmental psy-
chology research is not more evident is that it has 
become diffused into other types of psychology 
or into other disciplines. This is raised by Stokols 
(1995) as a paradox for the fi eld and is also con-
sidered to be problematic by Bonnes et al. (2003). 
who chart theoretical approaches in psychology 
chronologically with the aim of clarifying the theo-
retical roots of environmental psychology. They also 
hope to help to guarantee its continued integration 
in psychology and to show its specifi c contribution, 
alongside other social sciences, when applied to 
environmental problems.

There are still differing views, and some ambiv-
alence, as to whether our fi eld is a part of psychol-
ogy or an interdisciplinary subject in its own right. In 
a special section of the “Handbook of Environmen-
tal Psychology” edited by Bechtel & Churchman 
(2002), the links to, and differentiation from, other 
disciplines are explored. There are chapters on En-
vironmental Sociology, Environmental Anthropol-
ogy, Environmental Psychophysiology, Pathology 
and Urban Planning.

In terms of dealing with the complexity of the 
people-environment relationship that I have re-
ferred to above, people-environment researchers 
are increasingly taking a “transactional” approach 
(Werner et al. 2002). Others such as Despres are 
suggesting a “transdisciplinary” approach (Despres 
2005). In a recent article in the IAPS Bulletin she ar-
gues from a study of the progress of doctoral the-
ses in our fi eld, that many students start with the 
aim of dealing with the complexity of the people-
environment relationship, but that many lose sight 
of this complexity as the thesis nears completion. 
She argues that this is not a simple matter of over-
estimating time and resources but an effect of “dis-
ciplinary confi nement”. She has noticed that those 
(few) students who do not lose the complexity 
tend to be affi liated with multidisciplinary research 
groups with broader research programmes. She 
argues that the complex models of people-envi-
ronment relations that we have begun to develop, 
including a transdiciplinary approach, should help 
to support students undertaking such “complex” 
empirical research. (see also Lawrence and De-
spres, 2004). She also identifi es Architecture and 
Planning Schools as ideal bases for transdiscipli-
nary approaches, but in Britain at least, in spite of 
the social aspects of design being a required ele-
ment of the curriculum throughout the EU, there 

are few social scientists teaching or researching 
in architecture schools and it saddens me that my 
expertise will not be replaced at Kingston.

3. To give priority to research on issues of 
sustainability:

In my view a priority area for future people-
environment/environmental psychology research 
would be on issues of sustainability in its broadest 
sense. I feel that there are real threats to both the 
physical and social environment ahead of us.

An interest in sustainability can be seen to be 
growing in our fi eld, (this is clearly demonstrated if 
one compares the 
overview of en-
vironmental psy-
chology research 
by Stokols & Alt-
man in 1987 with 
that by Bechtel 
& Churchman 15 
years later in 2002). 
What is perhaps 
surprising is that 
there is not more 
applied research 
being undertaken 
in this area.

At the 4th EPUK conference “Putting environ-
mental psychology research into practice” I argued 
that there are a number of ways in which environ-
mental psychology - in particular - can contribute 
to our understanding of issues of sustainability, 
both general and specifi c.(Lee 2005 and in press). 
More broadly in the context of this article, I would 
argue that people-environment studies can make 
a wider contribution to the study of issues of sus-
tainability overall.

Nickerson (2003), a psychologist, argues that 
both more research and more application of re-
search is needed. There has been relatively little 
research that focuses on the effects that human 
beings have on the environment - particularly the 
natural environment and its resources. The main 
thrust of environmental psychology research has 
been on increasing the understanding of the ef-
fects of the environment on human beings. So 
he argues that more of the fi rst kind of research 
is needed.

With regard to the application of existing re-
search, Nickerson (2003) suggests that we need 

It is also a challenge
to make existing research 

and applications more 
evident in environmental 

policy and design 
practice”
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more people to review the existing research to fi nd 
its practical applications and more people who 
start with the (environmental) problems and then 
design research which helps to solve them. Ei-

ther strategy is a 
challenge for us.

The number 
of summary 
texts is grow-
ing and that ed-
ited by Becker 
& Jahn (1999) 
brings together 
a range of con-
tributions from a 
number of social 
sciences, in-

cluding environmental psychology (Werner 1999), 
specifi cally on the topic of sustainability.

There are relatively few psychologists spe-
cialising in the study of sustainability, but the 
number is expanding and the publications are 
increasing. Winter & Koger’s (2004) book “The 
Psychology of Environmental Problems” is spe-
cifi cally concerned with the relationship between 
psychology and issues of sustainability. They 
review the major theoretical frameworks in psy-
chology and show how each one can contribute 
to our understanding of some aspects of sus-
tainability.

Controversially they also see a unifying role for 
the discipline of psychology in the topic of sustain-
ability:

“How to sustain human existence on the 
planet could become psychology’s core question, 
offering an intellectual coherence to a discipline in-
creasingly fragmented by diverse concerns” (Win-
ter & Koger 2004, pp 211-212)

Besides theoretical contributions to this area, 
Oskamp (2002, pp322) and others, outline par-
ticular methodological contributions to be made 
by environmental psychologists:

“A fi rst task is to help specify more clearly how 
sustainable behaviour can be defi ned and how its 
key dimensions can be measured. Second, psy-
chologists can demonstrate that human patterns 
of behaviour can be changed and research can 
delineate goals and effective means for changes 
toward sustainability.”

In conclusion - I hope that the next 37 years 
are as exciting and fruitful for our fi eld as the fi rst 
– it is clear to me that there is much research still 

to be done, more applications of existing research 
to be made, and some major challenges ahead for 
people-environment studies.

There are relatively 
few psychologists 

specialising in the study 
of sustainability, but the 

number is expanding 
and the publications are 

increasing”

“
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PEOPLE ENVIRONMENT

STUDIES IN EUROPE 

AND THE EMERGENCE 

OF IAPS
Gilles Barbey
IAPS President (1984-1992)
email: gbbarbey@bluewin.ch

In the late 1960s, architectural psychology orig-
inated in European countries to study how people 
perceive their environment and behave inside and 
around buildings. Originally, Britain and Sweden 
were leading the fi eld, with the organization of sev-
eral research conferences and the establishment 
of diverse academic programmes  conceived for 
the evaluation various environments. 

In North America,  the Environmental Design 
Research Association (EDRA) was founded in 

Washington DC in 
1969. IAPS was 
founded as an in-
ternational associ-
ation following the 
initiative of a group 
of British psy-
chologists active 
at the University of  
Surrey, Kingston 
Polytechnic and 

at Strathclyde. IAPS was established  as a charity 
according to British law in 1981 following a series 
of international conferences related to architectural 
and environmental psychology. The founding Ex-
ecutive Board included David Canter, Rikard Kuller 
and Sue-Ann Lee.

During the 1980s most IAPS Executive Board 
meetings were held in London. From 1984, the 
year I was elected IAPS President, the IAPS Ex-
ecutive Board included Martin Symes, Secretary, 
Peter Ellis, Treasurer, Lenelis Kruse and Niels Prak. 
Our tasks involved: the adoption of a legal consti-
tution; membership draft registration and collec-
tion of members subscriptions; identifi cation of the 
future biennial conference organizers; formulation 

of guidelines for future conferences; adoption of 
proposals by organizers of specifi c theme-oriented 
symposia; setting up of permanent research net-
works, on housing, education and other themes; 
publication of the IAPS newsletter and a member-
ship directory; and various administrative measures 
linked to the statues of the association.

The administrative tasks of the IAPS Board 
did not leave enough time to explore priorities on 
research,  or to speculate on future strategies to 
advocate this new fi eld. It is important to note that 
although IAPS originated in Britain, it was founded 
without any prejudiced view or preconception of 
what Environment Behaviour Research (EBR) or 
Man-Environment Studies (EBS) should be. This 
open-mindedness proved to be worthwhile. For 
example, there was hardly any rejection of posi-
tivism, or commercially oriented research linked 
to offi ce design. However, environmental research 
was essentially performed in academic institu-
tions and most IAPS members were employed in 
higher education. From the outset, the cultural and 
geographical diversity of IAPS members may have 
been responsible for the wide variety of subjects 
explored in the latter decades of the 20th century. 
In addition to the presentation of scientifi c papers 
during conferences, personal contacts were es-
sential and rewarding. The specialized theme ori-
ented symposia which occurred between the ma-
jor biennial conferences had a polarization effect 
and helped to encourage heuristic perspectives 
of research. Some state of the art reports mention 
the “invisible networks” linking IAPS members who 
share similar views.

The history of IAPS can be traced by account-
ing for the debates and themes of its conferences. 

The history of IAPS 
can be traced by 

accounting for the 
debates and themes of 

its conferences”
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However, it seems that there is some reluctance for 
people-environment researchers to adopt histori-
cal perspectives (hardly any historians among IAPS 
members!) in order to interpret the conception and 
use of the built environment or specifi c buildings. 
Longitudinal research has been rarely applied. In 
addition, it is rare for researchers to discriminate 
between social and environmental history and the 
personal biography of individuals as I stressed at 
the EDRA conference in New York in 1985.

IAPS members have included a majority of 
psychologists who have consistently outnumbered 
other social scientists. This has framed the legacy 
of IAPS, with more emphasis on the individual than 
on social groups or collective behaviour. It is factual 
that unprejudiced views prevented any dogmatic 
or ultra-subjective position to rise. Political disa-
greements have been minor, even in such extreme 
situations such as the Greek-Turkish confl ict con-
cerning Cyprus, when preparing IAPS conferences 
in Ankara (1990) and Porto Carras (1992).

Today, the cumulative knowledge of people-
environment research does not seem to discour-
age newcomers from re-exploring well known 
subjects at he risk of what Amos Rapoport called 
“reinventing the wheel”. The co-ordination and 
storage of research data has not been a task 
that IAPS has assumed. In fact, nothing could be 
more alien to IAPS goals than to attempt a gen-
eral consensus on preconceived mainstreams in 
research. People-environment studies is nearly 
50 years old, but the intellectual distance be-
tween the founders and the newcomers remains 
relatively short. 

A CONTEMPORARY VISION OF IAPS

An ideal conception of people-environment 
research can be illustrated by the contribution of 
the late Jonathan 
Sime. A most 
sensitive person, 
Jonathan was 
able to achieve 
an objective 
analysis of facts 
and, simultane-
ously, describe 
his personal and 
subjective vision 
of things he ob-
served. His well-
known research 
on fi re hazards and prevention is totally different 
from his intimate exploration of his affi liations to 
his home. However, both research approaches 
taken together summarize Clare Cooper Mar-
cus’s view of research “from the pragmatic to the 
spiritual”. Researchers ought to differ from each 
other while establishing their priorities in Envi-
ronment-Behaviour Studies. The wide variety of 
approaches is a strong asset for IAPS and the 
fi eld. Still, an obvious diffi culty may consist in pre-
serving a balanced diversity within IAPS between 
more speculative research and conventional em-
pirical studies.

Balanced diversity in People-Environment 
research is inherent to different cultures. We 
know that North Europeans are more inclined 
to favour pragmatic approaches, whereas 
those researchers from Southern Europe tend 
to adopt more philosophical approaches. These 
two kinds of research are complementary. In-
dividuals conceive their environment, which re-
flects an echo on their behaviour. Conception 
and reception of the environment are the nec-

The present popularity 
of sustainable 

development can 
be interpreted as a 
reaction to existing 

environmental threats 
now well documented”

“

Figure 8: Cover of the Book of Abstracts for the International 
Housing Symposium on “The meaning and Use of home and 
Neighbourhood” organized by the National Swedish Institute 
for Building Research and the IAPS Housing Network and 
held at the Alvkarleby Hotel and Conference Centre from 20-
23rd August 1989.
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essary components of environment-behaviour 
studies. The present popularity of sustainable 
development can be interpreted as a reaction 
to existing environmental threats now well docu-
mented. At the same time, sustainability seems 
to be in fashion, almost in an excessive way. 
However the global situation in this world has 
reached such a critical stage that any attempt 
to moderate current pollution levels may prove 
adequate. The edge between concrete and ideal 
situations is sharp. Benefits from people-envi-
ronment studies should ensure epistemological 
progresses. The relative independence of envi-
ronmental research from commercial interests 
is a much debated subject in universities today 
because influential sponsors of research tend 
to impose their biased vision of people-environ-
ment relations.

IAPS can play a role in demonstrating exam-
ples of orthodox and human oriented research  
in contrast to the pursuit of exclusive material 
advantages. The Association’s strong links to 
academic institutions should prove benefi cial. It 
is desirable that the design research themes of 
people-environment research are retained in the 
future. Previous IAPS conferences were success-
ful in echoing current ongoing research in this 
vast fi eld. Since 1992, the IAPS Board has man-
aged to run the Association quite effectively with 
a substantial increase in its membership from all 
regions of the world. It is very satisfying that IAPS  
has extended its infl uence beyond the boundaries 
of Europe by organizing an intercontinental meet-

ing of researchers in Alexandria, Egypt during this 
anniversary year.

FUTURE PROSPECTS

One of the main challenges faced by environ-
ment behaviour studies is the application of re-
search for the benefi t of existing and future envi-
ronmental situations. The contributions of Carole 
Despres and her colleagues in advocating meas-
ures to accommodate a changing population to its 
residential environment is one good example of ap-
plied research in our fi eld.

This kind of research should be encouraged 
in spite of the diffi culty of deriving relevant conclu-
sions from a site survey, in order to adapt the built 
environment in accordance with improved behav-
ioural conditions. It is also preferable that much 
more attention is attributed to the experimentation 
of building and planning prototypes as a direct con-
sequence of  our research.

Although a general and comprehensive per-
spective of the last 25 years cannot be provided 
here, it is noteworthy that a considerable volume 
of research fi ndings and recommendations is avail-
able today. IAPS can and should be instrumental 
in disseminating this epistemology of people-envi-
ronment studies. Hopefully, the membership and 
fi nancial resources will continue to increase in order 
for the collective pursuit of the now well established 
objectives of this international association.
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IAPS: PAST,
PRESENT
AND FUTURE.
CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEBATE

Martin Symes
IAPS Secretary (1984-1990)

email: vsymes@aol.com

IAPS has reached its quarter-century. We ex-
pect that it will continue for the next quarter-cen-
tury. But no-one thinks it is the same now as it was 
when meetings began, and it would be a brave 
person who would say what kind of organisation it 
will be in the future. This uncertainty over aims and 
characteristics is surely a good thing. We would 
like to have a way of bringing together people who 
are excited by discussing our place in the physical 
environment (and the place of the environment in 
our lives) but we do not need a rigid structure to 
enable us do this.

The history of IAPS has being written else-
where. For the purpose of the present debate, it 
is useful to remind ourselves that the group has 
changed its name a number of times, has defi ned 
its subject matter in a number of ways, has had 
members from a changing array of  disciplines, 
and with differing allegiance to academia and to 
practice, has used a number of languages, has 
met, independently or in conjunction with other 
groups, in North America, Asia and Africa as well 
as in Europe, and has sponsored a variety of dif-
ferent forms of publication. It does not seem to me 
that this diversity is either an accident of the proc-
ess of growth, or a conspiracy to avoid commit-
ment, or mere academic, or even fi nancial, oppor-
tunism. It is rather, in my opinion, the product of an 
extremely lively exploration of a set of interactions 
which concerns us all because, fundamentally, it is 
not, and cannot be fi xed.

Can the environment be fully defi ned? Can the 
world of people be fully understood? Can the need 
to act and the need to refl ect be balanced for ever? 
These are questions for which there will only ever 
be provisional answers. Such questions are, and 

surely should be, continually reviewed. And, it fol-
lows, continually in fl ux, especially when discussed 
in relation to each other. IAPS is fl uid, and needs to 
remain so: IAPS is not about fi nality.

This is not a plea for avoiding decisions: at 
any one time the organisation must have a po-
sition on the matters 
listed above. Nor is this 
a plea for eternal rela-
tivism: we have core 
values and should (and 
I believe can) make the 
decisions we need to 
make at any one time in 
the light of those values. 
But let us not forget that 
they are a core, and not 
the whole thing. An ex-
ample of a value which 
is in the core is to avoid 
discrimination (at one time we debated this at 
length in regard to the acceptance of members 
from South Africa). Another is the idea that the 
physical environment cannot be truly understood 
if treated as a freestanding object, with no hu-
man dimension (this was one of the disputes 
which arose at the time of the Guildford versus 
Louvain-la Neuve “schism”). But non-core values 
include (probably) whether IAPS should initiate 
its own refereed publications rather than spon-
sor those of other organisations. Or whether the 
research community should only communicate in 
one “international” language: it having been ar-
gued that this discriminates against participation 
by persons who (as a few years ago in Eastern 
Europe) would have been very unlikely to have 
access to scientifi c English.

The physical 
environment cannot 
be truly understood 

if treated as a 
freestanding object, 

with no human 
dimension”
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At the time of writing (Autumn 2006) issues which 
clearly need resolution include:

- The need to concentrate on global issues  
 such as climate change.

- The opening up of debate on issues affecting  
 the less developed countries.

- The preferred methods for engaging in politi 
 cal debate.

Others which could become important for 
IAPS, but might be left to others, include:

- The “War of Civilisations”.
- Security.
- Corporate Responsibility.

It would be interesting to hear the views of oth-
er IAPS members on these issues.

 
Finally, from a personal perspective I would like 

to raise two academic questions:

First, have we had a surfeit of recent studies of 
cities. Does the fact that the forces of urbanisation 
are now world wide mean that the lessons of Sim-
mel, the Chicago School, or even Castells, need 
to be so often restated in case studies from new 
geographical developments? Should we not look, 
more patiently, for new insights, even if they do not 
arise from every IAPS meeting?

Secondly, isn´t it time that the area of environ-
mental studies which stemmed from Kenneth Boul-
ding’s classic book “The Image” was revisited? This 
work was published in 1961 (forty-fi ve years ago) 
and remains, rightly, on many reading lists, but the 
processes by which images are created, perceived 
and manipulated in the world in which we now live 

are both very different and very important to us all. I 
suspect we do not really understand what is going 
on around us, but should. 

Rome would be an excellent place in which to 
reopen these debates!  

Figure 9: Call for papers in English and French for the IAPS 
13 Conference on “The Urban Experiences” held at the Uni-
versity of Manchester, England, from 13-15th July 1994.
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IAPS FROM A 
PERSONAL
POINT OF VIEW

Arza Churchman
IAPS President (1994-2002)

Faculty of Architecture and Town Planning,
Technion-Israel Institute of Technology, 

Haifa, Israel
email: arzac@technion.ac.il

IAPS to me is:
- A community of scholars
- A safe place to develop ideas and discuss them
- A place to face challenges
- To make new friends
- To expand horizons
- To contribute to the fi eld

IAPS for me is people: friends, colleagues and 
future friends. Many of these friendships are profes-
sional friendships, built around our common inter-
ests, that over the years have become much closer 
and more emotional friendships. IAPS exemplifi es 
the continuing importance of person to person in-
teractions. Most of us have access to the telephone, 
fax, and e-mail. However, it is very clear to me that 
these cannot replace face-to-face meetings. Virtual 
exchanges do not offer multi-dimensional stimuli, 
and they cannot give you smiles and hugs. 

IAPS is a peer group, a support group and a 
reference group. It is a warm ‘home’, that offers ac-
ceptance, support and, yes, criticism. Many of us 
work in situations where we are the only environ-
ment-behavior person around. We need to con-
stantly explain the importance of what we do and 
to argue for the inclusion of our ways of thinking.  In 
IAPS we no longer have to do this. We know that, 
on the most basic level, we all think the same way. 
I know that on other levels, we have different inter-
ests, different approaches, and different emphases. 
But, we know that we have come together because 
we agree on basic principles and that we will not be 
laughed at or rejected, because of these principles. 

We have also been able to transcend inter-
national confl icts. Within IAPS it does not matter 
where we come from and whether our countries 
are friends or enemies. We have a common profes-

sional goal that allows us to meet as individuals and 
interact in as friendly a manner as we choose. 

For people new to the fi eld and to the organiza-
tion, as I was many years ago, it offers an introduc-
tion to the fi eld, in a broader fashion than any course 
of study can do. Attend-
ing the conferences 
allows one to connect 
faces to ‘names’, and 
gives a human dimen-
sion to the articles and 
books we read.   

IAPS for me is intel-
lectual challenge. We 
can start our discus-
sions in the middle, 
without having to ex-
plain the basic princi-
ples.   We understand 
each other’s concepts 
and share a common 
literature. Thus, we can challenge each other on 
theoretical, methodological or ideological grounds, 
without being perceived as a threat to each other’s 
basic professional identity.  It offers us opportunities 
for learning from others, for hearing about on-going 
work, for exposure to different approaches and to 
different ways of doing things. It enables us to re-
charge our batteries, and go back to the ‘real world’ 
refreshed and with new energy.  

IAPS is what people make of it, or what they 
do in their own work. IAPS as an organization can 
only attempt to provide an environment within 
which people can fi nd support, acceptance, chal-
lenge and new ideas. But it, like the physical envi-
ronment, does not operate alone, and the ultimate 

IAPS as an 
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My conclusion is that the most important thing 
IAPS has done in the last 25 years is to exist. Of 
course that doesn’t mean that it is perfect, or that it 
does not have to continue to develop. It does mean 
that it has to continue to be the kind of ‘place’ that 
offers the qualities I have described, and it should 
try to ensure that all members, as much as pos-
sible, fi nd what they are looking for. As is clear 
from what I have said, I place a strong emphasis 
on the conferences that IAPS holds. Only some 
of the meanings of the organization are realizable 
for those who do not attend the conferences, and 
such people miss out. 

This is what IAPS has meant to me. I hope that 
each of you has found within it what is important for 
you and will continue to do so.

result in terms of the topics addressed or the kind 
of research or design undertaken, is an individual 
one for each of us, and depends on social, cul-
tural and individual factors. We could try and set an 
agenda, but then people will or will not accept it, 
work on it and further it.

To my mind, the major contributions of people-
environment studies from a theoretical point of view 
have been:

1. the rejection of a deterministic relationship 
between people and their physical environment;

2. the emphasis on context and the need to 
continuously be aware of it and relate to it;

3. the need to understand the links between the 
physical, social, individual and other factors, which 
are all part of any setting that we study;

4. the recognition that we can make the world 
a better place for people in small ways and that we 
should try to do so;

5. that we must consider the differences be-
tween people, mainly in an aggregative fashion, 
and make sure that these differences are refl ected 
in our research and our practice. 

Embedded in our approach, although not al-
ways evident enough is the fact that research in one 
country, or culture, or area, may not be transferable 
to other places. In other words we need to be ever 
on our guard not to assume that results from one 
place will be the same in a different context. This 
presents a challenge, since the purpose of ‘science’ 
is to enable the accumulation of knowledge and the 
ability to make generalizations. I think one can do 
so, but only very carefully. This warning is particu-
larly addressed to researchers in the United Sates 
of America and Britain, because they represent the 
earliest and largest group of people in the fi eld.

The directions I have been working on could be 
taken as suggestions for the future, should others 
choose to accept them:

1. The examination of our/my assumptions and 
whether or not they are justifi ed – for example with 
regard to the relationship between women and en-
vironments; open space and children; the meaning 
of density and so forth.

2. The expansion of our work to deal with is-
sues relevant to urban planning and to policy-mak-
ing, and particularly with regard to public participa-
tion in design and planning.

Figure 10: Call for papers in French for the IAPS 14 Con-
ference on “Evolving Environmental Ideals” held at the Has-
seludden Conference Centre on the outskirts of Stockholm, 
Sweden, from 30th July to 3rd August 1996.



Bulletin of People-Environment Studies

IA
P

S
 B

ul
le

tin
 N

º3
0

25

THE IMPACT OF
PEOPLE
ENVIRONMENT
STUDIES

David Uzzell
IAPS President (1998-2004)

Department of Psychology, University of Surrey,
Guildford, United Kingdom

email: d.uzzell@surrey.ac.uk

People-environment research seeks to have 
impact. This impact has six defi ning qualities.

Firstly, people-environment research is necessar-
ily interdisciplinary. The problems we face in both 
the built and natural environment require the co-oper-
ation and collaboration of many disciplines-psychol-
ogy, sociology, architecture, planning, geography, 
economics, the environmental sciences, education, 
archaeology, landscape architecture, interior design 
and engineering. It is diffi cult to conceive of people-en-
vironment research that could be undertaken without 
interdisciplinary collaboration. Bringing together such 
diverse disciplines in a commonwealth of scholarship 
is probably unparalleled in the academic world.

Secondly, people-environment research is multi-
method. There is not one single method that is appro-
priate to use all the time for the range of work research 
that we undertake. People-environment research 
uses both qualitative and quantitative methodologies; 
for example, questionnaire surveys, in-depth inter-
views, focus groups, simulation studies, behavioural 
mapping, laboratory and fi eld-based experiments.

Thirdly, people-environment research is policy-
oriented. In other words, much of the work aims to 
inform government policy on the most pressing social, 
environmental and economic issues of the day. This 
has never been more true with the current contribution 
of researchers to issues of sustainable development.  

Fourthly, people-environment research is neces-
sarily applied. While much research seeks to increase 
our fundamental knowledge about people-environ-
ment relationships, much of this is done in the context 
of addressing real-world problems. People-environ-
ment research is contracted by governments, industry 

and the voluntary sector to generate solutions which 
address the problems of everyday life in our cities 
and rural areas and 
enhance the quality 
of life.

Fifthly, one of the 
defi ning character-
istics of people-en-
vironment research 
is that it is context-
aware. One of the 
shortcomings of so 
much psychological 
research is that it treats the environment simply 
as a value-free backdrop to human activity and 
an empty stage upon which we act out our lives. 
People-environment researchers know that the 
environment is a crucial part of the equation.  We 
cannot understand human perceptions, attitudes 
and actions without reference to the social and 
environmental context in which they are formed.  
The environmental context in which perceptions, 
attitudes and action occur also has a temporal di-
mension; we cannot understand people, spaces 
and places without taking into account time.

Finally, people-environment research is transna-
tional. As it is diffi cult to conceive of people-environ-
ment research undertaken in disciplinary isolation, so 
it is only slightly less diffi cult to think of people-environ-
ment research undertaken in national isolation. IAPS 
has been in existence for 25 years which is testimony 
to the enduring value of international collaboration. For 
example, I have ongoing projects with colleagues in 
France, the Netherlands, Spain and Sweden.  There 
is not a single week, sometimes a single day, when I 
am not in communication with colleagues from these 
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countries.  We work in a comparatively small fi eld, 
certainly within our own individual countries. I am sure 
that this has only served to encourage international 
collaboration and transnational projects.  

In conclusion, people-environment research has 
IMPACT. But does it have the degree of impact that 
we believe it has or aspires to? Could it have more? I 
am sure that we think about these issues every day in 
our work.  What I wish to discuss now are concerns 
which arise out of this impact. We have patted our-
selves on the back with regards to our outward-look-
ing and collaborative approaches, but I think we need 
to look closer and more critically at what we do as 
people-environment researchers, and in particular the 
ethical, political, and relational questions and issues 
which emerge out of these six defi ning qualities.

together for a one week fi eld trip in London to look at 
buildings, spaces and places. This was an invaluable 
experience for both groups of students. However, 
the way the two groups interacted with the public 
was very different.  Walking through a residential 
neighbourhood the architecture students would; 
peer through windows; call out to residents and 
asked them questions; ask passers-by questions; try 
to get themselves invited into the apartments in order 
to see the spaces and internal organisation.

The psychology students, having been incul-
cated into the ethics of the psychology profession, 
were concerned about this kind of behaviour: They 
expressed unease at the intrusion into the privacy 
of residents -- they felt the inhabitants had a right to 
be left alone; the idea of shouting out to residents 
several fl oors above in order to get their opinions 
(i.e., what psychologists would see as data) vio-
lates most principles of anonymity and confi den-
tiality; for the psychology students, data collection 
immediately implies a researcher/respondents re-
lationship. The architecture students, on the other 
hand, did not see themselves in a professional re-
lationship with the residents.

This serves to highlight how different research 
traditions and questions might imply and make dif-
ferent ethical demands which can come into con-
fl ict in interdisciplinary research.

2. MULTI-METHOD:
 A ONE-WAY STREET?  

The social sciences in general and psychology in 
particular have provided people-environment studies 
with a raft of methodologies for exploring people’s 
perceptions, attitudes and actions in the environ-
ment, and the effect of the environment on people.  
This fl ow of methodologies has been useful in fur-
thering the relationship between the social sciences 
and the design professions. But how reciprocal is 
this relationship?  What has been the fl ow of envi-
ronmental and architectural investigatory methodolo-
gies to understand people-environment relationships 
from the design disciplines to the social sciences?

What are the methods of architects and urban 
designers to understand place and space that 
could provide people-environment researchers with 
the kind of insights that would meet the criticism 
often levelled at the social sciences that there is not 
enough environment in people-environment studies 
and that researchers should have a greater aware-
ness of environmental processes and structures.  
Ian Bentley and colleagues’ book, Responsive En-
vironments (1985) discuss the concepts of perme-

1. INTERDISCIPLINARY:
 ETHICS AND DATA COLLECTION

Several years ago students on the MSc in En-
vironmental Psychology course at the University of 
Surrey and fi nal year students studying for the BA 
in Architecture at the University of Strathclyde came 

Figure 11: The IAPS Bulletin No.14 published in 1999 in-
cluded a bibliography of recent publications in the fi eld of 
people-environment studies.
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ability, variety, utility, robustness, visual appropriate-
ness, and richness as environmental concepts. If 
we, as people-environment researchers, are to put 
the environment back into people-environment re-
search, we need to develop methodologies that 
incorporate environmental, architectural and spatial 
concepts such as these. We need the help of de-
signers and architects to achieve this.

3. POLICY ORIENTED:
 INDEPENDENT OR AGENTS
 OF GOVERNMENT?

By virtue of the potentially highly practical re-
search we do, addressing the societal problems of 
the day, we are constantly in demand by govern-
ments to undertake research on their behalf. This 
is to be welcomed as it means that we may have 
an impact on social and environmental policy. But 
what worries me is, are we really independent re-
searchers or just agents of government?

I am not suggesting that we are biasing the 
collection and analysis of data, or coming under 
government pressure to deliver the results and rec-
ommendations government wants to hear; this is 
another issue. My concern lies more with the ques-
tions we are asking. In other words, are we asking 
the questions we want and need to ask and that 
theory demands, or are we asking the questions 
that government wants answered to further their 
policies and agendas? Of course, there will be some 
research that falls into the latter category, and this 
is perfectly legitimate, but I am concerned that with 
scarce and highly competitive research funding, es-
pecially from the independent (?) research councils, 
and the pressure on academics in universities to 
secure research funding and show ‘relevance’, re-
searchers in fi elds such as ours will be constrained 
from undertaking critical and questioning research.

4. APPLIED:
 UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES

Sometimes research has unintended conse-
quences.  Several years ago I undertook a study at 
the request of a local authority to examine a small 
public space in a town centre. It was a small area 
of circular seating, known as the ‘concrete circle, 
and occupied by street drinkers, the homeless, 
the young unemployed, and the occasional elderly 
shopper. This was not a particularly attractive area 
but became ’home’ to a loose, fragile community of 
souls who represent a particularly vulnerable section 
of society. I likened this space to a room with glass 
walls – the users spent the day talking and watching 
the passers-by, while to the passers-by this motley 

group were invisible. The local authority were con-
cerned to improve the space, and they asked me 
to undertake a small study to investigate who uses 
this space and how. One of my researchers spent a 
week observing and talking at great length to these 
people; the impor-
tance of this place 
was unquestion-
able. We wrote a 
report for the local 
authority and em-
phasised the role 
and signifi cance 
of this space for 
its users. The local 
authority respond-
ed by removing 
the seating. Of 
course, they did not solve what they perceived as a 
problem, but merely displaced it elsewhere.  

Research can have unintended consequences.  
How our research is used may not always enhance 
people’s quality of life, especially the more marginal 
groups in society. How do we assess the potential 
impact of our research? Should we formulate criteria 
for making a risk assessment of the consequences 
of our research fi ndings? What are the criteria that 
one might employ to assess the outcomes of ap-
plied research? Should we be making clear state-
ments against these criteria so that there is transpar-
ency and accountability? Do we have a responsibility 
for how our research is used? These are questions 
which are frequently asked in relation to science and 
technology – should we not be asking the same 
questions in people-environment research as well?

5. CONTEXT-AWARE: HORSES AND CARTS

The environmental setting is culture bound. If 
this is to mean anything it is that values, attitudes, 
norms and actions are not created in a social and 
economic vacuum. So much people-environment 
research focuses on these psychological constructs 
which are regarded as drivers for behaviour. In other 
words, it is argued that people’s attitudes are, for ex-
ample, the motivation for why certain people engage 
in particular behaviours. But to use the language of 
statistics, are not dependent variables being used 
as independent variables? Values, attitudes, norms 
and behaviour are derived from people’s social and 
cultural context which is defi ned by class, gender, 
race and, of course, their environmental/physical 
setting. Whether such values, attitudes and norms 
are decisive for people’s actions will be contingent 
upon the degree to which people are in control of 
their lives and the degree to which opportunities are 

How our research is 
used may not always 

enhance people’s 
quality of life, especially 

the more marginal 
groups in society”
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provided or taken for self-determination and empow-
erment. Consequently, if we are to truly understand 
the transactions between people and their physical 
environment, then we need to take into account the 
cultural and socio-economic context in which psy-
chological variables are formed and developed. 

stemming the tide of violence at regional and inter-
national levels; the impact of technological change on 
individuals and groups; environmentally based strate-
gies of community health promotion; implications of 
societal ageing for environmental design and com-
munity planning. Many of these issues have assumed 
increasing signifi cance over the past decade and are 
receiving research attention. It was also suggested, in 
a footnote, that research on the Third World may be a 
priority along with the design of environments for living 
and working in outer space. It is as if these two types 
of environment – the Third World and outer space 
– have, at least, a semiotic equivalence. I am not sug-
gesting that simply the reach of people-environment 
research is extended in a somewhat paternalistic 
fashion so that the First World can ‘help’ the Third 
World. Critical people-environment research and en-
vironmental psychology would pose questions about 
the impact of the First World’s actions and policies in 
relation to Third World people and environment, so 
that research on and by the Third World would really 
be on the unequal relationship between the two. 

 CONCLUSION

IAPS and its members have played a signifi cant 
part in the development of people- environment re-
search over the past 25 years and more. I believe, 
contrary to what is often claimed, there is not an 
applicability gap, particularly in many important 
areas of application and policy-making. If there is 
an applicability gap in some areas, it may in part 
be due to the problematic issues identifi ed above. 
But even outside the framework of the applicabil-
ity debate, there is a need for people-environment 
researchers to address these issues if this area of 
academic endeavour and practical relevance is to 
have an impact over the next 25 years.
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6. TRANSNATIONAL:OTHER WORLDS

Over the last ten years there have been a number 
of papers published which have sought to set an 
agenda for the future of people-environment re-
search. It is noteworthy that relatively little attention 
has been paid to people-environment studies in the 
Third World.  Of course, excellent people-environ-
ment research is being undertaken in many Third 
World countries, by researchers in those countries, 
but given the fact that two-thirds of the world’s pop-
ulation live in developing countries the output and 
impact is extremely small. In 1995, Dan Stokols, in 
a thought-provoking paper, discussed the future of 
environmental psychology. Five major areas of policy 
concern were identifi ed as likely to assume signifi -
cance as we moved into the 21st century - the psy-
chological and behavioural dimensions of environ-
mental pollution and global environmental change; 

Figure 12: Cover of a book including papers edited after their 
presentation at the IAPS 16 Conference held at University 
Paris V in July 2000.
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The aim of this paper is to critically evaluate the 
impact that research in Architectural Psychology, 
and human aspects of design has had in the teach-
ing and practice of Architecture, over the past 37 
years.  During this period there have been over 20 
international conferences on the subject, numerous 
symposia and Ph Ds, dedicated international jour-
nals, books, articles and other publications. What 
has been the major contribution of this research 
to our understanding of people - environment re-
lationships from both the theoretical and practical 
perspectives? Has this increased knowledge re-
sulted in changes in legislation or directives by the 
appropriate professional bodies and institutions?  It 
is argued that this signifi cant multidisciplinary body 
of knowledge had contributed to a change in atti-
tudes within the architectural profession towards a 
more humane environment. One of the main prob-
lems identifi ed is how to communicate this knowl-
edge to both students and practitioners. A case 
is made through the teaching of the subject over 
the past four decades to more than 5000 students 
who, not only appreciate the psychological and 
cultural aspects of design, but consider the subject 
fundamental to their education. This is supported 
by annual feedback studies on a longitudinal basis, 
as well as many examples of students putting this 
knowledge in practice when they qualify.

Architectural psychology, environmental psy-
chology, people -environment studies, human fac-
tors of design or environics, call it what you may, has 
been concerned explicitly over the past 35 years in 
making better and more humane environments. 
These preoccupations have also strong and varied 
undertones and appeal to the social and behaviour-
al sciences including psychology, sociology, neuro-
physiology, geography, and anthropology. To what 

extent is the architect better off now and how much 
do we know and practice this new knowledge?

The aim of this brief account is to provide the 
reader with a critique based on the knowledge and 
experience of teaching Architectural Psychology 
to architecture 
students since the 
subject was born 
in 1969 at the 
House of Black 
Dell in Dalandhui, 
Scotland, the fi rst 
conference pro-
ceedings were 
published by the 
RIBA, edited by 
David Canter until 
the last IAPS 19 
Conference in Al-
exandria, Egypt.

There at least four questions which need to be 
addressed:

1. Have research, conferences, books and 
journals contributed to an increase in our knowl-
edge?

2. Has this knowledge been communicated to 
designers of the built environment as witnessed 
through the practice of architecture?

3. Has there been a change in attitudes to-
wards a more humane architecture, after putting 
this research knowledge into the educational cur-
riculum.

4. Have professional groups and institutions 
including local authorities and professional organi-
sations such as the RIBA and the ARB infl uenced 
legislation and directives on such issues as acces-

INVESTING IN
THE FUTURE:
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email: bmikellides@brookes.ac.uk

In 1969 there were 
very few books from 

mainstream psychology 
or sociology which 

designers found 
inspiring or relevant 

to the practice of their 
profession”

“



Bulletin of People-Environment Studies

IA
P

S
 B

ul
le

tin
 N

º3
0

30

sibility, disability, crime prevention, human rights 
and sustainable development?

In 1969 there were very few books from main-
stream psychology or sociology which designers 
found inspiring or relevant to the practice of their 
profession.  Richard Gregory’s Eye and Brain, fi rst 
published in 1966, was one such book from exper-
imental psychology. Michael Argyle’s The Psychol-
ogy of Interpersonal Behaviour published in 1967, 
which considered psychological needs and motiva-
tion in social psychology was also important.  Ervin 
Goffman’s book Behaviour in Public Places, pub-
lished in 1963 was another major contribution from 
Sociology. The Hidden Dimension, by anthropolo-
gist Edward Hall, published in 1966, was another 
such book discussing ethological issues, prox-
emics and cross-cultural differences in space re-
quirements. Nico Tinburgen, John Calhoun, Robert 
Ardrey, and Konrad Lorenz were the predecessors 
of Oscar Newman and Alice Coleman in the ‘70s, 
‘80s and ‘90s, discussing the modern equivalents 
of territoriality and personal space within the new 
concepts of defensible space, surveillance and 
vandal-proof architecture.

Roger Barker’s pioneering work in ecological 
psychology in his book The Stream of Behaviour, 
published in 1963, Kevin Lynch’s The Image of the 
City, from 1960, and Terence Lee’s work on mental 
mapping applications were signifi cant landmarks 
of what was to follow.  In the fi eld of experimental 
aesthetics, Daniel Berlyne’s book Aesthetics and 

Psychobiology, as well as Rikard K ller’s Seman-
tic Model for Describing Perceived Environments 
came after the fi rst conference.

A body of specialised knowledge began to evolve 
in the 1970s and new publications included Pro-
shansky, Ittelson and Rivlin’s book in Environmental 
Psychology, David Canter’s Psychology for Architects, 
James Gibson’s Ecological Approach to Visual Per-
ception, Neil Prak’s Perception of the Visual Environ-
ment, Charles Moore’s Body Memory and Architec-
ture, and Byron Mikellides’ Architecture for People.

Schools of architecture introduced the subject 
in various guises ranging from human aspects of 
design to courses in architectural psychology, or 
as part of history and theory.  Terence Lee and 
David Canter moved from St Andrews and Strath-
clyde to the University of Surrey to offer the fi rst 
MSc course in environmental psychology outside 
the context of a school of Architecture.  In Lund, 
Sweden we saw the fi rst Department of Theoreti-
cal and Applied Aesthetics formed, which hosted 
the third international conference on the subject.  In 
fact, the development of the subject can be seen 
in the 21 conferences on architecture psychology,  
widened in 1988 to IAPS – an organisation estab-
lished to promote research and communication of 
these concerns about people and environments in 
theory and practice.  Future historians will be able 
to assess objectively the contribution of this subject 
during the last 35 years within the various relevant 
social sciences as well as its impact on the design 

Table 1 – A chronological listing of Architectural Psychology (AP) and (IAPS) Conferences from 1969 to 2006.

1 1969 Dalandhui, Scotland (AP1) Architectural Psychology: “Courtship in the House of Blackdell”
2 1970 Kingston, London (AP2) Architectural Psychology: “Apprehension in the Convent”
3 1973 Lund, Sweden (May) (AP3) Architectural Psychology: “Revitalised Hope in Diversity” (and Herring)
4 1973 Surrey, England (Oct.) (AP4) Psychology and the Built Environment: “Psychology First, Architecture Second”
5 1975 Sheffi eld, England (AP5) Architectural Psychology: “Education, Participation and Carl Marx”
6 1976 Strasbourg, France (AP6) Space Appropriation: “Space Appropriation – Misappropriation” 
7 1979 Louvain La Neve, Bel. (IAPC 7) Confl icting Experiences of Space: “Confl icting Experiences of Space and Place”
8 1979 Surrey, England (IAPC 7) Confl ict & Narcissism
9 1982 Barcelona, Spain (IAPS 7) Home-Environment. Man-Environment: Qualitative Aspects “Midnight Cocktails  
    in Gaudi’s Park Guell”
10 1984 Berlin, Germany  (IAPS 8) Perspectives on Environment and Action “Talking to Plants and Mother Nature”
11 1986 Haiffa, Israel  (IAPS 9) Environments in Transition
12 1988 Delft, Holland  (IAPS 10) Looking Back to the Future
13 1990 Ankara, Turkey  (IAPS 11) Culture-Space-History
14 1992 Halkidiki, Greece (IAPS 12) Socio-environmental Metamorphoses “Late Night Confessions in Marmaras”
15 1994 Manchester, England (IAPS 13) The Urban Experiences
16 1996 Stockholm, Sweden (IAPS 14) Evolving Environmental Ideals - ways of life, values, design practices
17 1998 Eindhoven  (IAPS 15) Shifting Balances – Changing Roles in Policy, Research and Design
18 2000 Paris, France  (IAPS 16) Metropolis:  Cities, Social Life and Sustainable Development Inter-multi-trans
    disciplinarity
19 2002 Corunna (IAPS 17) Globalization & the new millennium
20 2004 Vienna, Austria (IAPS 18) Coral Anniversary
21 2006 Alexandria, Egypt (IAPS 19) Environmental health and sustainable development
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1969  Dalandhui,Scotland. Courtship in the House of Black Dell

1970  Kingston, England. Apprehension in the convent

1973  Lund, Sweden. Revitalised hope in Diversity (and Herring)

1974  Surrey,  England. Psychology First, Architecture Second

1975  Sheffi eld, England. Education, participation and Carl Marx  
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1976  Strasbourg,  France.  Space Appropriation / Misappropriation

1986 – 1996  Evolving ideals, ways of life and practices ( Haifa, Delft, Ankara, Halkidiki, Manchester, Stockholm )

2006 Alexandria, Egypt    Environmental Health and sustainable development

1988   Eindhoven, Holland.  Shiftng balances and changing roles

2000 Paris, France.   Sustainably Yours…

Figure 13 : Louis Hellman, a well-known architectural cartoonist illustrates with humour the collaboration between architects and 
psychologists since the 1960s.
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professions. At this early stage, one can only un-
dertake a “content analysis” of its development re-
fl ected in the papers presented and published at 
the various conferences, as well as the title themes 
of these events.  The location and theme of these 
conferences are given in Table 1 and the atmos-
phere of several of these gatherings is illustrated 
vividly by the best-known architectural cartoonist, 
Louis Hellman throughout this article.

In addition to these books and conference 
proceedings, there have been many papers in the 
psychological and the architectural Journals with 
specifi c themes on the subject. The Journal of En-
vironmental Psychology was published in the UK 
and Environment  & Behaviour in the USA;  the 
Architectural Psychology Newsletters, published 
by Sue-Ann Lee at Kingston followed by the IAPS 
Bulletins, have kept researchers in touch with each 
other over the years. International organisations 
such as IAPS, EDRA, MERA, PAPER were estab-
lished.  In the USA, The Journal of Architecture and 
Planning Research won publishing awards and 
Raymond Lifchez’s special issue entitled Design-
ing with People in Mind, was followed by his book 
Rethinking Architecture, highlighting his concern 
about accessible architecture to disabled groups.  

The verdict on the fi rst question raised at the be-
ginning of this paper is that a considerable amount 
of new knowledge and research has been accumu-
lated over the years in books, conference proceed-
ings and scientifi c articles. How this knowledge has 
been communicated to designers practising their 
profession, and to students of architecture aspir-
ing to infl uence our future living environments, is the 
second question which needs to be addressed.

When we look at the real world of architecture, 
a considerable amount of this research has gone 
unnoticed. Some architects are sceptical about 
its value in design and, as a consequence, de-
sign awards are given primarily for imagination and 
originality at the expense of the users’ health and 
well-being.  In 1984, Niels Prak’s book “Architects, 
the Noted and the Ignored” provides us with a use-
ful analysis of the self-image and self-esteem of the 
professional as opposed to the user.  However, a 
growing number of established and up-and-com-
ing architects are offering us hope for the future, 
because they combine both originality and aesthet-
ics with an understanding and catering for people’s 
needs. In some of these cases, the architect put 
their clients needs at the top of their list. 

Ralph  Erskine is one such architect. In the På-
gens bakery in Malmo, Sweden, he has considered 

that occupants’ psychological needs such as the 
balance between “contact” and “privacy” as well 
as “identity” and “personalisation” while remaining 
very much aware of the occupants’ differences in 
terms of personality and values, as well as the need 
to change the open-plan Offi ce Landscape for vari-
ous activities, whether co-operative or competi-
tive. His comment at the bottom of the page that 
“neither buildings nor furniture solve social or psy-
chological problems, but hopefully they can help”, 
shows that he has grasped the concept of “archi-
tectural determinism” just right (i.e. he does not 
make extravagant claims, nor does he reject the 
role of the creative and caring architect in improv-
ing and facilitating more humane environments).

There are other architects who should be 
mentioned in this context who have contributed 
through their architecture and writing to designing 
with people in mind through their own idiosyncratic 
approaches to making healthier and happier places 
for people to live in.

Christoph Schulten’s sensitive participation 
projects in Aachen and Bavaria; Walter Segal’s projects 
in Lewisham and Stutgart University self-build hous-
ing for students; Phil Bixby’s work with unemployed 
groups in the north of England; Herman Hertzberger’s 
attempt to get people involved with their surround-
ings, each other and themselves; Lucien Kroll’s motto 
“no inhabitant participation, no plans” and the late 
Charles Moore’s dictum that “buildings, if they are to 
succeed, must be able to receive a great deal of hu-
man energy and store it and even repay it with inter-
est” are genuine non cosmetic attempts to consider, 
interpret and translate in their own way the concepts 
of human needs aesthetics, health and well-being at 
their drawing boards. These days some of these con-
cepts are referred to as “sustainable architecture.”

However encouraging this example may be of 
architects designing with people in mind and even 
though there have been a few experiments here 
and there, by far the best way of communicating 
the new body of knowledge is through educa-
tion.  Architectural students may see and study 
some these successful architectural experiments 
but, while a few may be inspired and attempt to 
emulate their masters. The opportunity of critically 
evaluating the validity and reliability of their work in 
formal teaching and studio projects is so unique 
that to ignore it is to perpetuate the naïve view that 
architecture is only an art at the expense of articu-
lating form which refl ects human life and emotion.

I believe that by far the main contribution of psy-
chology in architectural education is made in the 
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fi rst three years of the course. Once the ground-
work has been laid down it does not matter what 
formal course in psychology or human factors 

the student pur-
sues afterwards. 
The fact is that 
by this time all 
the students of 
architecture have 
been instilled with 
a “psychological 
eye” and are bet-
ter equipped to 
search for those 
aspects that they 
have not consid-

ered in their designs before. The criterion of suc-
cess is not to be found in the practical rules of 
thumb that are acquired, but in the general frame-
work and awareness of the nature of science in 
relation to our aesthetic and social needs. A few of 
the students will pursue some of these ideas and 
objective methods of evaluation further; others will 
concentrate on a more theoretical interest some-
where along the people-environment continuum, 
and a tiny majority will apply for a higher degree 
in environmental psychology. By far the great-
est majority of architects will not do that but will 
instead, practise their profession. It is this group 
architects that we are most interested in.  For ex-
ample Mats Egelius award winning participation 
projects in Sweden are well documented. While a 
student at Oxford he attended the Lund Confer-
ence, did research on the subject, wrote articles 
in the architectural media, a book on Erskine and 
above all put this knowledge in design infl uencing 
peoples’ well-being; he even lives in an apartment 
in the same housing block he designed for people 
through active participation. The impact of Mats 
and other people like him is diffi cult to quantify but 
very crucial of this research in making a difference 
to peoples’ lives. Other examples include the work 
of Gus Grundt, leading the team who won the Eu-
ropean Sustainable City Award for Oslo in 2002; 
the work of Phil Bixby enabling poor families in the 
north of England to build their own homes by ex-
tending his traditional architectural role; the work 
of Chris Trickey who for the past 20 years has 
been designing with people in mind in the south of 
England; in his fi rm’s latest project – designing the 
Police Headquarters in Herfordshire in 2005- he 
included in his design the latest research  in colour 
and light psychology. Examples from non- Oxford 
graduates include Omretta Romice’s ongoing suc-
cessful participation experiments in Glasgow, as 
well as Roderick Lawrence’s full scale simulation 
experiments in Switzerland, and his ongoing con-

cern about environmental health and healthy cities 
in collaboration with the World Health Organization. 
So, in answer to the third question raised in the be-
ginning of this article, this subject can change the 
attitudes of the new generation of architects, and 
has done so where it was taught.

I held this belief in 1968 when I started teach-
ing the subject at the Oxford School of Architec-
ture. Over the past 37 years we have produced 
thousands of graduates in architecture who have 
studied architectural psychology, not as an option 
but as an integral part of their three-year course in 
architectural studies. Students like the subject now 
no less or more than they did then, and they see its 
relevance to architectural education. Architectural 
psychology has not been just a fashionable topic 
like many other trendy theories, philosophies or 
subjects, such as semiology, phenomenology, de-
construction, ergonomics, simulation, virtual reality, 
chaos and catastrophe theory, quantum physics 
and nowadays sustainable development and digital 
culture. Architecture should not only cater to selfi sh 
hooligan interventions but also, and to a larger de-
gree, to pragmatic and habitable and healthy build-
ings which may not win design awards but can 
provide the inhabitants with pleasure and joy.  

Unfortunately, despite the positive contribution 
that psychology could have in architectural educa-
tion, there is little evidence that it is taught, let alone 
integrated within the architectural curriculum in the 
UK. Amber Beare (1993) carried out the only survey 
I have found of the 36 schools of architecture in the 
UK with a 60% return rate. Beare found that only 
parts of the subject are covered – human factors, 
colour theory and space perception being the most 
popular topics. The only other survey of its kind is 
a cross-cultural comparison between Sweden and 
England on colour research in architectural educa-
tion by Jan Janssens (Lund) and Byron Mikellides 
(Oxford). A total of 448 students in fi ve Swedish 
and British universities took part in testing the stu-
dents’ knowledge on colour psychology, colour 
systems, myths and beliefs about colour. Despite 
the respondents’ positive attitudes towards col-
our research, their actual knowledge based on the 
coverage of the subject in lectures and studios 
was very poor in both countries. We think these re-
sults are typical and represent the situation in other 
schools of architecture in both countries.  

The architect who has had no training in psy-
chology or human aspects of design as part of 
his/her education will either completely dismiss re-
search in architectural psychology as being of no 
practical usefulness whatsoever (because he/she 
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contribution that 

psychology could have
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fails to understand it), or may view part of it with 
unrealistic enthusiasm, awe, or even see it as pan-
acea for the complex problems of modern society.  
This is aptly illustrated by the Government’s eager-
ness to apply Alice Coleman’s ideas on solving 
crime and vandalism overnight as an easy, short 
term solution. The emphasis should not be on psy-
chology after the architect has qualifi ed in terms 
of research projects, post-graduate courses or 
higher degrees, but on it being of his/her develop-
ment of other concepts of architecture should also 
develop concepts of psychological nature too. The 
old proverb “prevention is better than cure” applies 
here as well. Perhaps we should move some of the 
emphasis away from architectural psychology to-
wards a psychological architecture. For example, 
the concepts of accessibility and disability issues, 
fi re  behaviour (by the late Jonathan Simes), hous-
ing guidelines including Ingrid Gehls’ psychologi-
cal needs of identity, control, security, experience 
and pleasantness as well as different concepts of 
participation can be easily related and integrated in 
studio projects.  

It is one thing to know about psychological 
needs and another thing to isolate the relevant ones 
for a defi ned problem within a particular social or cul-
tural context. Knowing about human needs is an im-
portant fi rst step, understanding these needs a vital 
second, but evoking and expressing them through 
their translation in built form is a culminant third. It is 
at this stage that the creativity and aesthetic sensitiv-
ity that is demanded of the architect becomes the 
critical factor. At this point, the architect may need to 
be inspired by nature and art, or go out to learn from 
experience what natural structures people fi nd beau-
tiful, as well as from architectural precedent and Post 
Occupancy Evaluation studies. Then he or she may 
return to the drawing board and try to emulate these 
structures in design not by naively mimicking natural 
objects but by being inspired by the ‘relations be-
tween the artifi cial elements exhibiting the felicitous 
rhymes of natural beauty’. It is in this marriage of in-
terests, and in this understanding, that the architect’s 
truly creative role resides.

Finally, in answer to the fourth question, there 
is no better time than now to consider the impact 
of this research on human needs and aesthetics, 
to the design professions. By far the best way is 
through education. The European Commission Di-
rective, Article 3, prescribes that architects should 
be trained and educated, in addition to design and 
technical expertise in aesthetics and the human sci-
ences. In fact, six out of the eleven requirements are 
about these aspects. Nor is it a coincidence that 
the RIBA strategic study carried out in the UK by a 
previous President, Frank Duffy in the late ‘90s sees 

that the top priority for change perceived by staff 
and students in schools of architecture is “a greater 
focus on design from human/social needs”. There 
is the realization, more than ever before of the po-
tential impact of 
this research to 
different profes-
sionals in both 
education and 
practice that has 
changed over 
the years. Dif-
ferent countries 
have been more 
successful than 
others. In UK 
this knowledge 
is incorporated 
in both legisla-
tion and different 
types of Direc-
tives. For example,  the Disability Discrimination 
Act 1995, the Crime Prevention Act 1997, the 
Human Rights Act 1998 and currently the various 
Sustainability Directives and Agenda 21 are further 
examples where IAPS research over the years has 
become an important part in the education and 
practice of the design and planning professions. 
This has been achieved  under the leadership of 
the IAPS Presidents, Rikard Kuller, Gilles Barbey, 
Arza Churchman, David Uzzell and Gabriel Moser.

The fact that well over 5000 students over this 
period have studied Architectural Psychology as 
an integral and mandatory part of their education 
at par with Design, History and Theory, Structure 
and Technology, despite the economic climate, 
philosophical and personality traits of fi ve differ-
ent Heads of School over the years is a test of 
the validity and reliability of the value of Architec-
tural Psychology on a longitudinal basis. This was 
achieved because the consumers of this work 
considered the subject in annual student feedback 
in 36 years as essential, relevant and interesting in 
their education.

Charles Moore once wrote that when people 
do visit a place and like it or feel some connec-
tion with it, they send postcards to their friends to 
indicate their pleasure. Over the years I had letters 
from students and at Architectural Alumni Reun-
ions informing me with pride of the projects they 
designed with ‘people in mind’. This is a diffi cult 
test to quantify and administer but it is another 
way of showing the profound infl uence that Archi-
tectural Psychology has had on their lives and the 
ways they want to share it with the people they are 
designing for.

Knowing about human 
needs is an important 
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Environment-behaviour studies and IAPS 
emerged amidst discussion about the need for a 
coherent theory of design which would account for 
human wants and needs. What I think we now have 
is something much more robust which includes a 
multiplicity of theoretical and practice-based ap-
proaches bound by a common ideology. This is the 
contribution of IAPS in its fi rst 25 years.

The impacts of IAPS and the environment-be-
haviour studies it represents have been profound 
and wide-ranging. IAPS has fostered an approach 

to environmental de-
cision-making which 
accounts for users’ 
beliefs, behaviours 
and expectations, 
and this is now well 
understood in many 
design practices.  
Technical building 
approaches to ar-
chitectural theory 
have been over-
turned, and there 
are now many ex-

amples of how environment-behaviour studies 
have, for example, been applied directly to design-
ing for security, safety and comfort. Participatory 
environmental decision-making and design prac-
tice methods have now become institutionalised in 
many places. They are applied under frameworks 
of general design and policy-making, as well as 
specifi c applications in housing, health, education, 
workplace environments and other settings.  

The dissemination of this kind of thinking into 
architecture and other kinds of environmental deci-

sion-making, in many parts of the world, has taken 
place through the engagement of researchers and 
scholars in agencies involved in programming and 
design of public facilities.  It has infl uenced curricula 
and research in architecture and design schools. 
This probably would not have happened without 
the organization of IAPS to provide a continuing 
point of engagement, a forum for discourse, and 
perhaps most important, a shared ideology for so-
cial scientists and design practitioners.

The development and maintenance of the dis-
course by IAPS through its publications, conferenc-
es, networks, and its affi liated organizations in Asia 
and the Pacifi c, is an achievement that all who have 
devoted knowledge, time and energy to IAPS can be 
proud of. As an international organization it has, and 
continues to be, well served by its presidents, board 
members and offi cers. They have, in effect, changed 
the course of environmental research and practices. 

However we are not there yet.  As the theme 
and keynote talks of IAPS-19 in Alexandria remind-
ed us, there are immense global issues urgently 
awaiting the attention of those who understand 
how environment-behaviour studies can improve 
and sustain the human condition.

Although we are celebrating the 25th anniversa-
ry of IAPS, the activities of some of the people who 
helped to make the association of disciplines it repre-
sents, were infl uential 40 years ago.  It is interesting to 
refl ect and speculate on how the association started. 

The collective disciplines represented by IAPS 
were initially called Architectural Psychology, and in-
deed the initials originally stood for (I think) Internation-
al Architectural Psychology Association.  Before the 

25 YEARS OF IAPS:
DO WE HAVE A 
THEORY YET?

Duncan Joiner
Massey University College of Design, Fine Arts and Music,
New Zealand
email: D.A.Joiner@massey.ac.nz

IAPS has fostered 
an approach to 

environmental 
decision-making which 

accounts for users’ 
beliefs, behaviours and 

expectations”

“



Bulletin of People-Environment Studies

IA
P

S
 B

ul
le

tin
 N

º3
0

37

collective of IAPS came together, there were probably 
many psychological studies which related human 
behaviour to physical environments. Architects, by 
defi nition, have always been interested in what peo-
ple do in their buildings, even if their design theories 
and rationales did not account for this in appropriate 
ways.   But the formal, documented and focused col-
laboration between architects and planners – design-
ers of physical environments – and social scientists, 
seems to be recent, and dates from about 40 years 
ago, with the activities of the people who began IAPS 
in Britain and Europe, and the Environmental Design 
Research Association (EDRA) in America.  IAPS  and 
EDRA have prevailed on related by divergent paths.  

The Hawthorne studies, conducted by the Har-
vard Business School over 70 years ago became a 
classic in the literature of environment-behaviour re-
search, although their intentions at the time were re-
lated to business studies issues of human resources, 
performance and productivity (Mayo 1945).  In 1941, 
British architect Erno Goldfi nger wrote a series of pa-
pers in the Architectural Review, in which he was ad-
vocating a scientifi c approach to understanding peo-
ple’s emotional responses and behaviour in relation 
to architectural space. “It is not necessary to elevate 
aesthetic emotion onto a pedestal of its own, and to 
make it the sublime phenomenon that it is. It is part of 
other natural phenomena, and as such, can and must 
be scientifi cally analysed. (Goldfi nger 1941).

However, it was probably the unprecedented 
expansion in publicly funded housing and institu-
tional buildings of all kinds in Britain and Europe 
following the second world war, that encouraged 
the development of research-based standards for 
building and planning. 

Although building oriented in their approach, 
research studies, and the organizations that car-
ried them out at that time, were pioneering environ-
ment-behaviour studies. Examples of this are the 
work of Ralph Hopkinson and his establishment 
of psycho-physical studies at University College 
London, Peter Manning at the Pilkington Research 
Unit, University of Liverpool, who published semi-
nal studies on offi ce environments and primary 
schools (Manning 1965)(Manning 1967) and the 
work of Thomas Markus at the Building Perform-
ance Research Unit, University of Strathclyde.  

In 1969, the University of Strathclyde hosted the 
fi rst conference on Architectural Psychology – the 
Dalandhui Conference.  But before that there was 
the Portsmouth Polytechnic Symposium on Design 
Methods in 1967 organized by Geoffrey Broadbent 
and Tony Ward. This symposium, where I recall there 

were a number of participants from continental Eu-
rope, was perhaps where the idea of establishing 
formal, theoretical and research connections be-
tween social science, and the design and environ-
mental policy-making disciplines was fi rst seriously 
proposed and debated. Until then, the activities by 
academic and professional architectural institutions 
directed towards improving the quality of built envi-
ronments had typically 
been building studies 
and building research.  
Along with this, archi-
tectural theorists had 
become interested in 
modelling design meth-
ods, as a way of poten-
tially improving the ef-
fectiveness of design. 

Although the Port-
smouth Symposium 
was an international 
conference on design 
methods, there emerged from it a clear call for a bet-
ter understanding of people’s behaviour in relation to 
physical environments.  For many, the Portsmouth 
Symposium was an opportunity to discuss what 
would be become a more important and prevail-
ing issue than design methods. In his paper at this 
symposium, Amos Rapoport said, “...because the 
discussion of design methods has tended to con-
centrate on how to handle information, some very 
important questions as to the nature of this informa-
tion, its content and the relevant image and value 
systems have been neglected, and that these as-
pects may be equally, or even more important – the 
best method will fail if we lack the information to use 
it.” (Rapoport 1967).  Raymond Studer’s presenta-
tion included a similar message, “Human behaviour 
provides us with a reliable datum for formulating 
environmental problems, and environmental char-
acteristics can only be specifi ed to the extent that 
human behaviour can be specifi ed.” (Studer 1967). 
Psychologist Jane Abercrombie was perhaps more 
direct, “The spatial aspects of architecture have be-
come lost in the methods used for designing these 
very spaces...” (Abercrombie 1967).  Papers by 
Gordon Best “Method and Intention in Architecture” 
(Best 1967) and by Thomas Markus, “The Role of 
Building Performance Measurement and appraisal 
in Design” (Markus 1967) carried similar messages.

It is clear that at that time, there were already a 
number of successful research collaborations be-
tween architects and behavioural scientists. Carl 
Axel Acking at the Lund Institute of Technology in 
Sweden had published work on spatial perception 
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and preferences (Acking 1967), Canter was publish-
ing on these issues in the Britain, and Alan Lipman 
published his work on user requirements and case 
study enquiry in Lipman (1967). There was also theo-
retical speculation in the fi eld, for example, in an un-
published paper of 1965, Robert Sommer had said 
“...every building that is constructed makes implicit 
assumptions about the nature of human needs and 
behaviour.  Architects have developed certain rules 
about spatial requirements which are only slightly 
the products of empirical behavioural evaluation.” 
In 1966, writing in the Transactions of the Bartlett 
Society in 1966, he noted that there is a need for 
a common language and tools for communication 
between designers.(Sommer 1966).  In 1965, Peter 
Manning, who had authored major building studies, 
published his paper on the Human Consequences 
of Building Design Decisions. (Manning 1965).

The antecedent to IAPS, the International Archi-
tectural Psychology Association, began at, or soon 
after, the Architectural Psychology Conference AP-70 
at Kingston Polytechnic, Kingston upon Thames, in 
September 1970.  AP-70, organised by Basil Honik-
man,  established the important Kingston connection 
for IAPS with Sue-Ann Lee who for many years de-
veloped and maintained the newsletter and member-
ship records, and provided the focal point for IAPS.

Some would say, however that IAPS  was born 
at the Dalandhui Conference on Architectural Psy-
chology, 28 February to 2 March 1969. I remem-
ber Dalandhui, which is a facility of the University of 
Strathclyde, as a very beautiful and very cold location 
at that time of year.  But the discussions and shared 
interests in architectural psychology were warm. 
Like early spring lambs, staggering and bleating, the 
ideas about environment-behaviour studies seemed 
at that time important, but speculative and still await-
ing the support of a larger collective of scholars and 
practitioners - the warmth of the fl ock. (Note the ob-
ligatory New Zealand reference to sheep.)  Dalandhui 
was a small conference. There can’t have been more 
than 30 or 40 participants, possibly less, including 
representation from early research leaders in the 
fi eld, practitioners, and members of public agencies 
such as the Ministry of Public Building and Works. 
There were strong presentations on empirical studies 
which showed that the fi eld was already diverse and 
fl ourishing. And there was important debate which 
would persistently occupy IAPS  for the next decade 
or so – probably without resolution - about the need 
for a connecting theory on Architectural Psychology.

Terence Lee’s keynote address during the Daland-
hui Conference questioned the need for a theory (Lee 
1969). This was in the context of arguments by others 

at that time when the search for a theory which would 
connect psychology and architectural design seemed 
important.  “We need a coherent theory about the 
dimensions and proportions of space that would be 
more than merely fashionable aesthetic doctrine.” 
(Parr 1969) “...there is a need for a systematic account 
of building implications for their users and the classifi -
cation of human wants and needs.” (Canter 1970). 

The search for a coherent theory which linked 
the work of architects and psychologists, continued 
as an issue for discussion and debate for perhaps 
the fi rst ten years of the Architectural Psychology 
Association, as a background to development and 
the proliferation of empirical studies and research.  

With the formal establishment of IAPS in 1981 (the 
event we are commemorating) the collective scholar-
ship and engagement of behaviour and environmental 
disciplines which it represents was identifi able. It was 
understood by, and having an effect on, a range of 
design and policy-making arenas in many parts of the 
world, and affi liated organizations were established 
(MERA and PAPER).  The need for a connecting theo-
ry seemed less important, as what had emerged was 
an ideology which could guide and bind research, 

Figure 14: The IAPS Bulletin No.19 was a special issue on 
housing edited by Jeanne Moore and Roderick Lawrence 
published in autumn 2001 
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practice, policy-making and politics.  Hundreds of sci-
entists and design practitioners were drawing strength 
from the knowledge and the collective called IAPS, 
and that is what has made it work.  IAPS had become 
a forum, a record, a membership for a common set of 
beliefs and ideology about human-environment rela-
tions.  For 25 years this has been the strength and 
effect of IAPS. The challenge clearly stated during the 
IAPS 19 Conference in Alexandria in September 2006 
will now test this at the global scale.
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