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Developments in Research
Design, Data Collection,
and Analysis

QUALITATIVE METHODS

SETHA M. LOW

The mandate for this chapter evolved from the recently published conceptuali-
zation of the field by Moore, Tuttle, and Howell (1985), From their compre-
hensive discussion emerges an image of environmental design research as a field
that includes qualitative methodologies, but that relies on research and data
generated by quantitative methods characteristic of the psychological and social
sciences. They suggest that qualitative methodologies need to be clanified and
explicated and that anthropological and historical techniques should be added to
the qualitative repertoire of design applications. Better training in qualitative
research design and analysis will improve the overall credibility of qualitative
methods for the design professions (Seidel, 1981). Current reviews of environment-
behavior theory and method further emphasize the importance of a transactional
world view (Altman & Rogoff, 1987) as well as holistic (Wapner, 1987) and
ecological (Barker, 1968; Bechtel, n.d.) approaches to environment-behavior
research, and identify an increased need for methodologies that focus on events,
settings, and contexts (Wapner, 1981).
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Innovative uses of qualitative methodologies and techniques have been
employed since the field’s earliest beginnings. Rapoport (1969, 1977, 1982,
1984) consistently has argued for the use of ethnographic data and cm-cultpral
comparison in the study of meaning as the basis of open-space and hous::: desngl?.
Perin (1972) developed a unique method to study peoples’ use of microenvi-
ronments through the application of participant observaliou} within th; hqme.
Cooper (1975) employed in-depth interviewing and behavioral mapping in a
postoccupancy analysis of low-income housing with such success that 'thcsc
methods have become an important part of the repertoire of collection technigues
for housing evaluation. Multiple applications of qualitative methods have resulted
in environment-behavior studies which employ behavioral observation, photo-
graphic documentation, interviews, and diaries, which describe not just individ-
uals, but the resident population as an integrated social community (Hoyrell.
Epp, Albright, Ebbe, & Reizenstein, 1976). Even national surveys of resident
housing satisfaction employ qualitative techniques of data collection (Lawton &
Nahenow, 1979). '

Environment-behavior studies, because of the range of projects and inter-
ests, are composed of many methodologies and theories. Qualiuuivle mcthofl_ol-
ogies are characterized by their humanism and holism-—a philosophical posm.on
which argues that humans, and human behavior, cannot be understood or studied
outside of the context of a person’s daily life, life world, and activities. The
methodologies currently grouped within this philosophical orientation include
cognitive approaches, context-dependent observational appmschgs. phenome-
nological approaches, comparative historical approaches, ethmgrgiuc nppmaches
discourse approaches, and action approaches to research. (Action research will
be presented in a later volume in this series.) These methodologies are com-
paratively new to environmental design research and, in the case of ethnographic,
cognitive, and observational approaches, have been undcnnilized._ They represent
the cutting edge of qualitative research and provide an innovative approach to
the complex social and cultural dimensions of person-environment transactions
(Moore et al., 1985; Villecco & Brill, 1981). \

This chapter emphasizes methodologies; methods are critiqued as part
of the review of a particular research project. The following secllpn examines
the relationship of qualitative and quantitative methods and applications, .and
presents an operational definition of gualitative methods. The next sections
cover current methodologies and analytic approaches in the field, their critique,
and a prediction of qualitative methodologies for the future. The chapter does
not attempt to cover all recent studies or research in the field, but represents
selections considered interesting and noteworthy, that have received little cov-
erage, and that hold the greatest promise for the environment, behavior, and
design field.
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QUALITATIVE AND QUANTITATIVE METHODS

The difference between qualitative and quantitative methods and metho-
delogies is a source of constant debate and argument because the discussion
implies that one is more important, more scientific, or more effective than the
other. Within the field of environment—behavior research, however, the sub-
stantive issues necessitate the acceptance of both kinds of methods in order to
understand complex research problems and applications. Rescarchers are more
concerned with ecological validity (Winkel, 1985; 1987), triangulation of meth-
ods (Moore, 1983b), and a “systems™ framework (Wapner, 1987)—concepts
which bridge various methods and methodologies in order to solve environmental
design problems.

Most authors of methodology texts attempt to separate these two modes
of rescarch. Filstead (1970) identifies qualitative methodologies with an approach
which requires the researcher to interpret the real world through the discovery
of substantive or “grounded” theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Patton (1980)
equates qualitative methods with a holistic point of view and naturalistic inquiry,
Field studies that allow important theoretical dimensions to emerge, and that
discover and verify the meaning of human behavior, characterize qualitative
research (Whyte, 1984),

Bogdan and Biklen {(1982) and Cook and Reichardt (1979) contrast the
attributes of qualitative and guantitative research and conclude that the critical
arcas of comparison are in the setting, goal of the research, emphasis on process
and inductive theory, and differences in determining reliability and validity.
Qualitative methods focus on validity and draw their strength from the close fit
between the actual situation and the researcher’s description, understanding, and
interpretation of that situation, Theory is generated by the process of data col-
lection and tends to be context or subject dependent. Quantitative methods, in
contrast, sample a wider range of phenomena and emphasize reliability of the
measures, The strength of quantitative studies lies in the generalizability of the
findings and the testing of deductive theory,

Another wiy to contrast these methods is to sort the basic research designs—
fieldwork, survey, and experiment—by the kind of environment in which the
research takes place and by the techniques of data collection. Fieldwork is
characterized by the use of unstructured observation, participant observation,
and open-ended interviews in naturalistic or “field” settings. Survey designs
utilize questionnaires, observation, and structured interviews in a variety of
settings or contexts but preferably in matched or similar environments. Experi-
ments are the most constrained by a laboratory environment, planned treatments,
control groups, operationalized instruments, and randomization. (See also quasi-
experimental designs in Chap. 10 of this volume.) As an beuristic device, the
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dimension of the degree of control of the environment or of the dat.a cpllcctipn
technique suggests a range of research designs from the most qualuatwc_. with
an uncontrolled environment and unstructured techniques of data collection. to
the most quantitative, svith a controlled environment and highly structured tech-
niques of data collection with a specific instrument or treatment. ' '
Qualitative methods thus can be defined as field methods which emphasize
(a) naturalistic, nonlaboratory settings, and (b) the use of the rescarcher as the
instrument of data collection, Qualitative analysis encourages the researcherl 1o
view the research situation from the standpoint of the people who are bcm.g
studied, from the folk or “emic” point of view, while quantitative analygs
produces an analytic or “etic™ understanding from the rcscan:chcr's or the dis-
cipline’s point of view. Qualitative methods focus on the importance of the
“quality” of the data in terms of meaning and interpretation (Agar, 1980a, 1985),

AN OPERATIONAL DEFINITION

For the purposes of this chapter an operational definition of qualitat'ive
methods includes: (a) the researcher is the major instrument of data collection
although he or she is aided by interview schedules, observational diagrams: or
linguistic prompts; (b) data collection and recording encompass both the subject
and the context usually recorded in terms of their interrelation; (c) the research
setting is the natural environment of the activity, person, or situation; and (d) d.m
analysis is an interpretive process generating its own theoretical and data categories.
These criteria are a guide to the selection of projects and studies included in this
chapter as advances in the development of qualitative research design and analys:s..

Qualitative methods within the field of environment, behavior and df:.§|gn
rescarch are most effective when applied in: (a) research problem definition,
(b) hypothesis generating research, (c) cross-cultural and culture-specific research,
(d) rescarch that requires interpretive or detailed contextual data, and (e) process-
directed research. A majority of environment-behavior-design research questions
are included within these parameters. Selecting a qualitative method imph'cs a
pll‘tklll philosophical orientation and the choice of a problem which is either
exploratory, interpretive, cultural or process-directed,

CURRENT QUALITATIVE METHODOLOGIES AND ANALYTIC
APPROACHES

For this discussion, methodologies are arranged in order of their complexity
and scope of inquiry beginning with cognitive and observational ummclm that
focus on one dimension of human activity, a mental or behavioral process,
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followed by phenomenological and historical comparative approaches that inte-
grate human activity and the environment, and concluding with ethnographic
and discourse approaches that include the activity, environment, and social,
cultural, or political context. The order is a loosely constructed indicator of the
degree of control within the research sitvation, and ranges from the Jeast to the
most naturalistic of the research strategies,

COGNITIVE APPROACHES

In his chapter on environmental cognition, Rapoport (1977) distinguishes
between the psychological or “knowledge" orientation and the anthropological
or “meaning” orientation of environmental cognitive studies. These orientations

-are combined in environment-behavior studies through the close identification

of cognition as a mental (knowing) process, often reflected in language, with
cognition as a set of cultural categories or & taxonomic system which structures
perception through the attribution of meaning. It is difficult theoretically to
determine whether a mental map, linguistic category, or cultural label is a reflec-
tion of mental or environmental processes when applied to environmental design
problems. Recent research strategies emphasize a generic cognitive approach,
but modify the methods derived from other disciplines to meet the criteria of
their research design (Moore, 1983a). These strategies can be grouped into
linguistic, ethnoscientific, and mental-map approaches. A number of researchers
also have explored cognition through literature employing literary analysis as a
strategy for the study of environmental knowing (Buttimer, 1984; Buttimer &
Scamon, 1980; Scamon, 1981, 1985; Tuan, 1976, 1978). It should be noted,
however, that the vast majority of studies using a cognilive approach are quan-
titative (see Chap. 10 by Marans and Ahrentzen in this volume).

Although architects and social scientists discuss (he language of the envi-
ronment as a meaning system (Rapoport, 1982), within the environment-behavior-
design rescarch field there are few qualitative linguistic studies. By linguistic |
mean studies that depend on the structure and meaning of language terms as
reflections of an underlying cultural system. This area of investigation is relatively
new even within linguistic anthropology and derives from the work of Tyler
(1969) and Frake (1981) in cognitive anthropology, Hymes (1974) in sociolin-
guistics, and Randall (1977) and Geohagan (1973) in natural decision-making
processes. The current work of Prussin and Eastman (1984) best represents the
future of this innovative methodological approach; although their research is still
in the pilot project stage, the proposed research design, methods, and analysis
suggest a model which relates language use to the process of place making and
social change.

Prussin and Bastman( 1984) argue that place making is a learned behavior
of all cultures which provides a congraence of verbal language and architectural
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behaviors, They have selected domestic place making of nomadic African soci-
eties as an example of gender-specific behaviors that are repetitive and recurrent,
implying a patemed domain of activity. Their methodology derives from Hymes's
“ethnography of communication” in which the place-making event can be described
as a communication event within a society. Each act of place making can be
described, discussed, and recorded through the linguistic categories and labels
(hat are used by women; these linguistic categories then are united with their
meanings through an analytical construct known as an action plan (Randall,
1977). Action-plan analysis suggests that routine activity is the result of a
memory-stored plan which encodes aspects of a cultural world view. Actual
behavior is the interaction of this cultural plan with the immediate sitvation
(Prussin & Eastman, 1984; Randall, 1977). Further, the implication is that a
researcher interested in the relationship of new environments to routinized behav-
ior could study the linguistic categories of that behavior, generate the culture
specific action plan, and extend this plan to varicus new situations which would
modify the cultural schema or reframe the original activity meanings,

Another application of linguistic anthropological theory is in the area of
ethnoscience and ethnosemantics—the study of cognitive meaning from the cul-
ture's own point of view. Ethnoscientific methodology contends that culture is
encoded in language that can be elicited through taxonomic and domain analysis.
The methods for eliciting verbal data vary from frame analysis (Goffman, 1974)
in which highly structured questions organize response into taxonomic categories
(Spradley & McCurdy, 1972) to unstructured interviewing on the limits of a
domain. These methods have been applied in a modified form to studics of
vernacular architecture and culture-dependent environmental design (Low &
Ryan, 1985; Pavlides, 1984). The studies focus on the ethnosemantic structure
of architectural features in studying the meaning of architectural details of tra-
ditional Greek village houses in terms of social status (Pavlides, 1984) and the
selection of culturally appropriate architectural details of eighteenth-century stone
farmhouses in a rural Pennsylvania community (Low & Ryan, 1985).

Both studies apply a research design that first determines the range of
architectural variation in the local community, investigates the categories of
possible meaning for the variation, and then verifies those meanings employing
& modified ethnoscientific method. Pavlides, in his 1984 study, photographed
architectural details of Greek village houses which he suspected were symbolic
of a family’s social standing based on his previous interviewing and house survey.
He then presented these photographs back to the community and asked them to
tell him what each meant. The responses of the community members were used
as a method of verification to insure that his interpretation of symbolic meaning
reflected that of the community. The study of the meaning of vemacular archi-
tecture in Oley, Pennsylvania, was designed to elicit what local residents iden-
tified as the important architectural characteristics of the stone farmhouses in
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their community (Low & Ryan, 1985) The project was part of a rural preser-
vation program and utilized a histoncal buildings survey as a guide to local
architectural variation. A representative panel was interviewed as to the degree
of "Oleyness” for the architectural details found in the survey. The study linked
architectural elements with cultural images through the exploration of “Oleyness"
as a culturally relevant cognitive domain.

The most popular method derived from cognitive theory currently used in
environmental design research is the mental map. Mental maps arc another way
to elicit images of a place which reflect cognitive processes that sort the envi-
ronment for relevance and meaning. Stea (1978) stated that people operate, that
is, make plans and strategies, in accordance with their representations of the
real world. The researcher can elicit these representations by asking people to
draw maps and can analyze these representations by developing structural or
developmental typologies (Appleyard, 1978; Moore, 1983a). Mental maps have
been used extensively as part of both qualitative and guantitative environmental
design studies (Gould & White, 1974) and are mentioned because of their poten-
tial as an interpretive, cognitive method. Mental maps as a research technique
or “instrument” in their raw form are in disrepute; however, they could be
analyzed in conjunction with the verbal action plans proposed by Prussin and
Eastrman (1984), A series of mental maps collected from one cultural group, or
a sequence of maps collected over time from the “place maker,” could provide
a set of “visual” impressions of culturally meaningful space to supplement the
verbal elicitation of linguistically categorized activities. The rescarcher could
test the assumption that “action plans” which can be analyzed from the obser-
vation and recording of natural decision making might also be available in a
cognitive spatial form. In this context the techniques of mental map elicitation
should be modified to fit the social and cultural setting. Other analytic techniques
proposed as part of the mental map critique are structural analysis which examines
the unconscious organization of space and images (Hester, 1985; Pipkin, 1983),
and literary analysis of landscape which relates environmental images with
meaning through metaphors and the experience of joumney (Buttimer, 1984,
Seamon, 1985; Seamon & Mugerauer, 1985). These and other phenomeno-
logical, ethnographic, and discourse methodologies are discussed later in this
chapter.

The cognitive methodologies hold the promise of linking mental categorics
with cultural designations and meanings in the environment. The linguistic,
ethnoscientific, and mental map approaches suggest applications which establish
this relationship and tell us something about it. They are somewhat limited in
their scope and constrained by their reliance on verbal or visual materials; how-
ever, they offer a solution to the environmental design research issues of envi-
ronmental cognition and the interaction of culture, behavior, and environmental
or social change,
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OQBSERVATIONAL METHODOLOGIES

Observational methodologies in which overt behavior is observed by _thc
rescarcher are the mainstay of qualitative rescarch in environment, behavior,
and design, and are reviewed extensively in Michelson (1975), Somme'r §nd
Sommer {1980), Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, and Sechrest, (1966), and Zeisel
(1981). Yet, a number of these methodologies have been ovcthokod and under-
utilized, and many of the commonly used strategies and techniques hajrc laken
on new applications. Advances in the area of observational methodologies focus
on the development of nonverbal communication theory (Rapoport, 1982), and
the application of ethnoarchaeological methodologies from anﬂ}mplog)' (K.cm.
1984). Refinements of observational methods include new stralegies of behavioral
mapping (Francis, 1984; Moore, 1983b) and observation of public spaces (Whylg.
1980). Observational methodologies have both quantitative and quahta('we ap;_)h-
cations in environmental design research, therefore, only those studies which
refiect an interpretive or holistic application are reviewed. -

Rapoport (1982) advocates the use of nonverbal communication theory for
the study of built environments. He argues that nonverbal behaviors are both
prevalent and important, provide the context for other behaviors, and are stud}ed
by observation and recording. “Basically, the use of nonverbal mod.cls in studying
environmental meaning involves looking directly at various environments and
settings and observing the cues present in them, identifying how they are inter-
preted by users—ihat is, the particular meanings these cues have for human
behavior, affect, and so on" (Rapoport, 1982, p. 87). The method for these
studies is based on careful observation of defined settings in which the fixed,
semifixed, and nonfixed features are recorded and compared. His examplgs pf
the model’s application are cross-cultural and comparative, so & to test the limits
of the approach; but as a method, he is suggesting an ethological ap?roach to
observation, that is, naturalistic observation of humans in their ha.bams. His
method employs diagrams, maps, and other recording frameworks in an effort
to pinpoint the relationship of the various identified features to behavior; he then
demonstrates how his model generates typologies and confrasting types that
explain the observed behavior. His application of an ethological q\ethodology
with an analytical nonverbal communication model presents an innovative npgroach
to the study of behavior which is particularly useful in cross-cultural settings.

Another approach to the study of cross-cultural behavior employs archae-
ological, ethnographic, and observational methods to undqmand the use of space
Ethnoarchacological rescarch is a recent development in nmlvopqlogy wln_ch
combines the cthnography of living populations with the nrch.eologncnl remains
of the cultural past. The objective is to interpret aspects of prehistonc life, where
there is little documentation, based on the activity patterns and behaviors of
contemporary peoples living in the same area. Their methods are behavioral in
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the sense that the ethnoarchacologist is observing behavior and behavioral traces
related to specific sites in order to interpret archaeological artifacts or village
settlement patterns. The underlying theory of this approach is that culture, behay-
ior, and material culture are interrelated in such a way that an explanation of
any one dimension is dependent on the others.

Ethnoarchaeology and environmental design share many of the same con-
cems; they both attempt to understand human behavior in its environmental
context, wtilize indirect evidence of human activity, and often do not have a
living or present population available for study. A recent study by Kent (1984)
draws this comparison by suggesting that her methods could be employed to
study contemporary and future pattems of housing through the analysis of activity
areas, Her research evaluates accepted archaeological assumptions about the use
of space. She studied three cultures in the southwestern United States—the
Navajo, Euroamericans, and Spanish-Americans—by observing residential
behaviors and domestic activities, determining culture-specific spatial patterns
of the households, and relating these descriptions to the existing archaeological
record. She found that “assumptions result from the tendency of archaeologists
to view spatial behavior as independent of culture, In this case, it has led to the
implicit acceptance of assumptions about the use of space that apparently are
true for Euroamericans, but not necessarily for other groups™ (Kent, 1984, p.
187).

Home (1980, 1982), another ethnoarchaclogist, focuses her analyses on
the houschold in space and the morphology of village structures and activities
in [ran. Her study relates behavior, in terms of activity patterns, (o an interpre-
tation of the existing and past village architecture. She recently has applied her
skills to the study of vernacular architecture and architectural surveys, directly
relating an ethnoarchaeological approach to environmental design.

A basic component of all behavioral methodologies is behavioral mapping;
mapping in some form has been used in all the studies reported in this section
(see Chap. 10 for behavioral mapping as a quantitative method). Behavioral
mapping as a methodology has a long history in professional practice as a vehicle
for the integration of behavioral data with planning and design schemes. A
behavioral map arrays social activities and individual behavior in space, usually
where it occurred. The potential of a behavioral map is as a recording device
that synthesizes many observations and interpretations into an easily accessible
format. A recent article by Francis (1984) refines the concept of behavioral
mapping 1o present a detailed “snapshot” of current downtown activity to a
concemned public. He points out that behavioral mapping has limitations as it
ignores the details of some behavior and public perceptions, but he suggests that
it is a method which is useful for public support and understanding. Another
variant of this appeouch i Cull's (1985) use of a design competition with behay-
joral mapping of the neighborbood and community participation in generating
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interest for public housing in Houston, The new agglica.tion of behavioral map-
ping lies in its effectiveness for qualitative data uuluzauon.'

Data utilization also is the advantage of filmed or publicly recorded behav-
joral observation, represented in the work of Whyte (1980} and .Browq (1980).
In 1970, Whyte formed a small research group, The IStrcct Life Project. and
began looking at small urban spaces. “We mounted time-lapse cameras over-
looking the plazas and recorded daily pattems. We talked to people to find where
they came from, where they worked, how frequently they used the place gmj
what they thought of it. But mostly, we watched people to see what they did
{Whyte, 1980, p. 16). Their basic methods—observations of plazas by hand-
recorded sighting maps and time-Japse film sequences, were not unusual, but
their methods of analysis and utilization changed public zoning ltor New Yo::k
City. Whyte analyzed his observations by an open-ended process of hypothesis
generation, He would watch the films and ask que,slio_ns about what hc' saw,
forming hundreds of hypotheses and discarding or accepting them as he reviewed
the data. He was searching his own intuitions and perceptions for the key to the
film documentation that had been produced, His findings include a number ‘of
insightful axioms about how people behave in public spaces, and comlla.nes
about what can be done to encourage or enhance this behavior, These conclusions

the guidelines for the zoning of New York City.

Mdu‘;;::mr‘ﬁ (1977, 1984) research on residents’ use of and att'iludcs toward
virious outdoor spaces in their neighborhood included "a walking census to
record, in & systematic way, what spaces were used for what .purpose.and .by
whom; resident diaries, to record individual outdoor use; interviews, to vndcnufy
attitudes and neighboring patterns; perceptual tests, to find lh'c symbolu_: value
attached to objects and spaces: doll play with elementary-age ch:ldfen. to discover
the location and nature of children's play spaces; and systematic obser\fauons
of use and conditions of various urban spaces™ (Brower, 1980, p. 195). l-!ls goal
was to describe the differences in the use of neighborhood spaces by _low-mcorpc
and middle-income groups. His research model is based on te:_ritonal analysis,
which interprets his findings into concepts of defensible, |denuﬁa‘bl'e. and con-
wolled space. The territorial model provides a framework for organizing cqmplex
behavioral data into a form that is useful t Jocal planners and urban desl.gners.
His ability to translate behavioral data into meaningful categories makes it pos-
sible 10 apply the results to the redesign of ncighborhood‘puks und. play areas.

Observational methodologies utilize translation and interpretation to relate
culture to behavior, and behavior to activity arcas and pattems. 'I‘!wse metho-
dologies are basic to any study of environment, behavior, and design and will
continue to be refined and augmented. The advances reviewed in tlgcse ex‘amplcs
suggest that the developments are in the introduction of theory Yvhlch gmdef the
use of observation or mapping, and in the application and utilization of behavioral
data,
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PHENOMENOLOOICAL METHODOLOGIES

The phenomenological methodologies are distinguished from the cognitive
and observational methodologies by their contextualism and attention to expe-
rience and symbol. The object of study is not separated from the act of perceiving
and an attempt is made to keep the phenomena whole (Richardson, 1984h).
These studies are characterized by a focus on place and “how place grows out
of experience and how it, in turn, symbolizes that experience” (Richardson,
1984b, p. 65). Seamon (1980b), in his discussion of a phenomenological geog-
raphy, asks a number of questions that have become the basis of research within
this arca: "What, for example, is the nature of human dwelling on the lifeworld?
What experiential meanings do places have for people? How do different people
experience natere and the physical environment? In what ways do people notice
or fail 1o notice their geographical world?" (Seamon, 1980b, p. 150; see also
Chap. 1 in this volume),

The full impact of this philosophical position has not yet been felt in the
environment, behavior, and design field; however, an increasing number of
researchers are experimenting with this approach. The studies range from the
contrast of place and placelessness (Relph, 1976), to urban readings of a place
(Violich, 1983) and analyses of places as urban settings or stages for “place
ballet” (Richardson 1980, Seamon 1980b). The application of the phenomeno-
logical approach is tied to the study place through the use of environmental
experience groups (Seamon, 1980a) and utilizes Heidegger's phenomenological
method (Seamon, 1984b and this volume). Place is studied through the research-
er's experience of it, although a variety of techniques are employed to bring the
researcher closer to the “essence” or “existential reality™” of the research subject,

The importance of this approach and its appeal to environmental design is
that the phenomenological methodology includes intuitive and experiential data
in research design and analysis, and accommodates a transactional world view.
Phenomenological approaches validate the designer’s “natural” feel for the place
as part of the research endeavor; however, there is concern among some research-

ers that the methods of phenomenology might be adopted without a full under-
standing of their rigorous application or limitations. Phenomenological
methodologies set out to correct the overly positivist position of contemporary
social science through the critique of the idea that objects can be analyzed
separately from the person who is doing the analyzing or that an object can be
perceived without the involvement of the perceiver. In the area of gualitative
methodologies this position is relevant because of the almost total reliance on
the rescarcher as the data collection instrument.

Seamon’s contribution 1o the spplication of phenomenology to environment-
behavior research has evolved from his background in social geography (Sea-
mon, 1980a; see Chap. | in this volume). His work is ofien philosophical and



290 Setha M. Low

ual, identifying the contributions of phenomenology to cnvjronmcmal
;:s);:eholp‘ogy {1982) :mlgcxploting the epistcmlogic:fl implilcations.of .!ms appfonch
(1984b). A recent article applies Heidegger's notion of "dwelling o an qu-
pretation of Fathy's Architecture for the Poor (Seamon |_984a)A In his .anal) 818,
“dwelling—the process through which people make their place of existence a
home” (Seamon, 1984a, p. 43) is explored and the case of Gourna presented as

sfully designed example. . ‘
" succ::woth:: exang\plc of the ‘;pplication of the phenomenological methodology
encompasses the current works of Richardson (1974, 1980, 1982}, an amhrt:)-
pologist who has been exploring the meaning of the plaza and the mar‘kc.l in
Cartago, Costa Rica. By combining place-centered ethnography, observation,
casual conversation, and archival research, Richardson has dcvelopcd complex
cultural categories which express the dimnsions. of the Costa R:can. culturfnl
world which are captured and encoded in the envnr_o.nmem. and. exp.cnc'nced. in
that place. Richardson (1980) suggesis that the definition of any %uuamn.ls bgsed
on {a) the preliminary definition, (b) the behav.ioT that occurs in that situation,
and (c) the image or images of the place. In his interpretation ‘of two religious
environments. the Southern Baptist church and the Catholic :g.!ma. he dem-
onstrates that detailed, experiential observation can caplure the dlllechc of the
“essence” of a place, as well as fundamental aspects of values, beliefs, and
culture (Richardson, 1984a). e '

The phenomenological methodology adds an cxperiential dnmcr_asnon 1o
qualitative research which incorporates cmotionql and pcml data into the
study of place. The importance of this approach is its resolution of the objef:uvo—
subjective dichotomy which plagues social science, through the integration of
data perceived by and experienced in the body of the researcher. Phenomeno-
logical approaches offer an alternative to msezlarchcrs wt,o are goncemcd about
the “artificiality” or “inauthenticity" of positivist and object-oriented methods.

COMPARATIVE HISTORICAL METHODOLOGIES

The inclusion of comparative historical methodologies in this c_haptcr is
more of & reminder than a complete exploration of this approach aqd its melh:
odological implications. Both comparative and historical research in the envi-
ronment, behavior, and desjgn field has been very popular and frequently applied
1o topics in vernacular architecture, house form and func(ion: and cultural land-
scape analysis. Some mention of the qualitative aspects of Itlns mcthod'ology wre
included here because of the interpretive and holistic attributes of this type of

ign and analysis.
m"z!:::;:uive hiMOf{Cﬂ research studies atiempt to locate a particular type
of built form within its cultural, historical, and political context. 'I'he emphasis
is on the contextual evolution of the structure and function of the designed form
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in order to explicate how the form reflects social, political, and cultural ideals
and norms. The methods rely on the availability of documents which describe
the built envirenment of the past as well as records which relate the social and
political climate to that period. This approach derives from the study of social
history and shares both the strengths of an ethnohistorical perspective and the
limitations imposed by scarce documentation, The cultural meaning of the artifact
is highlighted in these studies based on the underlying assumption that “'the best
points of entry in an attempt to penetrate an alien culture can be those where it
seems to be most opague. When you realize that you are not getting something—
a joke, a proverb, a ceremony—that is particularly meaningful to the natives
you can see where to grasp a foreign system of meaning in order to unravel it”
(Darton, 1984, p, 78).

The works of Hayden (1981, 1984), King (1980), Lawrence (1982), Mar-
golies (1976), and Wright (1980, 1981) cach explore an aspect of cross-cultural
house design. Hayden (1981, 1984) and Wright (1980, 1981) are concerned with
the sociopolitical and cultural meaning of domestic architecture in the United
States, and particularly the design of the suburban, single family dwelling. Their
research is a feminist critique of the “American dream” which isolates women
in their “domestic factories” and symbolically encodes cultural attitudes toward
women's work in the design and separation of the suburban home. The method
relies on archival, comparative research and content analysis of the results. The
interpretation and explication of the data wilize contextual analyses of the polit-
ical and cultural climate, however, as well as interpretive studies or architectural
intention in the execution of designs.

Lawrence (1982), Margolies (1976), and King (1980, 1984) combine ¢ross-
cultural and historical analysis to interpret changes in the use of domestic space
over time. Lawrence’s study employs a structural analysis of space in order to
determine the influence of cultural factors upon the meaning and use of domestic
space in England and Australia. He compares the evolution of the kitchen in
these two cultures in terms of its function, design, and position within the overall
house structure. He concludes that the difference in the location and meaning
of kitchen derive from their original location with respect 1o the house and the
tasks that were initially performed in this section of the house. Further he argues
that contemporary meanings are dependent on the historical context,

Margolies (1976) does not interpret the meaning of the peasant farmhouse
in Venezuela, but examines the evolution and continuity of the farmhouse as
evidence of the degree of social change which has occurred in the countryside.

The uniformity of design, and persistance of form, building materials, and struc-
tural detailing, suggests that the farmhouse embodies many of the core cultural
attributes of Venezuelan peasant societies. Contemporary, popular architecture
in Venezuela found in the cities and increasingly in the rural arcas is beginning
1o change in response 0 wrbanization and modernization. These changes can be
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interpreted with what Gasparini and Margolies (I9'8v4) have called the “_hlstonca.l'-'
anthropological focus™ which analyzes the funcuo!\.of popular an:huegmr.ells
terms of its cultural significance. King {1980) unll'zzs these same pm:::(;p uew
employing an analysis of time, space, and culture in order to understa
nt of the vacation home, o

devac:??;edifﬁcull to draw a line between oompafallve historical apPronf:hels :n(d
ethnographic approaches to historical matcrial's; in both cases the h;stonc‘ad :n:
are treated within the cultural context as the hxslon?al events were observe s
recorded by the author, The best materials, lhcrctorg. arcvdmries'.‘lcttgrs. a '
reported accounts of events which can be placed m‘thcnr sp'ccmc.hlito:ca-
context. Darton (1984) has been the most successful in applying this “ethno

graphic” reading of history.

ETHNOGRAPHIC METHODOLOGIES

Two senior researchers, Amos Rapoport (1969, 1976, 1977, |?82] m;i
Irwin Altman (Altman & Chemers, 1980; Altman, Rapopon.. & Wohlwnllcl) : 'l 98.:
have provided the framework for the use of cthnognph.lc qtelhodoh'glcs ns
environment, behavior, and design research. lmmant applications of ¢ ':s Cross-
cultural framework include the cultural interpretation of vemaqular are |toc|:1u°r§
(Lawrence, 1983; Mazumdar & Mazumdar, 1984), cultural studncs.ol' specializ
housing strategies of tribal and nomadic societies (Bernus & Cenllwres-D«:mxlt.
1982: Centlivres-Demont, 1982; Prussin, 1984), cultural analyses of se a-““ P
housing (Hardie, 1983; Low, 1987), house form and selfle::tcnt pavtern (H - e,
1980; Lobo, 1983), and the concepts of “suppo;tlvc design” (Rapoport, 1983a),

A appropriate design™ (Low, 1985). '
- c’llfl:::":::rilopmcm of a crogs-cultural framework in environmcm-.-bcha':-.no;
rescarch, however, has not dramatically incncascfl .lhe number of' stud:ctsl: ic
employ ethnography as a methodology and participant observation as the pre-
dominant field method. Ethnography, the process or Pmducl of describing a
culture, has been seen as an unwieldly and |imc-consumm§ methodology, appro-
priate for anthropologists who can afford to spend a year in the field. Participant
observation, the fielkd method that is most often associated with elhmmphy. is
difficult to |'sse in situations where there is not enough time (o establish ad;qum:
rapport, or where participant roles are unavailable to the rcseamhcr'.td;ic:end
advances in applied anthropology (Chambers, 1985), however. l_tavemd .
the limits of ethnography to include approaches whk}h are appropriate and use o
to environment-behavior problems (Low l%!a; Perin, 1977), and e‘nv:mnmc:. :
design researchers offer summer coumla‘s ;n mt:;cultu:;ls c;;mmumcukm whic
i ic materials and techniques (Stea, ; "
'mmdfa&m methodologies in envimmmmd design ncmmh utilize um::
styles of research design and analysis: () classical ethpographic studies
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environments that provide clues to behavior-environment-design problems
(Burkhart, 1981; Merry, 1981; Perin 1977), (b) studies of the rital and social
structural meaning of space (Bourdieu, 1973; Gilmore, 1977; Goodfriend, 1984;
Moore, 1981; Paul, 1976; Szile, 1977) and (¢) interpretive studies of landscape
meaning and taste culture (Ducan 1976; Duncan & Duncan, 1984). All three
kinds of analysis rely on ethnographic fieldwork and anthropological concepts
of symbol, social structure, social organization, and ritual. Some of the findings
are only indirectly applicable to environmental design issues; their significance
lies in the fact that these studies suggest that ethnography, as a traditional
qualitative methodology, has applications for environmental design research that
are not being fully utilized,
A classical ethnography describes a culture through a detailed analysis of

a local community where the ethnographer lives and participates in daily life.
Through the experience of living in the community, interviewing residents,
observing public behavior, events, and ceremonies, and ultimately learning how
to behave appropriately as a community member, the ethnographer constructs
an image of local values, beliefs, norms, and world view that makes up com-
munity culture. This image, the ethnographic description, is part science and
part interpretation in that the data are based on both the researcher’s experience
and systematic verification. Ethnographers often report that their greatest insights
into culture come from their own efforts to “be a native" (Agar, 1980b). These
breakthroughs into the rules goveming culturally appropriate behavior are then

checked through repeated observation, interviewing, and the emergence and

revision of analytic categories (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Agar (1985) describes

the ethnographic process of analysis as a series of attempts at fitting strips of
social action into schemata which explain and give meaning to that action. The

importance of such a methodology is that total immersion brings the reward of
an understanding of the internal logic of a cultural system, and that the system
itself is scen as whole and complete. The difference between the phenomeno-
logical and ethnographic approaches is both philosophical and methodological;
for the ethnographer the goal is replicable understanding of another culture,
rather than a reflection of self in a cultural setting.

For environment-behavior rescarch this means that the rescarcher often
has the ability to accurately predict Jocal response to design and planning pro-
posals, and can judge more complex alternatives through this systematic cultural
understanding. Partial interpretations, such as those derived from surveys and
questionnaires, sometimes gloss over important distinctions for a particular cul-
tural group. Although the method is time-consuming, it yields a thorough, inte-
grated, and culturally coherent interpretation of environment-behavior events.
Ethnographers who have produced important findings for environmental design
issues are Merry (1981) whao explored the different ways people in a high-crime
eavironment think and talk about danger in & multicthnic, high-rise urban
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neighborhood; Burkhart (1981) who evaluated the planning and design o'bjocuvcs
of Columbia, Maryland, in terms of racial and class im_egmion.; and Perin (1977)
who analyzed the meaning of land-use controls in Phnh.ldclphla and Houstqn.

Ethnographic methodologies also are employcc! in analyscs.of the m!.:al
and symbolic meaning of space. Studies of the meaning encoded m.thc design
and symbolic order of a house (Bourdieu, 1973}, in the .ri.(uals' of pan!&mg a house
(Saile, 1977), in the temple and public architecture of religious institutions (Moore.'
1981: Paul, 1976), and in the social organization of urban form (Gilmore, l9?7.
Goodfriend, 1984) apply ethnographic interpretations of local culture to specific
theoretical and symbolic issues. The development of concepts of sacred space
and sacred places (Fernandez, 1984; Hester, 1985) and structuralist analyses of
the spatial expression of ritual process (Amiclz 1986, Doxtater, 1984, 1985) al.so
employ ethnographic methods of data gathering, but are more concerned wnr;
the application of anthropological theory to the study of spatial arrangements of
built form. Duncan (1976) and Duncan and Duncan (1984) broaden l.hls cultull-al
interpretation to demonstrate how residential landscapes communicate socnyl
status and position in the social world, Their rescarch presents an cth:-)ogr'a;ﬂuc
methodology which links social identity and taste culture with behavior in the
landscape and the social structural dimensions of spalifal anangcmcms. These
analyses illustrate how the built environment and spatlal_n:lauons reflect and
influence culture, and reiterate that cultural-spatial analysis is an untapped source
of social and cultural data for environmental design.

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

concept of discourse has emerged on the intellectual scene from literary
analysznm philosophy as a critical methodology 'for undcrm.nding knowledge
and knowledge creation. Discourse analysis considers the ObJCC! of s-tudy, the
text, the context, and the interpretation as one continuous domain. Richardson
uses the analogy of Janguage to explain a discourse model of cullure.

|anguage, discowurse |5 made wp of words and so partakes of the ideuionfl.
Lhm quality of language. Unlik:‘:nngua;c. however, discgnnc exisis in secial
expenience. In discourse, there is always & speaker and #n gudience. | spﬂ!& 10 0,
and you 10 me. Furthermore, Wbenn!spc&wooclnotbet:wanwuhngnm
something; there is a topic to our talking. Indeed, w0 speak is to crea #n object of
comversation, Thus, discourse includes both social experience, the reciprocal acts of
spesking and being spoken 10, and the emergent product of that speaking, the object
of comversation, (Richardson, 1984b, p. 63.64)

The use of discourse analysis in environment-behavior studies has bgen
limited to critiques of current theories and methodologies. The few studies which
employ this new methodology have criticized thc use of the terms such as
environment” or “dwelling” as knowledge domains (Kemeny, 1984; Teymur,
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1982), and have reformulated the relationship of context and behavior into a
model of social action (Duncan, 1985). Literary analysis of the landscape, pre-
viously mentioned in this chapter, also derives from this critical tradition. The
importance of discourse analysis is that it reorients the researcher; the object of
study is not abstracted from its meaning context but emerges from the intercon-
nections of the historical, cultural, social, and physical setting of the research.
The research design and methods are not clearly defined yet, but empirical
research applications, such as Duncan’s (1985) work in Kandy, Sri Lanka, utilize
both ethnographic field methods and archival ethnohistorical research 1o achieve
@ complete “reading” of a cultral setting.

One application of discourse analysis has been the redefinition of
environment-behavior studies as an “environmental discourse™ (Teymur, 1982).
This discourse includes discourses in architecture, planning, ecology, industrial
design, social sciences, and everyday life. Teymur identifies the epistemological
structure of environmental discourse as a “subject-object” couple which is pro-
duced by a st of “mechanisms” which characterize the relations of the object-
subject as well as the relations of the environmental discourse with other dis-

- courses. His analysis suggests that the claims of “scientificity” for environmental

discourse are questionable when the focus of research is described as a series
of related objects, structures, and mechanisms; in this sense, the discourse anal-
ysis critigues the logic of considering environment-behavior study as a scientific
domain rather than a system of meanings and relationships.

Kemeny (1984) also is concemed with the critique of accepted definitions
which identify housing research as “equally as scientific” or as rescarchable as
other academic fields. His discourse analysis of the concept of “dwelling” and
the definition of "household" suggests that the definition of these research cat-
egories is embedded in our assumptions about social life and cultural norms.
Household distinctions and dwelling types are social constructions created for
various statistical purposes and may not reflect any particular “real world” coun-
terparts. He concludes that housing research is “essentially a social process
similar to research in any other discipline or science™ (1984, p. 162) and that
“scientific rescarch is essentially a social process during which a view of reality
is built up, through the manufacture of data, the assembling of concepts, the
argumentation of a thesis, and the attempts to push statements towards more
fact-like status™ (1984, p. 162). His solution, similar to Teymur's, is that the
researcher should exercise & degree of reflexivity in order to be more aware of
forces which influence the development of concepts and their research field
(Kemeny, 1982).

Duncan applies discourse analysis indirectly in his discussion of social
texts. He argues that there are three types of texts: “writlen texts composed of
official documents which structure action, oral texts which shape to a large
degree the popular consciousness of individuals, and landscape texts which
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nt the teansformations of the former two into the medium of the concn:ete"
ﬁgrsc;fp. 15). The landscape, thus, can be interpreted or “read” as a repository
of symbols of order and social relationships. In @ sense, the landscape, and |‘ls
interaction with the written and oral materials, ar;: a discourse on the symbolic
svstem which relates the individual and the social structure. s ;

) Discourse analysis is still a developing methodology and the impact qf its
methods and form of analysis cannot be adeguately cvglua\cd. The intent is to
reconceive the categories and processes (hat define environment, behavior, a_nd
design research. If the methodology becomes more popular it gould rcvoluuon.nlzc
the conceptual system and the frame of reference for environment-behavior

rescarch,

QUALITATIVE METHODOLOGIES AND THEIR USEFULNESS FOR
ENVIRONMENT, BEHAVIOR, AND DESIGN

The qualitative methodologies reviewed vary in terms of their appropn-
ateness for different kinds of problems, scale of study, and degree of rcscamtm:
involvement (Table 1), Although these determinations are not fixed ant:l may
change over time, they provide a preliminary framc\‘votk for the use of qualitative
methodologies in environment, bebavior, and d?slg'n rcsgargh. The methedol-
ogies are evaluated on the scale of the investngat,o,r—mdwklual. group, or
societal levels; degree of researcher involvement—minimal, moderate, and to(a:
and the kind of problem associated with the memodolog)'—-cul(u.ral. bt':havnora 2
experiential, and definitional. The utility of each methodology is derived from

TagLe 1. Qualitative Methodologles: Research Appropriateness

Methodology Scale Involvement Research problem
i cultural rules, ideals,
Cognitive P minimal
8mi:dhndull perceptions
Observational individual minimal behavioral, observable
grou: ; actions and activity
sites
Phenomenological  individual total experiential, place, event
Historical socletal minimal cultural-social varation
moderate cultural motivations,
Ethnographic group ’ ;
symbols and meanings
] moderate definitional, cultural
DRscourse societal » W
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the researchers’ need to answer questions at a specific scale, in a time frame
which controls the degree of involvement, and within the domain of a particular
research problem. The application criteria derive from these same decision
variables.

Another way to organize the qualitative methodologies and the previous
discussion is to identify the kind of research design, methods or techniques of
data collection, and form of analysis most often associated with each method-
ological approach (Table 2). The methodologies are categorized in terms of
design by whether the research evolved from the testing of hypotheses, from
observation of phenomena in a particular setting and hypothesis generation, from
a general problem orientation, or from an experientizl or critical orientation to
the rescarch setting. The methods and techniques range from unstructured inter-
views and observation to linguistically based protocols, and the form of analysis
ranges from content analysis of archival materials, to mapping, film viewing,
and ethnographic typologies. Advances in research design, method, and analysis
are indicated by the boldface type.

METHODOLOGIES FOR THE FUTURE

The qualitative methodologies reviewed are currently at the cutting edge
of research in the environment, behavior, and design field. The approaches have
been described, discussed, and placed in an applications framework. The future

Tage 2. Qualitative Methodologles: Research Design, Data Collection
Method, and Form of Analysis

Method of data
Methodology Research design collection Analysis
Cognitive hypothesis linguistic, taxonomies,
testing mapping typologies
Observational hypothesis gener- observation, film- pattern Identifica-
ating or hypothesis  ing, archaeological  tion, material cul-
testing feature ture associations
Phenomenclogical  sequential experiential, intuitive, relational
experience comparison
Historical hypothesis testing  archival documents  content analysis
Ethnographic hypothesis gener- observation, inter-  typologies, content

ating or problem viewing, partici- analysis, pattern
specific pant observation Identification

Discourse critical reading of "texts”  content analysis,
dialectic relations
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of qualitative research will evolve out of these methodologies and through the
influence of research methods in related fields. Based on the conclusions of the
previous section, however, I believe that there are three discernible directions:
(a) integrative methodologies, (b) methods application packages, and (¢) new
theory which will stimulate the development of new methodologies.

An example of an integrative methodology is ethnoarchaeology which
combines ethnographic, observational, and archaeological procedures to address
the complex interrelationship of material culture, behavior, and activity areas.
This combination allows for more complex interpretations of existing data and
suggests new research questions, Other integrative methodologies, such as ethno-
history, structuration analysis, and ethological studies of human behavior, also
offer new findings through the application of interdisciplinary approaches.

Methods packages which address the planning and design needs of prac-
titioners is another critical area of qualitative methods development. Practitioners
have been hesitant 1o adopt qualitative research partially because of their lack
of faith in “soft" approaches, but also because of the confusion and difficulty
of utilizing research designs, methods, and analyses that are process-oriented
and undefined. A solution to this underutilization would be the development of
qualitative research method packages which address specific problems such as
programming or postoccupancy analysis, and which describe and explain the
application of each method (Sims, 1978).

Finally, the environment, behavior, and design field needs new theory
which will link these three dimensions to time, space, and cultural images. The
new theory should draw upon the lessons of reflexive anthropology, the holism
of phenomenology, the critique of discourse analysis, and the precision of cog-
nitive studies. The objective is to develop a theory that would treat the complex
research subject of environmental design with accuracy, humanism, and holism,
and offer both interpretations and solutions.

REFERENCES

Agar, M. (1980a). Hermeneutics in anthropology: A review essay. Erkas, &, 253-272.

Agar, M, (19806). The professional siranger. New York: Academic Press.

Agar, M. (1985). Speaking of ethaography. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Alman, [., & Chemers, M. (1980). Ciliwre and environment. Monterey, CA: Brooks'Cole.

Alman, 1, Rapoport, A, & Wohlwill, J. F. (Eds.). (1980), Human behavior and emvironment.
Advances in theory and reseaech: Vol 4, Environment and cultwre. New York: Plenum Press.

Alman, 1., & Rogoff, B. (1987). World views in psychology. In D. Stokols & 1. Aluman {(Eds ),
Handbook of environmental psychology. New York: Wiley,

Amiel, M. (1986, April). Culture and the sirwciwee of discovery. Proceedings of the Environmental
Design Research Association, Atlanta, GA.

Appleyard, D. (1978).-Styles and methods of structuriag a city. In S. Kaplan & R, Kaplan (Eds.).
Humanscape (pp. 70-81). North Scituate, MA: Daxbury Press

Qualitative Methods in Hessarch Design L]

Barker, K. (198) Bosdoghond papehlogy. Stanfond: Stanford University Press

lechol&:‘.: ) The ponligiond pavedaslogy of families and some design consequences. Unpub-

Bemus, B, & Costilivies Demont, M. (19821 Le nomadisme: Habitat ot modes de vie. Encyclo-
el Universalis (pp. 107-022), Paris: Universalia.

Bogdan, R, C., & Biklen, S K (1982). Qualitative research for education: An introduction 1o
theory and methods. Boston: Allyn & Bacon,

Bourdieu, P. (1973). The Berber house, In M. Douglas (Ed.), Rides and meanlngs (pp. 98110
Losdon: Penguin " g

Brower, S_ (1977). Strectfronts and backyarde. Twe ways of looking at neighborhood apen s
Baltimore, MD: Department of Plasning. pen e

Brower, S. {1980). Territory in urban settings. [n |. Aleman, A. Rapoport, & J. F. Wohlwill (Eds ),
Human behavior and envieonmens: Vol. . Environment and culture (pp, 179-208), New
York: Plenum Press,

Brower, S‘. “9,“)' The Harlem Park nnovation project: Baltimore, Maryland, Bakimore, MD;
Unéversity of Maryland, School of Secial Werk and Community Planning.

Burkhart, L. C. (1981). Oid values in & nmew town: The politics of race and class in Columbia,
Maryland. New York: Pracger

Buuimc,r. As.s( 1984). Musing on Helican: Root metaphors and geography. Geasclence and Man,
24, 55.62.

Buttinter, A., & Seamon, D. (19800, Place and jowrney: Excursions in human geography. London:
Croom Helm.

Ccnﬂxvm-‘Demonl. M. (1982). Espace consirult, espace social, espace symbolique: Esquisse d'une
maison du Nord Afghan, Afghanistan Jowrnal, §, 137-140,

Chambers. Erve. (1985). Applied anthrapology: A practical guide. Englewood, NJ: Prentice-Hall,

Cook, T, D, & Rekbarde, C. S. (1979). Qualivarive and quantitative methods in evaluation research
Beverly Hills: Sage.

Cooger, C, C. (1975). Easter Hill village: Same soclal implications of design. New York: Free
Press.

Cuff, D. (1985), Beyond the last resort: The case of public housing in Howston, Places 2, 28-43.

Darton, R. (1934} The grear ot massacre and otker episodes in French culrural history, New
York: Vinuge Books.

mee;‘;.[:. (1984), Spatial opposithon in noa-discursive expression. Canadian Jowrnal of Anthre-

ev. 4, 1.

Doxtater, D. (19851 The architecturization of nstural Anasazi sites. Tucson: University of Arizona,
College of Architecture.

Duzcan, J. S. (1976}, Landscape and the communication of social identity. In A, Rapoport (Ed.),
::w mutial interaction of people and their built emvironment {pp. 391-401). The Hague:

outon.

Duscan, 3. S. (1985). Individual action and political power: A structuration perspective. In R. J.

imon (Ed.), The future of geography ond geography in the future (pp. 1-31). London;
ethuen

Duncan, ). §., & Duncan, N. G. (1984). A cultural analysis of urban residential Iandscapes in North
America. In ). Agmew, J. Mercer, & D. Sopher (Bds,), The ity in cultaral comtext (pps
253-276). Boston: Allea & Uawin

Femandez, ) (1984). Emergence and convergence in some African sacred places. Geoscience and
Man, 24, 3142,

Filssead, W, 1. (1970). Qualitative methodology, Firsthand involvement with the social world.
Chicago: Markham Publishing,

Frake. C. (1981). Language and culrural descriprion. Stanfoed. Stanford University Press.




300 Setha M. Low

Francis, M. (1954), Mapping downsown activity. Jowrna! of Planuing Research, 1, 21-36.

Gasparini, G., & Margolies, L. (1984). Arquitectura pepular. Armitano Arte, 7, 31-63.

Geobagan, W, (1973). Naniral information proceising rules (Morograph). Berkeley: University of
Califorsia, Language Behavior Research Laboratory, )

Gilmore, D (1977). The secial organization of space: Class, cognition, and residence in 2 Spanish
1own, American Erhaologisr, 4, 437-451.

Glaser, B., & Straass, A. (1967}, The discovery of grownded theory, New York: Aldine.

Goodfriend, . 11984, October}. Froms bouse form 1o urban form: Indo-Muslins conceptions of space
in Ol Delbi. Wingspread Conference on The Meanings of the City.

Goffman, E. (1974). Frame analyzls, New York: Hamper & Row.

Gould. P. R., & White, P. R_ (1974} Memtal maps. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Hardie. G. (1980). Tswena design of house and settlement: Conrinuivy and change in expnu.hr
space. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Department of Amthropology. Boston University,
Boston.

Hardie, G. (1983). Factors morivering residential consolidation in selecied Sowth African self help
howsing conrexts (Special Report). Johannesbiurg, South Africa: Natiomal Isstitute for Per-
sonnel Research,

Hayden, D. (1981). The grond domestic revolurlon: A history of feminist designs for American
homes, mighborkoods, and cities. Cambridge: M LT, Press. '

Hayden, D. (1984). Redesigning the American dream: The future of howsing, work, and Samily life.
New York: W. W. Norlea.

Hester, R. (1985}, Subcomscious landscapes of the beart. Places, 2, 10-22,

Home, L. (1980). Dryland seitloment locatlon, Expedition, 22, 11-23.

Hoene, L. (1982) The household in space. American Behavioral Sclenuse, 25, 677-685.

Howell, S., Epp. G., Albright, C,, Ebbe, K., & Reizenstein, J. (1976}, Skared spaces for the
elderly. Cambridge: M.LT., Depastment of Architecture. :

Hymes, D. (1974). Foundations in soclofinguistics. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania.

Kemeny, J. (1984). The social constrection of housing facts. Scandinavian Howsing and Plansing
Research, 1, 149:163,

Kent, S. (1984). Analyzing activity arent; An eihnoarchacoiogical study of the use of space. Albu-
quengue; University of New Mexico Press,

King, A. D. (1980), Buildings and sociery; Essays on the social development of the built environment.
London: Routledge, & Kegan Paul, :

King, A. D. (1984), The social production of buildiag form. Envirosment end Planning D: Society
and Space, 2, 429-446.

Lawrence, R, (1982). Domestic space and sociely: A cross-cultaral study, Compararive Studies in
Society and History, 24, 104-120, 4

Lawrence, R. (1983). The interpretation of vernacular architecture, Vernacuiar Architecture. 14,

9.28.

um-}u. P.. & Nahemow, L. (1979). Sccial science methods for evaluating the guality of housing

 for the elderly. Jowrnal of Architectweal Researck, 7. 5-11. )

Lobo, Susan. (1983), A howie of my own. Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona,

Low, S. M. (1981a). Anthropology as a mew lechnology in landscape planning. Ia J. Fabos (Ed.),
Proceedings of the Reglonal Section of American Soclery of Landscape Architects (pp. 125+
124). Washington, D.C.: American Society of Landscape Architects,

Low, S. M. (1981b), Soclal science metheds in landscape architecture design, Landscape Plasning,
3, 137148,

Low, S. M, (1983). Teaching innovation in the social and cultural basis of landscape architecture.
In R. R, Stolz (Ed.), 1985 Cowncil of Educators in Landscape Architeciure Forum on

Qualitative Methods in Research Design 301

Teaching and Instructional Development in Landscape Architecture, {pp. 45-49). School of
Lasdscape Architecture, University of Guelph, Ontario, Canada.

Low, S. M. (1987). Housing organization and social change: A comparisom of programs for urban
reconstruction in Guatemala. Human Organizarion, winler.

Low, S. M., & W. Ryan. (1985). Notlcing without looking: A methodology for the insegration of
architectural and local percepeions in Oley, Penasylvania. Jowrnal of Architeciure and Flan-
ning Research, 2, 3-22.

Margolies, L. (1976). The peasant farmhouse: Continuity and change in the Venezuelan Andes.
Actes du XUile Cogres Imternational des Americanistes, X, 207.225.

Mazemdar, S,, & Mazumdar, S (1984, Ocioher). Vermacular archireciure of Zoroastricans ai
indicators of power, statu end confiicr. Presented at the First International and Interdisci-
plinary Conference on Built Form and Culoare, Lawrence, KS.

Merry, 8. E. (1981). Urbar danger: Life in a meighborkood of srangers. Philadelphia: Temple
University Press.

Michelson, W. (1975). Behavioral research methods in environmensa! design Stroudsburg, PA:
Dowden. Hutchinson & Ross,

Mooare, A, (1981). Basilicas #nd king-posts: A proxemic and symbolic event analysis of competing
public architecture among the San Blas Cuna. American Ethnologin, 8, 259-277.

Moore, G. T. (1983a). Knowing about environmental knowing: The current sime of theory and
research on envircamental cognition. In ). S. Pipkin, M. E. Le Gary, & J. R. Blau (Eds.),
Remaking the clty (pp, 21-50). Albany: SUNY Press.

Mooare, G. T. (1983b, April). Some effects of he crganization of the soclophysical eavironment
on cognitive and social behavior in child care seitings, Paper presented 2t the Biennial
Meztings of the Society for Research in Child Development, Detroit,

Maare, G. T., & Golledge, R. G, (Eds ). {1976). Environmensal knowing, Stroudsburg, PA: Dow-
den, Hutchinson & Ross,

Moaare, G, T., Tunle, D. P., & Howell, S, C, (1985). Environmental design research divections:
Process and prospects. New York: Praeger,

Parmlise, R. C., & Cooney, N, L. (1980). Methods for assessments of environments. In L. Krasner
(Ed.), Environmenial design and kuman behavior (pp. 106-131). New York: Pergamon Press,

Patton, M. Q. (1980). Qualirarive evalwation methods. Baverly Hills: Sage.

Paul, R. A. (1976). The Sherpa temple as = model of the psyche. American Erhmologier, 3. 131-
144,

Pavisdes, E. (1984). Antheopological contriburlons to the stwdy of vernacwdar architecrure. Presensed
al the First Intermational Conference on Built Form and Culture Research, Lawrence, KS.

Perin, C. (1972). Concepis and methods for studying eavironments in use. In 'W. Mischell (Ed.),
Environmental design: Research and practice. Proceedings of the Emviranmental Design
Research Associauon, 3.

Perin, C. (1977). Everything in its place, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Pipkin, J. S. (1983), Stnxturalism snd the wses of cognitive images. In Pipkin, J. S., La Gory,
M. & Blau, J. R. (Eds.), Remaking rthe ity (pp. S1-76). Albany: SUNY Press,

Prussin, L. (1984). Hanwmere: Isiam design in Wesr Africa. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Prussin, L. & C. M. Eastman (1984), Women as placemakers: architeciure and lenguage use in
the nomadic African contexs. Preseated at the First Inernational and Interdisciplinary Con-
ference on Built Form and Culture Research, Lawrence, KS.

Randall, R- A (1977). Chamge and variatlon in Samel fishing: Making plans to make @ living in
the Sowthern Philippines. Unpublished docioral dissertation, University of Califoria, Berke-
ley, Department of Anthropology.

Rapoport, A (1969 Mosse form and culbwe. Englewood Chffs, NI- Prestice-Hall,



302 Setha M. Low

Ropoport, A, (1976). The mutwal interachion of people and the built environment; A crosy-culural

perspective. The Hague: Mouton,

Rapoport, A. (1977). Human aspects of weban form: Towards a man-enviroament approach 0
wrban forre and design, Oxford: Pecgamon Press.

Rapoport, A. (1982), The meaning aof the built environment. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Rapoport, A. (1983a). Development, culture change and supportive design. Habitar intermational,
7. 249-268,

Repoport, A. (1983b). Eavironnwental quality, metropolitan areas, and traditional selements. Habitat
Imternarional, 7, 3763,

Rapoport, A. (1984, December), Some thoughts on the usage and design of outdoor spaces in urbos
residencial guarsers, Conference on Determinasts of Urban Living Quality, West Belin.

Relph, E. C. (1976}, Piace and placelessmess Londoa: Pion,

Relph, E. C. (1981}, Ravlanal landscapes and hwmanistle geography. London: Croom Helm.

Richardson, M. (1974). The material expression of & small city in a developing society: The case
of Cartago, Costa Rica, Anmali of the Sowtheasiern Conference on Latin American Studies:
Urbanization in Latic America, 5, 18-42.

Richardson, M, (1980). Cultere and the urban stage. In I Altman. A. Repopor, & 1. Wonlwill
(Bds.), Human behavior and envirommeni: Advances in theory and research (pp. 209-242).
New York: Plenum Press.

Richardson. M. (1982), Being-in-ihe-market versas being-in-the-plaza: Material culture and the
construction of sockal reality in Spanish Amesica. American Erhnologist, 9, 421-436,

Richardson, M. (19843, October). Material culture and being-in Christ in Spanisk America and the
Amerioan Soutk. Presented at the Fiest International and Insendssciplinary Conference on Built
Form and Cultural Research, Lawrence, KS.

Richardson, M, (1984b). Place: experience. and symbol. Grasclence and Man. 24, 1-3, 63-67

Saile, D. G. (1977). Making a house: Buliding ritusls and spatial concepes in the Pueblo Indian
world, Architectural Assoclarion Quarterly, 9, 12-81.

Seammon, D, (19800). A geography of the lifeworld. Londom: Croom-Helm,

Seamon, D. (1980b). Body-subject, lime-space routines and place-ballets. In A. Buttimer & D.
Seamon (Eds.). The human experience of space ond place {pps. 148-165). New York: St
Martiss Press,

Seamon, D. (1981). Newcomers, existential cutsiders and insiders. In D. C. Pocock (Ed ), Humae-
isslc geography and lizerature (pp. 85-100). London: Croom Helm.

Seamon, D. (1982). The phesomenological contribution to environmental psychology. Jourmal of
Environmental Psychology, 2. 119140

Seamoa, D, (19842). Heidegger's notion of dwelling and cee concreie interpretation as indicated
by Hassan Fathy's Architeciure for the Poor, Groscience and Man, 24, 43-54,

Seamon, D, {1984b). The qeestion of reliable knowledge: The irony and tragedy of pasitivist research,
Professional Geographer, 36, 2.

Seamon, D. (1985). Reconciling old and new worlds. In D. Seamon & R. Mugeraver (Eds.),
Dwelling. place and environment (pp. 227-245), Dordecht: Mantimas Nijho,

Seamon, D., & Mugerauer, R. (1935). Dwelling. place and environment. Dordechs: Martinus

Nijholl.

Seidel, A, (1981). The credibliity inherent in the wse of varous enviroament-behavior research
techniques, In A, Ostecberg, C. P. Tiernnaa, & R. A. Findlay (Eds.), Design research
Interaction (pp. 115-119). Washingeon, DC: Enviconmental Design Research Association.

Sims, B. (1978). Environmental design research: some emerging directions. Man-Environment
Systems, 8, 67-74,

Sommer, R.. & Sommer, B. {1980). A practical guide 10 behavioral research. New York: Oxford
Universaty Press.

Qualitative wie in ‘ \ RUN}

Spradley. 1 P, & MoCundy, 12 W (1992) The cwlimral experience. Ethmography in compiex
sochery. Chacngonr Solenoe Research Associntes

Stea, D (197K Bnvironmestal perception and cogniton: Towaed a model for “mental maps.” In
S Kaplan & 1 Kaplan (Bds ), Humanscape (pp. 44-49). North Scwuate, MA: Dubury

Stea, D (1985) (Summer course annosncement). Santa Fe, New Mexico: The Internationali/inter-
culvaral Center for Busht Environment.

Teymur, N. (1982), Environmental discourse, London: Tuestion Press.

Tuan, Y. F. (1976). Literature, experience and environmental knowing. In G. T. Moore & R. G.
Golledge (Eds ). Environmensal knowing (pp. 260-272). Strovdsberg, PA: Dowden, Hutch-
inson & Ross.

Tuan, Y. F. (1978). Liserature and geography. In D. Ley & M. S. Samuels (Eds.), Humanistic
grography {pp. 194-206), London: Croom Helm.

Tyler. S. A, (196%) Cognitive anthropology. New York: Holt, Rinchat & Winstea.

Villecco, M. & Brill, M, (19811 Exvironmental design research: Concepri. meihods and values.
Washington, DC: Design Arts Program of the National Endowment for the Aris

WMQ:-' : Iﬁ‘.;). “Urban reading” and the design of small urban places, Town Planning Review,

4162,
Wapnct’. S’. 2(;95;) Transactions of persons-in-envicvnments. Jourma! of Exviranmental Prychology,
, 223.23%

Wapner. S (19870, A bolistic. developmental, sysiems-oriented environmental psychology. In D
Stokols & 1. Altman (Eds ), Handbook of environmental psychology. New York: John Wiley

Webb, E, J., Campbell, D. T., Schwartz, R, D., & Sechrest, L. (1966). Unobtrusive measurei’
Nomreactive research is the soclal sciences. Chicago: Rand McNally,

Whate, W, H. {19800, The sociaf fife of sl wrban spaces. Washinglon, DC: Conservition Foundation.

Whate, W, H. (1982). Learning from the field: A guide from experience. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Winkel, G. H. (1985). Ecologlcal validity issues in ficld research settimgs. In A Baum & J. E.
Singer (Eds.), Advances in environmenial prychotogy: Vol 5. Methods of enviconmental
investigation, Hiliside, NJ: Erlbaum.

Winkel, G. H. (1987). The implication of environmental context for validity assessments. In D.
Stokols & |. Aleman (Eds ), Handbook of envirommental psyichology. New York: John Wiley

Wright, G. (1980). Moralism and the model home. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wright, G, (1981). Building the dream. Cambradge; M LT, Press

Zeisel, 1. (1975), Soviology and architectural design. New York: Russell Sage.

Zelsel, ). (1981). Inguiry by design: Tools for environment-behavior research. Monterey: Brooks!
Cole Publishing.



