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PATTERN
LANGUAGE

The contribution of Christopher
Alexander’s Center for Environmental
Structure to the science of design

BY ROGER MONTGOMERY

Symbols (left) representing 64 pat-
terns applicable to multiservice cen-
ters. These basic patterns were
worked out by Christopher Alex-
ander and CES members Sara Ishi-
kawa and Murray Silverstein. Each
one describes a relationship required
to solve a problem that occurs in the
design of such a center.
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The worldwide movement to
give design a rational basis be-
longs in large part to Chris-
topher Alexander. When his
Notes on the Synthesis of Form
exploded into our consciousness,
the movement gained a rallying
point—its first manifesto. Since
then, in a series of shorter pub-
lications, among them his greatly
acclaimed Foruw article “A City
is not a Tree” (April and May
65 issucs), be has continued to
stimulate thought and give di-
rection to architects and others
working to modernize design
methods and bring scientific rigor
into their ancient craft.
Alexander and a team of as-
sociates in his Center for Envi-
ronmental Structure have cre-
ated the outlines of a universal
design vocabulary and grammar.
They call it pattern language. It
represents a bold extension of
the ideas contained in Notes. At
the same time it significs a sur-
prising shift, almost a reversal,
by emphasizing  pre-designed
component images and the com-
binatorial problems of making a
design—rather than the decom-
position of a problem into a pro-
gram. Already, in the three years
or so that it has been in develop-
ment, the pattern language has
proven cffective in practice. At
the same time its conceptual
basis has been strengthened and
enriched by further analysis.
What is a pattern language?
Actually nothing mysterious or
obstruse bars direct understand-
ing and application of the pat-
tern language. Put more sim-
ply. it means just what its name
implies: a set of elements or
component images called pat-
terns, plus the rules for their
combination into complete de-
signs. Just as a verbal language
is made up of words and gram-
matical rules for their combina-
tion into sentences, the pattern
language is composed of physical
or spatial clements and rules for
their combination into patterns.
Patterns in turn generate build-
ings and building groups much
as sentences generate narratives.
The analogy between pattern
language and word or verbal
language serves well. Alexander
points out that a finite set of
words in the English language
plus a finite set of grammatical

Mr. Montgomery is professor of urban
design in the Department of Architec-
ture and the Department of City and
Regional Planning at the University of
California, Berkeley. He is the West
Coast correspondent for Forum.

rules can, in the hands of a
writer or a poet, produce an in-
finite number of sentences and
poems. So it is with design.
Given a fnite set of patterns,
an infinite set of possible man-
made environments can be gen-
erated. This is what the pattern
language seeks to do. In Alex-
ander’s own words: “Where an
ordinary language is a system
which generates one dimensional
strings  [of words] called sen-
tences, a pattern language is a
natural genervalization of this
idea to three dimensions.”

Three-part patterns

Patterns are re-usable design
ideas, the components from
which man-made environments
are formed. The language in-
cludes as well the rules for their
combination, the grammar and
syntax which governs their as-
scmbly into complcte cnviron-
ments. Each pattern consists of
an if-then statement plus a dis-
cussion of the problem and its
solution. The if-then statement
has the form of the “ensemble
comprising [a] form and its con-
text” which Alexander defined
first in the Notes. For instance:

“IF (the context): Any office
chiefly used to conduct inter-
views, THEN (the form):

“l. The office is a booth, en-
tirely enclosed, with a ceiling.

“2. The door to the booth is
a bit wider than the usual office
door; wide enough for two men
to cnter simultaneously.

“3. The booth contains a
table, not a desk, that is either
round or roughly square, and
a continuous sofa-like seat
wrapped around half of this
table. The booth walls are im-
mediately behind the seat. The

seat is about 12 ft. long, and a |

part of it extends along the wall
awayv from the table.

“4, The table is never more
than 314 ft. across.

“5. The floor of the booth to
be carpeted.”

oo

-

A supporting discussion of the

interview office problems is an
integral part of the pattern state-
ment. It deals at length with the
various problems of the inter-
view office, and with the social
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rescarch  and other data on
which a correct design solution
must be based.

Note that each pattern always
contains three distinct compo-
nents. Kach begins with a con-
text or “if” statement that de-
fines precisely the situation in
which the pattern applies. Sec-
ond, each contains the pattern
itself, or the ‘“then” statement.
The pattern is a physical con-
figuration, a spatially defined
image, not a verbal or quantita-
tive performance standard; and
it usually requires both verbal
and graphic indications to de-
fine it. Finally, each one con-
tains the problem statement that
gives the background for the
pattern and the specific data on
which it is based. The “if”’ state-
ment and the problem discus-
sion make the pattern open to
criticism, modification and con-
tinual reassessment. The impor-
tance of these three fundamental
aspects of patterns, which give
them a certain formal rigor,
stands out sharply in the expe-
rience which has been built up
in using them, as well as in the
intensive theoretical effort car-
ried out over the last few years
at the Center for Environmental
Structure, CES.

Trying out patterns

The Center, in fact, was estab-
lished expressly “to develop, and
implement, a pattern language.”
The Center’s articles of incor-
poration state that both the
theory of patterns and their con-
tent “will be subject to continu-
ous review, change, and im-
provement . . ;" and that “the
Center will actively seek projects
which concern themselves with
the testing, communication, im-
plementation, and criticism  of
pattern ideas.”

Thus far the Center has taken
on three major projects. Also,
several of the staff have worked
on patterns with groups of archi-
tecture  graduate students. In
their  first major pattern lan-
guage project, the Center acted
as consultant to Urban America
and Architect Kenneth Simmons
directed the UA Hunts
Point office in the Bronx during
1967 and 1968. This association
resulted in a publication on pat-
terns reviewed below. A second
opportunity to develop and test
patterns in practice came about
a vear ago when the San Fran-
cisco office of Skidmore, Owings
& Merrill retained the Center
for Environmental Structure to

who
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work with them on a newfangled
educational research facility in
Southern California. The most
recent and most ambitious proj-
ect came in the form of an in-
vited design competition for a
low-income residential district in
Lima, Peru.

The multiservice center

At Hunts Point, Sihmons and
his staft were called upon to de-
sign an unprecedented social
service facility which would
bring together activities never
before carried on together under
the same roof. The Hunts Point
Multi-service Center was to be
a pilot scheme. The agreement
with the New York City Human
Resources Administration, which
had put up the money, included
developing general planning
policy for such facilities. Sim-
mons brought in the Center for
Environmental Structure as a
third party to the contract be-
tween HRA and Urban Amer-
ica. CES in turn brought in the
Berkeley architects Hirshen and
Van der Ryn, and, as New York
associates, Gruzen & Partners.

During the winter of 1967-68
Alexander and Center members
Sara Ishikawa and Murray Sil-
verstein, hammered out 64 basic
patterns applicable to multi-
service centers, developed some
outlines for combining them
into complete designs, and gen-
erated preliminary schemes for
eight centers including one on
the site selected by the Hunts
Point group. Concurrently with
this eftort, Simmons began put-
ting together the application for
federal financing wunder the
HUD 702 Neighborhood Cen-
ters Program. The actual design
developed by Simmons for sub-
mission with the application in-
corporates many of the patterns;
others had to be abandoned be-
cause Simmons felt they posed
operating  difficulties, or ran
counter to the expressed com-
munity preferences. Others were
vetoed by one or another of the
government agencies. But the
pattern ideas were important in
managing this unprecedented
project.  Simmons  called them
“the grains around which the
building accreted.”

Unfortunately  the Hunts
Point Center has yet to get un-
derway. Local problems and fed-
eral red tape have effectively
stalled it. But in another sense
the project has already paid off
handsomely. It provided the
proving ground for assembling

Plan diagrams (near right) show
how eight of the 64 patterns that
generated the design of the multi-
service center (opposite) were in-
corporated into the building. The cor-
responding pattern statements (op-
posite) have been drastically edited
for publication; the original state-
ments, with full argument and sub-
stantiating evidence, would have
been far too long to present here.
Incorporation of the other 56 pat-
terns was carried out in a similar
way. The design is the work of Eric
Adlercreutz, a graduate student at
the University of California at Berke-
ley under Ron Walkey, lecturer in the
Department of Architecture and
member of the CES staff. Photo-
graphs: Jeremiah O. Bragstad.
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Community territory. The multiservice center has two main
parts: an area devoted to the services themselves, and an
area called community territory which contains an arena for
public meetings and discussion, and space for community
projects. The community territory is yours—it belongs to
you—you can be there when you want, and do what you want.

Arena thoroughfare. The arena is placed to form a shortcut
through the building; its surface is the same as that of the
surrounding sidewalks, the entrances are large and inviting,
and, along the shortcut itself, there are various things to do,
so that you feel free to drift in and linger there.

Necklace of community projects. The outside of the building
is surrounded by a continuous chain of community projects,
broken only by the entrances to the building, so that the
people who live nearby don't feel that the neighborhood is
violated by a bureaucratic monster, and everyone who comes
in contact with the building sees, from the very outset, that !

it is run and owned by the community. ) o SRR s T
T e “ll_l_,ﬁ

B ADMINISTRATION -

Office flexibility. The office area contains a large number of
small, interconnecting offices, so that as your work groups
change, you can easily create new groupings of work space.
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Windows overlooking life. Each office has windows looking | .. ; T T o o

..—-.‘ I — —

onto some kind of life, as different as possible from the life
inside—a chance to refresh your thoughts as you work.

)

Self service. In the waiting area, there is a self service

b’[{ﬁ”ﬂ facility that lets you look up welfare rights information, job
‘ //I//A listings, and other help-yourself-items, without having to be

helped by an agency.

Block worker layout. |In the block workers lounge, there are
two or three large alcoves, where you can talk to your block
worker, The block workers’ desks are in a room which opens
right off this lounge, so that, as a block worker, you can
keep up with your paper work, and yet still be near the
lounge when a client comes looking for you.

Interview booth. In the interview area of a service, each in-
terviewer has a private booth, rather like the high backed
booths found in restaurants—so that interviews are informal,
and you feel more like talking about your personal problems,
than you would over someone’s desk.
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and testing the first set of pat-
terns. These have been care-
fully documented in a new pub-
lication, 4 Pattern Language
which  Generates Multi-Service
Centers, by Christopher Alexan-
der, Sara Ishikawa and Murray
Silverstein.*

The book begins with one-
sentence summaries of the 64
patterns developed for use in de-
signing  multiservice  centers.
(Eight of these appear in the
captions of the diagrams illus-
trating a student multiservice
center design, preceding page.)
Following this comes a very bricf
discussion of the pattern idea,
then eight examples of multi-
service centers for different com-
munities all generated by the
pattern language. (One of these
designs s illustrated at right.)
The main part of the book ends
with a discussion of the assembly
problem and suggests a system
for combining patterns called a
“cascade.”

A long appendix, 226 pages
in all, details each of the pat-
terns one by one. This is really
the mcat of the book. To the
designer of a multiservice facility
this is the part he must digest
and intcrnalize so that he can
work intuitively in generating a
design. And to the person who
wants to understand and use the
general concept of pattern lan-
guage, this appendix also holds
the chief interest—for it is in the
carcful study of the if-then state-
ments, and the detailed problem
statements with their wealth of
behavioral data on user needs,
that the richness in the ideas
becomes manifest.

Testing in the classroom

Some of the most interesting
evidence on the potential of the
pattern language comes from the
classroom. Ron Walkey, of CES,
taught last year in the Depart-
ment of Architecture at Univer-
sity of California in Berkeley.
He chose a site for a possible
multiscrvice center, then gave his
design classes the 64 patterns in-
stead of the wusual program.
Good things came out of this.

In a post-mortem on one of
Walkey's classes a student wrote:
“The palterns provided a fast
comprehensive method of de-
sign. From the beginning, many
criteria were provided by which
to judge the success of prelim-

*Publishéd by the Center for Environ-
mental Structure, 2531 Etna St., Berk-
eley, Calif. 94705. 283 pp. $7.50.
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inary schemes. Consideration for
users of the building was incor-
porated into the design automat-
ically. The design process was
faster and easier and more satis-
fying than is generally the case
during a three-month period.”
Other students gave similar
testimonials. They expressed an
increased confidence in dealing
with complex user requircments
while suffering no curtailment in
the opportunity to make form
creatively. 'This educational ex-
periment may be one of the
most important tests of the pat-
tern language at this point in
time. With the publication of
the book. perhaps other schools
will take a turn at it. Some
work has already been done at
the University of Washington
where  CES  member Murray
Silverstein taught for a while
last year. ‘T'his ycar another ex-
periment is underway at the
Berkeley department where Sara
Ishikawa is introducing a large
group of students to the patterns
developed for housing in Peru.

Building plan repatterned

Shortly after the publication
ol the work on multiservice fa-
cilities,  Skidmore,  Owings &
Merrill asked the Center for
Environmental Structure to work
with them on the schematic de-
velopment of a facility for the
Southwest Regional Laboratory
for Educational Research and
Development, SWRL for short,
to be constructed in Orange
County in Southern California.
The job was peculiar from two

standpoints. Nobody had any
very clear idea what form an

R&D facility in this field ought
to take. Yet whatever that form
might be, the fact that it was to
be built by a long-term investor
and leased back to SWRL meant
that it had to be shoehorned
into the typical two-story specu-
lative office building envelope.

A team  from  CLES—Barbara
Schreiner, Ron Walkey, Denny
Abrams, and  Jim Smith—devel-
oped more than a hundred pat-
terns for SOM to use in design-
ing the SWRL facility. A great
many of these were developed
in an intensive field study cffort.
Walkey and his associates went
into the present SWRL estab-
lishment. There, using typical
social rescarch  techniques  like
interviewing and disciplined ob-
servation, they built up a de-
tailed stock of knowledge on its
unique user needs. This material

tion drawn from the growing
pattern library at CES. As the
results were formed into provi-
sional patterns, they were sub-
jected to criticism by all three
parties, CES, SOM, and SWRL.
As patterns emerged from this
review  process, they were fur-
nished to the designers in the
architectural firm for use in de-
veloping the schematics.
Because time demands pressed
for early solutions, the architects
began their work even before

the Center began the back-
ground study which produced
the patterns. However, they

largely scrapped this preliminary
work when they got the pat-
terns. 'The comparison of before
and after plans (opposite page,
bottom) demonstrates the effec-
tiveness of the patterns. The
patterns which dealt with the
research workers’ immediate en-
vironment had a profound ef-
fect on the design. Instead of
providing endless equal little
cells as in SOM’s first scheme, a
rich mixture of various sized of-
fices were grouped together and
served by clerical and researcher
workspaces identified with each
of the groups.

Some of the contributions
made by the Center staff were
rejected by the architects. These
mainly included patterns which
sought to produce a special
“child’s world” in that part of
the SWRL facility where real
children would test the educa-
tional hardware devised by the
rescarchers. Here the  patterns
implied a very special, child-
scaled  environment. SOM  re-
jected this hecause they felt the
special economics of a lease-back
facility prevented such special
trcatment  and  because  the
change in scale would be hard
to handle “architecturally” in
the sense of creating a strongly
unified building design.

The most interesting result of
the CES-SOM cexperience lies in
the response of a team of
sophisticated practitioners to the
pattern  language. One  senior
SOM associate  observed: “the
uscfulness of patterns was in di-
rect l)l‘Ol)Ol‘ti()n to th(.’ UnllSHﬂ]-
ness of the project.” John Wood-
bridge. who was in charge of the
SWRI, work for the architects,
offered a number of observa-
tions. 1Te felt the “if-then con-
struction overdrawn’; the value
lay in “taking apart the things
that go on in a building and
looking at them one by one.”

was supplemented Dby informa- | This was a “valuable thing.”
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All services off arena
Free waiting
Overview of services

Windows overlooking

Open to street
Entrance shape
Ceiling heights

Street niches

Core service adjacencies
Self-service

Self-service progression
The intake process
Child-care position

Director’s overview

Activity pockets
Information-conversation
Dish-shaped arena
Sleeping OK

Waiting diversions

Stair seats

Design of a multiservice center for
the Hunt's Point site (Bronx, N.Y.),
one of eight hypothetical examples
from the CES book, A Pattern Lan-
guage Which Generates Multi-Service
Centers. Related patterns are
grouped and arranged in sequence
(A, B, C, above). Each group of pat-
terns then determines some part of
the building design (opposite, top).

Plans of a facility for the Southwest
Regional Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development, designed
by Skidmore, Owings & Merrill.
Earlier plan (near right) was drawn
up by SOM before CES was called in.
Revised plan (far right), after CES
team had worked out the necessary
patterns and reviewed them with
architects and client.
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The chief designer on the proj-
ect, Paul Bartlett, perhaps
worked more closely with the
patterns and the developers than
anyone else on the SOM staff.
He found them helpful and not
confining. Since the “patterns
were not hierarchically present-
ed, it was our job to decide
which were most important.”
Bartlett feels that in a facility
like an audio-visual center the
patterns at the present time do
not include much of the stuff
that is determinative such as the
technical problems of equip-
ment, acoustical, optical and
mechanical requirements. So far
the patterns have concentrated
on behavioral-oriented user re-
quirements, and SOM partner
John  Fisher-Smith  somewhat
cynically observes, “User re-
quirements are not controlling
in most projects.” CES is cur-
rently expanding the language
to include some of these other
design issues.

Patterns for Peruvians

The latest project based on
patterns differed from the ear-
lier two: it took place entirely
in the Center for Environmental
Structure, so there was no split
between pattern builder and de-
signer. Early this year Alexander
was invited to participate in a
closed, international architec-
tural competition to design a
neighborhood of new houses for
low-income families in Lima,
Peru. Alexander, Sara Ishikawa,
Sanford Hirshen, Shlomo Angel,
and Christie Coffin of the Center
immediately went to Peru. There
they each lived with a Peruvian
family of the same social strata
for which the project was in-
tended. Using the classical field-
work techniques of the social an-
thropologist, in a few weeks the
Center team developed the be-
havioral evidence on which to
base a pattern language for low-
cost housing in Peru.

At this point the scene of ac-
tion moved back to Berkeley
where, during the spring and
summer of this year, an inten-
sive, crash effort simultaneously
developed the patterns and the
designs. This permitted an ideal
two-way flow: effective patterns
need refinement through feed-
back from design. The result was
the Proyecto Experimental (ex-
cerpts, opposite page). The Cen-
ter has published this design, its
most sophisticated work to date,
in the book Houses Generated
by Patterns.* Both the pat-
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terns and the design for the
Peruvian housing deal with the
whole range of considerations
from community facility plan-
ning at the neighborhood scale
to the construction detailing of
the individual dwelling. Esthet-
ically the results achieve a beau-
tiful fit between the conservative
tradition of the country and
sensitive response to modern
planning, management and con-
struction technology.

What do the Hunts Point,
SOM/SWRL, and Proyecto Ex-
perimental  pattern language
trials add up to? For one thing,
they confirm Alexander’s care-
fully intended shift away from
the methods outlined in Notes.
He had observed four kinds of
inadequacies in using them: 1)
Shortcuts appeared in practice
which bypassed the need for
painstaking decomposition and
tree-like recomposition; 2) oper-
ationally it cost too much to go
back to ground zero on each job,
SO many components were re-
peated, and many sub-assemblies
were usually at hand; 3) the
Notes approach seemed not to
represent adequately the “gigan-
tic, interlocking tapestry of the
metro area,” with all its collec-
tive, mutually supporting design
elements; and 4) the often wide-
spread diffusion and participa-
tion in design decisions made
imagery a more powerful tool
than analysis; analysis might
produce images but in the act of
design only patterns operated.
So far the evidence looks prom-
ising. Perhaps most promising
are the benefits from formaliza-
tion of the pattern material, a
necessary instrumental step in
going on with the language.

Reusable patterns

Alexander has lumped the
benefits of formalization under
the concept of being re-usable, a
quality that depends upon real-
izing four conditions: 1) ab-
stractness or generality; 2) direct
applicability as contrastedsin this
case with planning and perform-
ance standards which produce no
directly useable images; 3) the
quality of being criticizable so
that users will continuously ask
questions and make improve-
ments; and 4) communicability
so that, in Alexander’s words,
“anyone who wants to take the
trouble can understand it.” The

*Published by the Center for Environ-
mental Structure, 2531 Etna St., Berk-
eley, Calif. 94705. 219 pp. $7.50.

pattern language has these qual-
ities. Jerry Goldberg, one of the
SOM users, in evaluating his ex-
perience with it observed: “The
potential of this thing as a com-
munication device in a firm of
our size seems to be immense.”

New tool for research

Another, perhaps unantici-
pated, benefit from formaliza-
tion appears in its potential for
effective structuring of much of
the rapidly growing architectural
research effort. Almost without
further examination each state-
ment of a pattern, however pro-
visional, defines a research task.
Furthermore, viewed from the
opposite end, simple insistence
that research produce patterns
would bring instant relevance to
an area too often marked by
academic withdrawal from a
meaningful relationship to the
affairs of environment building.

The very formality of the pat-
tern language may mask some
important things and some nega-
tive aspects of the experience on
the three projects. For one thing
the patterns exhibit a disturbing
narrowness, even a certain ten-
dency to defend the narrowness
as a good thing. The patterns
singlemindedly emphasize user
needs. The needs of non-users,
economic and institutional fac-
tors, esthetics, aspects of designs
which have to do with the legit-
imate concerns of artists, bank-
ers, construction men, and engi-
neers get little attention. Sim-
mons, for instance, complains
that the format of patterns does
not leave room for urban de-
sign considerations growing from
the character of place. The Pro-
yecto  Experimental indicates
this problem can be solved.
When certain kinds of user re-
quirements embodied in the
patterns are disregarded (as
were the children’s world pat-
terns in the SOM/SWRL proj-
ect), the fault may in part lie
in the failure of the patterns to
embody the needs of the specu-
lative developer. Certainly no
conceptual reason exists for such
onesidedness. The pattern lan-
guage could be easily broadened;
only the intentions of the pat-
tern authors, and the necessary
man-hour commitment, limit it.

The passage of time should
naturally resolve the man-hour
problem. The intentions of
Alexander and his co-workers
present another kind of issue. So
far development of the pattern
language has taken on a certain

style, characteristically architec-
tural, which emphasizes the use
of pattern language as a private
language. Granted that there
must be a bit of the true be-
liever in any innovator, and that
it takes some myth-making to
realize innovation, this tendency
holds dangers for the pattern
language. It tends to vitiate its
potential power. Anyone can
see that the patterns, with their
formal layout, richer imagery,
and explicit, integral, arguable
back-up data, represent a signifi-
cant departure from old fash-
ioned performance and planning
standards. But anyone can see
the family resemblance too.

They fit into a natural evolu-
tion of architectural design mate-
rial which extends from Vitruvius
to Sleeper, from Gaudet to
Ehrenkrantz. The most sophisti-
cated work of other innovators
in design methodology, for in-
stance Hermann Field and his
system of design directives for
the Tufts-New England Medical
Center, or the student work of
Brolin and Zeisel (July/Aug. 68
issue), point in the same direc-
tion as the work at the Center.

In three years Christopher
Alexander and the Center for
Environmental Structure have
done a lot. If the next three
years prove as productive, de-
signers will have gained an ef-
fective new tool with which to
face the ever increasing complex-
ity of environment building. If
it is to work, the pattern lan-
guage will have to become as
ubiquitous and impersonalized
as the ancient motives in anony-
mous architecture. That is a tall
order in a world which tends to
encapsulate individual effort in
sterile packages on the one hand,
and on the other hand tends to
homogenize people and ideas
bureaucratically into a feature-
less syrup. However it works out
in the long run, the patterns
represent a significant jump for-
ward in the practical power of
Alexander’s ideas.

Three patterns (opposite) reproduced
from Houses Generated by Patterns,
based on CES submissions for Pro-
yecto Experimental, a design com-
petition for low-cost housing in Peru.
These patterns were developed in
large part on the site by CES staff
members who lived with local fami-
lies. Each pattern is accompanied in
the book by a detailed statement of
the problem it answers, in terms of
Peruvian living habits.




CAR —PEDESTRIAN SYMBIOSIS

In the Proyecto Experimental, the
car roads form loops, and the pedes-
trian paths form a diagonal network
which crosses these loops at right
angles. Where they cross, there are
parking lots, cell gateways, and space
for pedestrian activity. The two sys-
tems form a double gradient: car
densities dominate towards the out-
side of the site, pedestrian densities
dominate towards the inside of the
site, and there is a smooth gradient
between the center and the edge.

THE GENERAL PATTERN

Context: Any area which contains pe-
destrian paths and local car roads.
Solution: The system of pedestrian
paths and the system of roads are
two entirely distinct orthogonal sys-
tems. They cross frequently; so that
no point on either system is more
than about 50 meters from a cross-
ing. Every time they cross, both
paths and roads swell out, making
room for pedestrian activity and for
parking and standing.

=
AP W=

._.
CUWINOGHWN

Church
Cinema

Market

. Primary School
. Secondary Schoot
. Technical Secondary School

. Supermarket

. Municipal Offices
. Grove of Trees
. Kindergarten

. Clinic

. Dance Hall
. Sports Center
. Parking
. Outdoor Room

INTIMACY GRADIENT

In the Proyecto Experimental, there
is a strict gradient from formal to in-
formal, front to back. Each house
contains entry, sala, family room-
kitchen in that order. Those houses
too small to have a proper sala,
have a small receiving alcove, just
inside the front door, which functions
as a sala.

BED CLUSTERS

In the Proyecto Experimental House,
there are two clusters of bed alcoves
-—one around the front patio, the
other around the second patio. Each
may have up to five beds in it.
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THE GENERAL PATTERN
Context: A house in Peru,
other Latin country.
Solution: There is a gradient from
front to back, from the most formal
at the front, to most intimate and
private at the back. This gradient re-
quires the following sequence: Entry,
sala, family room, kitchen, bedrooms.

The most important element in
this sequence is the sala (parlor). It
is essential that the house contain a
sala. If the house is so small that
cost rules this out, the house should
at least contain a tiny receiving al-
cove just inside the front door.

or any

THE GENERAL PATTERN

Context: The sleeping areas of a Pe-
ruvian house.

Solution: The children’'s beds are ar-
ranged around common areas, to
form strongly inward looking clusters.
There are at least two distinct clus-
ters, one for boys and one for girls.
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