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Chapter 3

Intention and the user

Ranulph Glanville

Introduction

Models have often been thought of as undifferentiated. In this chapter, they are
described using a number of differentiating distinctions establishing comple-
mentarities: the ideal and abstract compared to the surrogate; the illustrative
and the explorative; models (and knowledge) of (what is) and for (action);
and modeller and user intentions. The notion of model as simplification, as
projection and as an object in its own right is explored, along with the problems
associated with simplification and transformation, of what is left out and how to
re-include it.

In this chapter, | explore what models are and might be, from a rather
abstract position. As well as following one important but secondary stream
(simplification, and what to do about it), | shall use one major strategy to make
my argument: establishing distinctions that create characterisations of models
that can be thought of as complements. Progressing across these complemen-
tarities moves the argument towards the complementarity of what | call, after
de Zeeuw, “models of” and “models for”, each of which leads to different knowl-
edge types: “knowledge of” and “knowledge for”. | will indicate the advantages
of each complementarity, how each is found when we use models, and | shall
explain why (and when) we find some models unhelpful while others naturally

facilitate us designing.

What is a model?

Dictionary definitions are tautological and only reflect current usage and the
opinions of their compilers: but they can help us start. According to The Oxford
Dictionary of the American Language, included in Apple’s OSX:

a1

Intention and the user



B T L T T T AR TR . e

model I"m d( )l

noun

; ing or of a
a three-dimensional representation of a pers:anﬂ?afn“:;]egoriginal:
proposed structure, typically on a smaller scae'f e
a model of St. Paul’s Cathedral | [as adj. ] a model airpiane.

would think of as an

; e intion of what most
| believe this is a good general description e are b TS

architectural model - even though, nowadays, these qu v ey
rather than made of physical materials (we will return to t_hls point). : e 3 Ef
tion is not exclusive to architecture (think of a model railway), and it speaks

| as an object in its own right. .
= m?\iiordiig to Ithe same dictioniry, the word model entered Erlgltlsh,_ mear.w-
ing a set of plans of a building. Determining models thr9ugh their relationship
with and involvement in architecture has a historical basis:

ORIGIN late 16th cent. (denoting a set of plans of a bui!ding): from
French modelle, from Italian modello, from an alteration of Latin
modulus (see modulus).

The same dictionary also gives:

a simplified description . . . of a system or process, to assist calcu-
lations and predictions: a statistical model used for predicting the
survival rates of endangered.’

This introduces the important notions of simplification (or focus), and of process
and performance. These notions are not exclusive to architectural models,
but they are certainly relevant. Notwithstanding this, one way in which models-
as-simplifications are made in architecture aims at purist ideals, reaching for “the
essence”: hence, the immaculate object built of white card, beech wood and
_! silver wire is purist in aesthetic, representing an ideal.

Behind this, lies intention (Glanville, 2006), implying an agent with pur-
pose: models do not just happen - they are made by people who have purposes
in making them.

There is, however, a particular characteristic of c

constructed to present objects not yet existing, in the commonly held physical
sense. The buildings they represent are yet to be built. These models are not
modets of objects, but models of projects: that is, objects projected in the futgre.
The model may thus be thought of as modelled, itself, byﬁ_ : projected obiect

—— ) — > —~ "NIOUQN of as modelled, itse the projected object
(the project): we might consider the model S

i ! as an object, while the roject i
model of that object (i, a model of a modaly? e Rroject is 2

e SR SRR b e1
(The same holds for processes:

word “object”.) We may consider th
with notions of simplification

ertain architectural models

just substitute the word “process”

. for the
at th_|s form of projection modelling ¢

onflicts
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a model is taking on a role imposed by the modeller and is subject to his/her
[intention. The process is similar to de Saussure’s (1966) bringing together of two
essentially separate objects through intention, so they exist temporarily in a
relationship that forms a description.

Itis central to my position, in this chapter, that we discuss objects, models,
etc. as determined through the agency of the (human) actor and that actor’s
intentions. This is the determining position of second-order cybernetics and of
radical constructivism: but it seems to me to be equally central to designing.

Simplification: abstractions, ideals and surrogates

(Architectural) models often involve abstraction — a type of simplification. As
abstractions, models represent ideals: there is a notion of approaching the
essence of what is important, rather than exploring the detail. The simplification,
_even distillation, of material into abstract form carries with it the implication that
we should be concerned with massing and tectonic form in general, in prece-
dence over function, construction, interior, etc. . . . Abstraction to the materlals

_used in the model leads us towards that purist :deal o v T Lglonn

The charm of abstractions and ideals is that they can exist outside the
tiresome realm of messy reality, which they ignore to attain the purist ideal.

Models can also be understood as surrogates. Models allow us to carry
out experiments (often thought experiments) through them, in the belief that
the outcomes of these experiments will be translated into the reality in which
they are to be built. However, all too often, what is carried through is far from
what we had hoped for: the outcome is less than we believed, which, we will

see, raises an important question. We can carry out experiments on our models_

safely and cheaply: architecture is an expensive and dangerous activity, and
architects rarely get a chance to build prototypes: it is a one-shot operation.
Thus, for example, we use zoning in planning, simplifying a rich mix into easily
handled but impoverished zones lacking exactly that richness that we enjoyed
before we established zones. We experiment on these zones, propose changes,
and then translate them into the real world, all too often in a still impoverished

form.
W _Leaving models intentionally underspecified . and open (having the meta-

intention of under-defining mteht'lon), we. produce sketch models intended to
allow us to ask questions in a more speculative and vaguer manner: to play in a
designerly way (Glanville, 2009), finding out the answers ta questions we were
not intending to ask, or did not know we were asking. These models are likely
to be quite messy, in comparison to the pristine models produced of how

buildings will be.+ 4

Time travel and the relationship between models
and objects

A common confusion (resulting from the designer’s apparent ability to time-
travel by talking of the as yet unmade as if already built) lies in the relationship
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between object (or project - an object with time-travel) and mOd?I'tﬁS:_ef%JE‘Ee_ei:_
above, models are created to focus on certain aspects of Sqm—e-@@cc?"”oael ’the
to be (project). In the case of the relationship between object an mo'ect’ the
object precedes the model, chronologically. But in the case of th.e proj : ’ s
model precedes the object, frequently being in some sense an InStI‘L;C |(l;r1
facilitate construction of the projected object. However, as we explorg a ovec;
a model 1s simpler than the object it models (Borges, .1 999; Korzybski, quq;e
in Bateson, 19 70), so the model of a project necessarily mherent!.y underspecifies
that project. There is a necessary lack in the model, which only |n.struc.ts 'us how
to make aspects ot the (projected) object. A model is also an object in its cfwn
nght: thus, aspects of the model neither can nor should be part of the object
under construction (Glanville, 1980b). Moving from object to model, and from

model to (projected) object, reflects the difference in classical logic (and in
saence) between deduction and induction.

The question of precedence, and hence the question of the completeness
of what is modelled in model making, is difficult and important. | developed

a concept of anti-modelling in response to this difficulty, and present it in the
Appendix to this chapter,

Models illustrating and exploring: intention and the user

One intention model-makers place on
We can distinquish how they
and to explore (

architectural models is that they are used.

are to be used in two contrasting ways: to illustrate,

Clanville, 1993). The same distinction of intention is used by
the model-maker in making the model, and r

eflects the degree of questioning
(of curiosity).

Models may be constructed in order to illustrate
ticular intention providing a focus for what is

model: or they can be constructed to allow exploration. lllustration demonstrates,

even documents, and does not imply question or answer: it just is. Exploration is
uncenain, questioning to better understand and act, Underslandings and projects
may change radically through exploration. Insofar as drawiqgsicqn_als_o_bg_
thought of as models, we can also think of illustrative and explorative (sketch)
_drawings.

an intention, with a par-
included in and omitted from the

Regardless of the model-maker’s in

who examine the model (including the model-maker) will inter
they wish. A model made to illustrate may, unde
used for exploration. The intention of the m

examination: there 1s no form of oblig
enforceable

tentions in making a model, those

pret intention as
r different circumstances, be
aking need not be the intention of
ation that makes transfer of intention
The illustrative may be read as explorative, the explorative as illys-
trative. The reader will also readily understand that ar shift in intention can

be apphed to the “models of” and ‘models for”, Introduced in the next section.

This distinction, and the complementanty, between (he model illustrating
and the model explonng, echo the distinction ht-lwvun the model as ideal and

Quite paralleling it

asimil

the model as surrogate, without perhaps
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Models of and models for

Prepositions, in English, make all the difference (Glanville, 2005). We can differ-
entiate models into two groups, depending on the purpose we see in them.
I will refer to the difference as the difference between

. models of, and
. models for?

using a prepositional difference. Although this distinction mirrors the distinction
illustrate/explore, it is not identical to it.

Models of illustrate. As models of objects and processes, they report on

_what s, In this sense, they are typified by the models used in and developed by
science, reporting on what is (albeit that scientific models often appear to be
counter-intuitive and strange). White card and beech models of building pro-
posals clearly belong in this group, being intended primarily as proof of concept.

~ _In contrast, models for are the models that facilitate action (in terms of
exploration, they facilitate questioning and trying things out). They are essen-
tially tentative, and their strength lies in this tentativeness. They support change,
the creation of novelty — which is what designers aim to accomplish. Models for_
are models for acting. The sketch model is clearly a model for, as is the surrogate.
Exploration requires models for.
" Models for are concerned with testing, proposing change, wondering,
trying out. One reason for using a model is that it permits such changes, allowing
us to try them out — a function of surrogacy.

Models of and models for satisfy different aims. The intention in science
is to produce consistent and complete knowledge (descriptions/explanations)
that is repeatable. Repeatability means no matter where or when, and no matter
who is doing it, the outcome of a determined procedure will remain constant.
In the traditional jargon, the observer is excluded from influencing what goes
on. This aim may be interpreted as the rejection of the scientist’s involvement in
what (s)he does: in other words, an absolute form of objectivity. But it is also an
aim, an intention, originating in human desire expressed as/in intention.

Models for are clearly of great relevance to designers, for whom design is
a doing business. We are involved in acting. We are not (except when we present
some project as finished) reporting. While many aspects of what we do benefit
from other approaches, we have, at the heart of our activity, something which
is different from science. It is based in action. It takes the form of a conversation
held with ourselves through a medium (e.g., paper and pencil) - a questioning

h - as | and others have argued (Glanville, 2009; Pask, 1969; Schdn, 1985).

sketc

Difficulties with models of and for

Science and design are different activities, with different associated ways of
behaving and different outcomes existing in different ethical domains operating
to satisfy different aims. Broadly stated, scientists and designers have different

relationships with, and different aims within their fields: for the scientist, there
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rching for the repeal

: iective) and sea
. (Obl “{Ill'nulrfnnc- iy the

ading to a uni
jose that explore Tor

is at least an ideal of remaining remo e
able. For the designer, active involvmnonl.’t’ B il
field is crucial. Models that illustrate are ‘“‘ y { course, impartant
the designer, illustrating the final outcome 15, u' . ;u;l ‘“I' acting to create thes
no outcome if there is no action, 50 models that 1:,“5[ ners need models far, 1o
outcomes are crucial and have gihien ) '_’ One advantage of having
construct or use the wrong sort of model !!!!?LELIJ s, e

the wa_ys_ of understanding and acting .i‘,‘.u.t'_t.:lf*d with c;.”.r'; y e B
associated with science, is precisely that it gives us these ¢ | ‘ f:j;ln. '”{;,,,‘.. 5 a5 It
standing and acting in the world. It is a5 important not 10 10% v b

is to retain our biodiversity!

Among architects and designers,
research, is that it is difficult to use the outcom
is that this research does not take a form that helps «
irrelevant: the research supports conclusive statements rather than tentative
questioning. Often, researchers claim this reflects an ignarance
designers, together with a lack of a proper research culture and, '.rm.u-nnu--., a
weakness in what design itsell is (design s an impoverished and ill-formed
science). We rarely consider whether researchers understand what designers,
do, or understand design to be.* It may be, for instance, that the variables
selected by researchers are not those that would be chosen by designers (and/or
users). In the extreme, the concept of a variable may, itself, bhe alien, | believe
this difference in approach is well reflected in the difference between models of
and models for; models of reflect traditional scientific approaches (the general
approach in most design research), models for are tuned towards design under-
stood as action,

_This signals_a difficulty with current computer models which, | claim,
currently generally_take the form of models of (rather than models for), We
can ask questions of the visualisations produced on our computers, as we can
question other models of, such as card and beech models and heat loss caleula-
tions. Surely, we can change these models, but in the awkwird way we change
card and beech models and heat loss calculations.” The computer modelling

_tools made for designers rarely, if ever, generate models for, Theis intention is

not to allow, let alone promote, exploration or modification; they report as well
_as they can what, under certain circumstances, will he,

B Computer models often exclude the central (conve

| have notic?d this as a growing trend in how my students work, Many do not

| learn of the importance of tentative iteration, of uncertainty and questioning so

. important to the designer. Limitations in what computers permit s, | heliove
. one reason.’ ' Hlieve,

—

it thiere b

prncr-dem.:f: d

as weell as thiose

a common complaint about (design)
es of this research, The complaint

fesigners and so iy seen as

an the part of

rsational) act of design,

From model to knowledge

Models are associated with krmowle(lgf?: they help us deve
knowledge. We can understanc knnwledge (because WE
without a knower, | prefer the word knowin o
we can think of “knowledge of” an

lop, and embody,
there can be no knowledge
e ?3 U_“m_'g,l,‘ an analogy to models:

wiedge for”, Knowledge of may be
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thought of as the domain of descriptions of a presumed reality, such as science
aims for:” knowledge for equally clearly involves questioning and is action-
based:* hence its relevance to design.

Distinguishing knowledge into different types is not new, see, for instance,
__Aristotle’s Ehronesis" and Polanyi’s (1967) tacit knowledge, both of which are
often referred to by design theorists. Mode 1 and mode 2 knowledge (Gibbons
et al., 1994) can also be related to knowledge of and knowledge for (Verbeke
and Glanville, 2005).

Knowledge of and knowledge for have different dynamics, just as model
of and model for are differently directed. Knowledge of is essentially static, in
contrast to knowledge for. But knowledge for is the primary sort of knowledge
_designers need: and, although some accounts, especially those associated with
- scientific approach, presume that in order to act, you need to know what is,
for designers this need not be so. After all, we make new artefacts and, as many
have observed, in design, what we come to think of as the solution defines what
then can be considered the problem. In some sense, every design will be unique.
Boden (2004) has argued for various types of creativity (novelty), including that
which is new to the person involved, and that which is new, absolutely. For the
designer, making the new using the conversational approach (mentioned above)
will always be about personal novelty. This is our normality! Historical novelty is,
it would seem, provisionally assertable, but only after the event. Just as there are
different intentions relating to models of and models for, there are parallel
differences in intention in knowledge of and knowledge for.

Thus, the distinction between of and for made by de Zeeuw referring to
models, is reflected in knowledge, giving us a clear way of considering the
appropriateness, relevance and fitness to our purpose of the models we are
making and the knowledge we are using: are we illustrating and assessing, or
are we making?

Conclusion

The characterisations in this chapter of how we construct models indicate the
value in the tentative, and in keeping open the options and questions to be as
important as the value in concluding, showing results and outcomes.
Why should this matter? A major value of making models is to ask ques-
_tions and thus to develop ideas and concepts. This depends on keeping open the
options and remaining tentative. This action can be understood as supporting the
central act of designing, characterised as holding a conversation with oneself
using paper and pencil. The danger of closing down, of wanting to show conclu-
sory outcomes as results, can lead to very poor design: the sort of design outcome
that results from the one-shot approach that designers learn is inherently
inadequate, and only applicable where there is no messiness and great clarity.
Exploratory and surrogate models for, and their associated knowledge
form, knowledge for, are more supportive of the processes of designing than
are the more traditional and scientific models of (and associated knowledge of),
as we have seen. Such models keep options open: they persist and do not merely
deal with, but encourage dynamic uncertainty,
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However, the use of models as models of or
f the user ca

first case on the modeller. But the intcntiqr) 0 choose is not con
into a model for, for instance. The preposition Lo s king the model, and
by the modeller, but is made both by the modeller in making

by the user in using it.

Appendix: dimensioning models

| have referred to what is omitted when we simplify, for a difficulty arises out of

simplifications (abstractions, ideals) and surrogates. Speaking conver]tlonally,
when we make a model of some object, our model only has certain of the
qualities that the original object has: other qualities are omitted. (It also hf:ls
qualities of its own, but we generally do not talk about these.) For instance, In
making a zoning model, planners omit those functions that do not fit the zone.
Thus, an area of a city becomes defined as “shopping” or “business” and other
activities (food and drink provision, accommodation, etc.) are omitted. What
then happens is that the (zoning) model is applied and the richness of what was
in the original object disappears because that richness is not part of the model.

This suggested to me that we should be careful to record (model!) what
was omitted from the model in question, as a “remainder”: and that, when
the model was reconstituted in the object world, the remainder should be
re-inserted, a process | called “anti-modelling”.

The simplification of the object involved in making a model is already a
form of transformation. The point of surrogacy is to allow transformation. The
remainder, in the case of a transformed model, may be transformed in a similar
manner to the model, in a different manner, or not at all. It can also be omitted,
as is comr:non practice nowadays. All these possibilities offer different ways of
transforming an object through modelling it, that add to the transformation of
simplification.

o GRS QYT BET Pyt e mebascs
a model of a maodel of an object is reducible to asrlr?orii TS!?S). thus,.fOr |nstanc'e,
the precision of modelling processes, and our und e that 5
these processes went and th - - erstanq|ng of how “deep™

p and the points at which transformations i
developed a method of “model dimensioning”, werelapplica: |

Although this work remains little know ; ; ; i
how we create and use models is valuable (| Z’Islobsgﬁ:;t?f:nr;pltlid cr.lthue Bl
value, though the value of this may be more obscure.)!® See Gle O'd itself has
and Glanville and Jackson (1983). ' anville (1980a)

Notes

1 lquote selectively and do not cover the full range of descri
2 Much of my understanding of models comes throuei}cn
netics. Current cybernetics (known as second-orderg

with exactly such thinking. o

ptions given in this dictionary.
a long association with cyber-
bernetics) is deeply associated
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3 | owe this distinction to Gerard de Zeeuw, in personal communication around 1985.
To my best knowledge (and in spite of my bullying!), he has not written explicitly
about this distinction. The best reference is probably my summary of themes in his
work (Glanville, 2002). On a personal note, this distinction was crucial in the devel-
opment of my understanding: as an architecture student, | had never been able to
understand the so-called sketch model, i.e., the model for, in architecture.

4 | have often (with agreement) reported on a doctoral student whose project was to
make architects use a particular environmental package. | asked if she understood the
thinking of architects and would adjust the package to what architects did. With no
design experience, she attended a design taster course and was posted to local
practices where her expertise became a part of the design dialogue. Rather than force
architects to do it her way, she learned to bring what she offered to architects in a
manner both helpful and understood as relevant and useable. She offered what | call
“knowledge for”, rather than “knowledge of”.

5 The use of spreadsheets and optimisation routines has radically changed heat loss
calculations to models for.

6 | believe another contributor is the use of multiple answer questions, suggesting the
world is like a restaurant menu with certain given choices (and no novelty) as the only
possibilities.

7 The question of the relationship between the description and what is described (the
map and the territory, as Korzybski called it) cannot be approached here. It is what
makes science an in principle impossible, albeit very powerful endeavour, See Douglas
Green, http://www.the-scientist.com/news/display/57903/ (accessed 30 December
2010).

8 No definition of knowledge will satisfy everyone. The one here is essentially a some-
what traditional one.

9 See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phronesis (accessed 22 January 2011).

10 Gordon Pask developed a not dissimilar argument to validate self-reference in systems.
This sort of argument can be used to help us understand what we might mean by 1:1
modelling such as developed in the Full Scale Lab at the Vienna University of Technology.
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