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The Principles of Campus Conception:
A Spatial and Organizational
Genealogy. What Knowledgg Can We
Use from a Historical Study in Order to
Analyse the Design Processes of a New

Campus?

Caroline Scotto

Introduction

The spatial issue has traditionally played a role .in organlzatlonfilol zlrelsdt:)n:}r;
agement studies (Clegg & Kornberger, 2006).‘ Thls.chapter c:ontrl.u1 s o the
recent growing interest of scholars in the re&atp;mhqafbe”tov:;:;l;gzczl as1 e
izational practices through the idea of z
?ﬁjrn(:sg,azrl(;(z)ztl?l‘gslorp& Spicet, 2007; Elsbach & Pratt, 2007; Van Marrewijk &
; de Vaujany & Vaast, 2013). .
YalIJ\l:s‘Z,eja}igr'sdmainlly Znalyse this relationship ex. post, throug;rlh ‘rillijltﬂ:};
spaces. Very few empirical studies focus or} the de.351gn phialseCi "ll“ ei Csal C};l o
design processes — organizational and spat'lal - raises methodo o(;gSses o
lenges and investigates how the relationship between these proc ‘
beTE;lri:alli}"cZi:t'ure provides two examples of ways to approach this q'uestlc:;l.i tCe)crl
the one hand, Yoo et al. (2006) investigate the' practices of a mfa]o:. 3:1 .
tural agency as a way to analyse the relatio.nshlp ’blfletwe.en orga:nlltzua C1omposed
spatial design processes. Through the designers deugn ges da e
of “architectural vision, tight coupling of tec.hno-logles. an lclob o
design network” (Yoo et al., 2006, 221) which 1g1p11es client cq atizn -
this study sheds light on how the client and .h15.or her organlzzcl1 tesigning
design processes. According to the authors, “designing products an
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organizations cannot be and should not be separated” (Yoo et al., 2006, 228).
On the other hand, Marianne Stang Vaaland proposes to investigate end-user
participation as a way to study the potential link between the two processes.
In her thesis, What we talk about when we talk about space: End User Participation
between Processes of Organizational and Architectural Design (2010), the author
starts her research on the assumption that “traditionally, managers do not
approach the organizational design process from a spatial perspective” and that
they focus on practices through work processes, collaboration and production.
“Similarly, architects (and also other main players involved in the building
process: contractors, engineers and more) are not trained in issues that regard
organizational design.” For Vaaland, the attention of space designers is focused
on functional, esthetical, and technical issues. (Vaaland, 2010, 10). According
to the author, the organizational design and spatial design processes are trad-
itionally separ;'ite.

The first study calls for an interaction between organizational and spatial
design processes, and the second claims that these two processes are trad-
itionally separated. I propose to explore the hypothesis that a historical
approach to these two processes could reveal the nature of this relationship
through time. In order to do so, this contribution focuses on the university
campus. This object gives a priori the adequate characteristics because of the
organizational aspect of higher educational institutions and a spatial aspect
because of being the physical host of these institutions.

In order to discuss the nature of the relationship between both designs:
organizational and spatial, this contribution is based on three years of
research on the conception processes of the Campus Paris-Saclay (France)
project that started in 2008. This project is part of the implementation of a
nationwide public policy regarding France’s higher education and research
system. Its main purpose is to give France a system of excellence in order
to gain international visibility and competitiveness. The specificity of the
Saclay project mainly lies on the long history of the Saclay territory. The ana-
lysis of the Saclay territory’s history starting with 1946 shows that there has
been a succession of establishments of higher education and research insti-
tutions through real estate projects, disparate territorial projects, and several
scientific cooperation attempts (Duby, 1999). Since 2008, the campus, as a
physical and organizational object, appears to be the solution of France’s
strategy to converge these three elements. Hence, I use the design of a new
Campus as a “laboratory” in order to analyse the relationship between
organizational and spatial design processes at two levels: architectural and
territorial.

The first step is to study the concept of campus. My first hypothesis is that
the campus concept could generate knowledge about the nature of the rela-
tionship between both designs: organizational and spatial. The literature about
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the campus, mostly in the urban sociology field (Hottin, 2004; Genestier,
2002) or in urbanism (Merlin, 1995), takes interest in the campus as an object.
It discusses the link between the city and the university or the effects of
campus development but does not discuss the campus as a concept. By con-
trast, the literature on the history of campus architecture provides examples of
former campus conceptions which can be used to question what is included in
the notion of campus through design principles. The hypothesis here is that
a genealogical approach - based on Michel Foucault’s methodology (Foucault,
1975) - to the history of campus architecture could reveal some specific prop-
erties of this concept through time and through the analysis of the design of
current campuses.

In his text Nietzcshe, Genealogy, History (1977), Michel Foucault criticizes the
idea of history methodology in “terms of a linear development” and argues
that “genealogy retrieves an indispensable restraint; it must record the singu-
larity of events outside of any monotonous finality; it must seek them in the
most unpromising places [...] it must be sensitive to their recurrence, not in
order to trace the gradual curve of their evolution, but to isolate the different
scenes [...] (Foucault, 1977, 140).

Pesqueux and Saudan (1996) present and see a great interest in the use of the
genealogy methodology developed by Foucault in Discipline and Punish (1975).
However, they do not specify how to use this methodology and refer to its use
by English scholars, mainly in the accounting field to analyse, for example,
disciplinary power (Hoskin, 1986). French scholars have more recently adopted
the methodology in order to analyse collective action with the aim of “shed-
ding light on points of rupture of long history of collective action and artefacts
deployed for its management” (de Vaujany, 2011, 3). It seems that the use of
a genealogical approach to analyse a concept or a subject through time could
reveal different forms of this concept or subject; collective action or discip-
linary power for example.

Hence, this chapter’s aim is to use a genealogical approach to the history of
campus architecture neither for the search for the origins nor for the evolu-
tions of the campus concept but to seek and to isolate different types of campus
designs to identify recurrent components of this concept through time. Also,
this approach could shed light on differences in the campus components and
on the relationship between these components. The hypothesis is that this
genealogical approach could generate an analytical framework to explore
campus design.

So, this contribution discusses the following research question:

How can a genealogical approach to the history of campus architecture
generate knowledge about the relationship between both design principles:
organizational and spatial?
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In order to investigate this question, the chapter is divided into three section

The first section investigates five examples of campus conceptions from tli.
19th century to the 1960s. The second section implements the genealo ica?
approach of the campus in order to identify the recurrences, the differer%ces
and the relationships between the components of the campus. This sectior;
presents the campus as a scalable concept through time, the essence of which
is to organize collective life. It also reveals the consistency of the relationship
between organizational design and spatial design principles.

Finally, the genealogical approach generates a framework which is used as
a tool to analyse the relationship between the design processes through the
example of the Campus Paris-Saclay project.

Campus design history

This section focuses on five examples of campus conceptions from the early
19th century - after the term campus seemed to appear’ - to the 1960s which
was a period of campus development worldwide. The choice to isolate these
examples is relevant because they illustrate the creation of new types of insti-
tutions related to several reforms of the higher education system in the United
States and in Europe.

The study focuses, firstly, on two examples of campus conceptions as an
ideal place: the new university through the concept of the academic village
and the democratization of the higher education system through the concept
of the university community during the 19th century. It analyses, secondly,
the campus conception for the modern university with the development o;
the research function through the concept of a recognizable university archi-
tecture at the beginning of the 20th century. Finally, it considers two different
approaches to campus conception for the mass university during the 1960s:
the functionalist approach proposes a theorization of campus spatial design
and the sociological approach proposes to organize spatially a relationship
between several communities (teaching and research).

The ideal place

From monastery spatial organization to campus specificities:
the conception of an ideal place

According to Paul Venable Turner, “the word cammpus, more than any other
terTn, sums up the unique physical character of the American college and
university [...] But beyond these purely physical meanings, the word has
taken on other connotations, suggesting the pervasive spirit of a school,

T; its genius loci, as embodied in its architecture and grounds” (Turner,
84, 4), ,
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Turner (1984), a professor of architecture history at Stanford University in
California, produced a formal and thematic typology of American campuses
through a historical study of their conceptions in his book Campus: An American
Planning Tradition. His study is based on a wide archives analysis. The colonial
period (1492-1775) is symbolized by the establishment of numerous colleges
by the Puritan colonists. ‘

According to the author, the American higher educational system was trad-
itionally influenced by the British ideal of a collegiate organization where
students and teachers lived and studied together in small educative and social
structures — in reference to the monastic life.

The British reference to spatial organization was the quadrangle formed
by several buildings situated downtown. The buildings included primary
structures such as a chapel, a hall — used for the meals, lessons and all assem-
blies - the students’ rooms and a building dedicated to the management of
the institution. These several architectural elements set up in a quadrangle
shaped an internal closed courtyard used as a meeting place. It also was used
as a distribution system to the various buildings. In 1671, Harvard founders
“were resolute in the collegiate belief that higher education is fully effective
only when the students eat, sleep, study, worship and play together in a tight
community” (Turner, 1984, 23).

Hence, according to Turner’s research, the organization of the student’s life
became a major issue and a specificity of the campus concept. This concept
enhances and integrates the organization of activities relating to the academic
programs. Thus, teaching buildings are composed of teaching and study spaces
as well as living spaces — dormitories and dining halls.

After the American Revolution (1775-1783) and the creation of the United
States, numerous new higher education establishments were created. About the
conception of these new institutions during the 19th century, Turner notes
that the campus as a “microcosm, has been shaped by the desire to create an
ideal community [...]. Above all, the campus reveals the power that a physical
environment can possess as the embodiment of an institution’s character”
(Turner, 1984, 305).

The academic village

After the creation of the United States, a higher education system at the
national level was organized. Thomas Jefferson, statesman and architect,
conceived between 1771 and 1820 the plans for the University of Virginia
as a pattern for the new state university. His main principle was to conceive
a university like a village. His idea was “to erect a small and separate lodge
for each separate professorship, with only a hall below for his class, and

i,

B
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two chambers above for himself; joining these lod
students, opening into a covered way to give a co
the schools. All of these being arranged around an open squ

and trees which would make it, what it should be in fact qaafe of gra:ss
Village” (Turner, 1984, 79). For Jefferson, this structure wol;ldn AC?demlC
“best health, study, order and morality conditions.”? The formalrc)lreoszlr?;titc})ls

proposes a social and functional organization which combines Iinked
domestic and educative spaces. e

ges by barracks for some
MMmunicatiop between all

The university community

The purpose of the “democratic college” through “
Act” voted in by the American Congress in 1862
generalize the higher education system by the development of new programs
such as agriculture and sciences. Therefore, many new colleges werpe cfeated
during the second half of the 19th century. Frederick Law Olmsted, an
American landscape architect, journalist, and public administrator ”cre,ated
a type of campus that reflected the new democratic impulses in ec'lucation”
(Turner, 1984, 129). He exposed his concept in a report® he was asked to
write by the trustees of the College of California - later Berkeley - to study
the future site of their college. His idea was that the college community had
to be part of a wider community and, therefore, he proposed to design a
beneficial environment for students. The ideal place, according to him, was
“neither in the country divorced from “domestic life” and “civilization”, and
producing “the barrenness of monastic study”, nor in the midst of a city,
with its distractions. The proper location was a planned suburb, of the sort
that Berkeley, close to Oakland and San Francisco, could become” (Olmsted,
1997, 265).

Olmsted’s concept was to create the physical conditions in the middle of
the nature to welcome a community composed of farmer’s families, students,
and teachers - for a healthy way of life. He also recommended the devel-
opment of many services, such as doctors, nurses, and craftsmen. The main
innovation of Olmsted’s project is his idea to integrate the student com-
munity in its environment by establishing their housing as part of the wider
community.

The 19th century idea of designing a campus as a village or as a planned
suburb evolved into, at the beginning of the 20th century, the idea of
designing it asa town. The architect, Le Corbusier, as he visited some American
Campuses in 1935, considered the university installations as “paradise” and
as “urban unity, [...] a city, small or large. But a green city” (Le Corbusier,
1937, 155).

the Land Grand College
Wwas to democratize and
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A particular university architecture? The modern university

According to Turner, in the early 20th century, the American higher edu-
cation system was influenced by Wilhelm von Humboldt’s vision of the
ideal university. Humboldt developed the concept of Berlin University in
the early 19th century characterized by the unity of teaching and research
(von Humboldt, 1903-1936) through the formation of many specialized fac-
ulties. Hence, the modern American university became a combination of the
German concept and the American tradition of colleges, with a main new
function: research.

In the same period, literature about campus planning appeared in the United
States. The doctrine defended the development of a particular university archi-
tecture. For example, the architect and educator, Alfred D. F Hamlin, recom-
mended in his article “Recent American College architecture” (Hamlin, 1903) to
use the master plan as a planning tool, in order to create a general “effect of
unity”. The master plan allows, indeed, conceiving of a uniformed structure
of several buildings. According to Hamlin, a good master plan was especially
important, because of the complexity of the modern university, which, in con-
trast to the two or three simple buildings adequate for an earlier college, now
required libraries, laboratories, lecture halls, gymnasia, administration build-
ings, dining halls, and clubhouses (Hamlin, 1903).

In 1906-1907, the architect Alfred M. Githens published a succession of art-
icles on “group plans”, or the design of ensembles of buildings in Brickbuilder
(Githens, 1907). Githens presented a classically Beaux-Arts analysis by dividing
plans into categories based on their overall shapes — such as the “closed court”,
the “open court”, the “line”, the “avenue”, and the “unsymmetrical compos-
ition on two axes” (Githens, 1907). All these architectural elements belong to
urban grammar. For Githens, the campus was an essential part of American
tradition, the “natural center to group the teachings” (Githens, 1907), and its
architecture had to be recognizable.

After the Second World War, the university development reached a new level
with an important democratization movement and the creation of new insti-
tutions. Hence, the “mass university”, with an increasing number of students
and functions, changes the planning programs for new campuses; they became
more complex.

A possible theorization of campus design? The mass university

The functionalist approach

One consequence of the complexity of the mass university was the adoption
of the modern architectural theory developed in the first half of the 20th

FR

-
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century by Walter Gropius in Germany and Le Corbusier in Fr
The main principles were the concept of standardization and a f i
approach. According to Gropius, “a standard may be defined a5 that L.mcu.oflal
practical exemplar of anything in general use which embodiesa S;ml')hflEd
the best of its anterior forms — a fusion preceded by the elimin eti' i
personal content of their designers and all otherwise ungeneric or :1101011 o t'h ?
features. Such an impersonal standard is called a “norm”, a worq derIile S(Siefn on
a carpenter’s square” (Gropius, 1965, 34). Concerning the functional a ; rolrln
Le Corbusier proposed the “keys to town planning [are] to pe founc? I;rrlol?(:u;
1;1;171;1;;1)5 housing, work, recreation (during leisure), anq traffic (Le Corbusier,
Richard Dober, architect and consultant, transposed these principles -
without its social meaning, according to Muthesius - to the Campgs lainin
in his book Campus planning published in 1963. He €Xposes a “rational Ir)nethod§
which can be applied generally; a proposition for standardization of the spatial
organization of campus. The functions of a campus defined by Dober are the
library, the museum, the laboratories, the teaching Spaces, the social spaces
the administration, the housing, the sportive and recreational activities th(;
distribution system, and the parking. For Dober, the most important ste£) for
Ccampus design is to translate the needs in various functions, in surface and in
“planned modules”. For Dober, the streets should be divided into “major” and
“minor”, and the campus, as an entity, should be surrounded by a ring road
(Dober, 1963).
According to Dober, once each module is identified, it is possible to imagine
“the module like a chess and the Campus as a chessboard” (Dober, 1963, 61).
In his book* The Postwar University: Utopianist Campus and College, published
in 2000, Stefan Muthesius, a specialist in 18th to 20th centur}:‘s history of
architecture, insists on the idea that university design has become an “organ-
izational and technical process” in the 1960s (Muthesius, 2000, 25). Dobers’s
approach was one answer to the increasing complexity of the mass university,
but some other answers were proposed.

ance, especially.

The sociological approach: Reformuniversitit of Konstanz

One of the characteristics of the mass university was to group several commu-
nities - departments for example - in the same place. According to Muthesius,
campus designers borrowed the sociological methodology of socio-diagrams
based on network analysis (Muthesius, 2000, 89) in order to represent the
relationship between departments and the possible interdisciplinarity in uni-
versity daily life. These design processes of social organization were used in
the United States, the United Kingdom, and Germany in the 1960s where new
Campuses were developed.
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The Reformuniversitiit of Konstanz in Germany, which was requested by
the Land in 1965, is a relevant example. The project aim was, according to
Muthesius, to “express through the building the determination of mixing the
academic research and the teaching” (Muthesius, 2000, 237). The classroom
design process “took three years, helped by many socio-diagrams”, and one of
the designers insisted on the fact that “the relationship between knowledge and
its physical incarnation is neither innocent, nor accidental” during the con-
ception processes. “The Oxford quadrangle allowed calm and intense contacts
between the members of the community at the same time” (Muthesius, 2000,
237). The main specificity of this example is the way the workspaces and the
circulation systems are punctuated by rest spots. These spaces were designed to
allow “spontaneous” meetings (Muthesius, 2000, 239).

Although the analysed sources are not structured on the same approach —
archives analysis and comparative study — an examination of the narratives
of these five examples from the history of campus architecture identifies
and isolates recurrent components of the campus through a genealogical
approach.

A genealogical approach of campus designs

I have identified seven recurrent components in the five campus types which
are the physical characteristics - spatial organizations and geographical imple-
mentations — the context of the higher educational system, organizational
design principles (academic and research), spatial design principles, functions,
main actors, and the choice of planning tools.

The intent in the second section is to use the identified components in order
to establish an analytical framework. The aim of this framework is to compare
the five campus types in order to shed light on the recurrences and differences
and to understand potential relationships between the components.

Recurrences

The five types of campuses present four constant components through time
(Figure 10.1). A campus conception always seems to be related to the social aim
of establishing or reorganizing a community. This organizational principle is
related to a specific spatial organization referring to the village or the town.
The establishment of the campus outside the city - referring to an American
planning tradition according to Turner - as a unit independent set. The uni-
versity community developed by Olmsted in the 19th century is a remarkable
example of the campus integration in the suburb community. This specific
location explains how the American campus is traditionally conceived of as a
small town with a strong social life, such as through fraternities and clubs, and

et
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Organizational design principles

Spatial design Principles

Establishing or

Reference to a vi
reorganising a community & Vilage or a town

Spatial organization of a community

™\ /!

CAMPUS

. Physical
Functions Characteristics
Stable base * Independent
* teaching set/uniformed
« studying structure
* eating * Outside the city
* sleeping

Figure 10.1 The constants of the notion of campus
Source: Author’s own.

with services and public spaces. Teaching, studying, eating,
according to the history of architecture literature, the stable
campus is made of.

and sleeping are,
basic functions a

Differences

The establishment of the analytical framework can be used in order to shed
light on the differences of the campus concept through time.

This framework allows comparing the five examples vertically (Table 10.1) in
order to identify differences between them over time in relation to the seven
components. Thus, an increase in the number of functions over time can be
noticed as well as the different choices of planning tools. There is an absence
of higher education actors in the 1960 functionalist approach. This absence
can be explained by the theory developed by Dober which was, according to
Muthesius, highly criticized by other architects because it did not pay atten-
tion to organizational academic issues and was focalized in architectural
matters. For Muthesius, Dobers’s concerns were the practical functions of the
institution while the relationship between social stakes, educational programs,
and spatial design issues seemed not to be developed in his theoretical attempt.
(Muthesius, 2000, 28).

Regarding the organizational design principles, a transformation from the
establishment of a community in an ideal place - the academic village - to the
concept of mixing several communities in the same place — Reformuniversitit
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According to the genealogical approach, it appears that the master plan has
been used to conceive the campus as one coherent piece and the more the
number of functions increased, the more efficient it seemed.

The consistency between organizational design principles and spatial design
principles are recurrent in all the examples studied, except for the function-
alist approach developed by Dober where organizational design principles
and spatial design principles seem to be parallel. This consistency is the result
of either the practices of actors — Jefferson and Olmsted - or is provided in
the design of campus design programs as in Konstanz because the aim was
to “express through the building the determination of mixing the academic
research and the teaching” (Muthesius, 2000, 237).

The genealogical approach reveals three main results. Firstly, the essence
of the campus is to organize the collective life of students and scholars with
specific architectural elements and a recurrent reference to village, suburb, or
town. Thus, campus conception could be placed in a town planning tradition,
considering, according to Lewis Mumford, the “fundamental function of the
city consists to give a collective form, in order to allow contact and cooperation
of many individuals. [...] This organization must favour numerous meetings,
competitions between individuals and diversify groups” (quoted in Choay,
1965, 365).

Secondly, it also shows the campus as a scalable concept trough time. Hence,
the campus is not.a stable concept; it is linked to contextual and demograph-
ical factors. Although the campus is not a stable concept, it appears that it
is recurrent over several centuries and in different countries as an answer to
higher educational system changes.

Finally, the genealogical approach the nature of the relationship between
organizational design and spatial design principles through the recurrence of
the consistency (Figure 10.2).

The illustration of the consistency between organizational design and spatial
design principles shows the role of this consistency during the design proc-
esses. How do both design principles interact with each other?

The history of campus architecture is not able to analyse at the micro-level
the design processes of campus conceptions, but the examples of the aca-

demic village, the university community, and Konstanz has shown a powerful

Spatial design principle

[
h 4

Organizational design principle

Organising the collective life Specific architectural elements

Figure 10.2 Tlustrates the consistency between organizational design principle and
spatial design principle

Source: Author’s own.
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interaction and unity between the conception of a
physical incarnation.

The aim of the last section is to test the hypothesis tha
ated by the genealogical approach can be used as an a
the Campus Paris-Saclay project processes.

N organization and its

t the framework gener-
nalytic tool to explore

The framework generated by the genealogical a ;
analytical tool? 8 pproach: an

The concept of campus emerged in the United States and channelled into
Europe in the 1960s, as previously observed with the example of Konstanz
The hypothesis in the last section is to use the established framework as an.
analytical tool in order to explore the design processes of the Campus Paris-
Saclay project. But, first I review the literature about French campuses built in
the 1960s with a view to highlight a potential French tradition,

So, the hypothesis is that this exercise will allow to identify the different
components of the Campus Paris-Saclay project and to analyse them through
the notion of consistency between organizational design and spatial design
principles revealed genealogical approach.

The campus in France: what specificity?

In France in the 1960s, the American campus had become a reference for public
administrators and architects, although the French tradition for the academic
institution was to be in the city (Merlin, 1995; Genestier, 2002). A visit to the
United States had indeed become a convention for the architects in charge of
planning projects. For example, Louis Armand who was in charge of the new
implementation of I'Ecole Polytechnique went to the United States to visit
campuses to understand the functioning of the social relationships (Hottin,
2004).

As Musselin has analysed in La longue Marche des Universités, the main uni-
versity organizational principles in France in the 1960s were equality and
standardization (Musselin, 2001). According to her, the idea of equality was to
pursue the ideal to have the same offerings with the same quality in all French
universities at a time of mass university development.

In his book L'Urbanisme Universitaire UEtranger et en France (1995), Pierre
Merlin studies the state of university urbanism in the mid-1990s in France,
Europe, and the United States. His analysis does not identify precisely the
spatial design principles, but he describes the realization mechanisms of French
campuses. According to Merlin, the questions in France at that time were more
technical questions than ideological and, “both planning and realization were
extremely centralized. The funding were almost exclusively public. The scholars
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gave their demands to the minister through education officers,® who selected
the parcel of land for the construction® and supervised the design of master
plans” (Merlin, 1995, 263). The author insists on a specific centralization of
decisions in a rigid legal context, where classroom sizes, buildings, and costs
were designed on pre-established standards. According to Merlin, the realiza-
tions in the 1960s were highly criticized, especially because of the incapacity
to design “a real neighbourhood [...] with services, traditional urban shapes as
the street, the place, etc” (Merlin, 1995, 264).

Hence, the French campus design is based, at that time, on a rational spatial
organization by the juxtaposition of functions, which was the design method-
ology established by Dober in the United States at the same time. This rational
organization is not inconsistent with the organizational design principles of
equality and standardization highlighted by Musselin, but they seem not to
be related to each other, since scholars were not directly involved in the con-
ception processes, according to Merlin. Organizational design principles and
spatial design principles seem to be independent from each other.

As aresult, the examples of campuses developed in France in the 1960s reveal
French mechanisms of realization. The equality and standardization princi-
ples are not about the construction of the collective life, which shows a major
rupture with the first campuses analysed.

Therefore, the aim is to explore, through the same framework, the organ-
ization of the current Campus Paris-Saclay project in order to highlight pos-
sible continuity or rupture in the conception processes through time.

The Campus Paris-Saclay conception processes: between
continuity and rupture?

The Campus Paris-Saclay project is based on two documents: the “Plan-Campus
du plateau de Saclay” (2009) which reports about the real estate projects of the
institutions involved in the project, and the “Submission form IDEX Paris-
Saclay” (2012) which reports on the organizational project for the new uni-
versity and the scientific project (academic and research).

The project is part of the implementation of a nationwide public policy
regarding France’s higher education and research system as well as a territorial
project which aims to organize a scientific cluster. Thus, this project can be
placed in several schools of thoughts relating to organization and the gener-
ation of knowledge through, on the one hand, the collaboration between the
academic and the private world (Gibbons, 1994), and on the other hand, an
approach based on the triple helix metaphor which represents the relationship
between the university of science, private organization, and public admin-
istration (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 2000). In addition, the model of cluster
described by Porter (1998) in the late 1990s and its geographical proximity
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dimension a
oot ppears to be a strong reference for the Campus Paris-Saclay
The campus project started in 2008 and is implemented thy
mental financial programs: “Investments for the future Pro
the scientific programs and “Campus Plan”
project is a case of organizational design wit
Paris-Saclay (UPS) as well as a case of spatial d
and the new territorial organization through
oty dirctors o stionss o e L BY sholas
7 direc fins! ge of the conception of the academic
and scientific project involving over 20 actors in order to create a new insti
tution and the Paris-Saclay Public establishment (EPPS o
project managers ~ is in charge of the Space organizat
tectural and territorial.

Hence, from an institutional point of view, the organizational design and
the spatial design processes are Separate and managed by different e%)tities
The spatial design process began in 2008 and the organization design processi
in 2010. This order contradicts the traditional Sequential structure presented
by Vaaland (2010, 10) where organizational design process precedes the archi-
tectural design process.

An analysis of the document “Submission form IDEX Paris-Saclay” (2012)
reveals the concept of cooperation between several communities ( education
research, economic world) as the main organizational design principle aé
Saclay. In the “Plan-Campus du plateau de Saclay” (2009), two spatial design
principles appears; firstly, the concept of proximity by grouping the buildings
of institutions involved in the project and, secondly, the necessity to have
common buildings. Moreover, this plan presents the real estate project for the
campus through a conception institution by institution on the same realisation
mechanisms Merlin described for the French campus design in the 1960s.

Based on these organizational and spatial elements, I propose to deconstruct
the French Campus design from the 1960 and the Campus Paris-Sacaly project
by using the analytical framework generate by the genealogical approach.

By using the analytical framework established above (Table 10.2), the aim is
to isolate the different components of the Campus Paris-Saclay project in order
to, firstly, compare them vertically to the components of the French campus
example conceived in the 1960s and, secondly, to test the relationship — hori-
zontally - of consistency between organizational design and spatial design
principles.

The Campus Paris-Saclay project is interesting in its ambivalent structure.
On the one hand, the organizational design principles (research and academic)
of cooperation show a strong determination to organize the collective life of
the new university of a new community, in rupture with the French higher

ough two govern-
o it gram” Fo finance
€ real estate projects. This
h.the Creation of the University
€sign with the real estate projects
the development of the cluster.

) — composed mainly by
ion at two levels: archi-
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concept and that the design principles of this object show a strong interaction
between organizational design and spatial design. Although the campus is
not a stable concept, it appears that it is recurrent over several centuries and
in different countries as a solution to spatially organized higher educational
institutions.

Through the study of the concept of campus through time, this contribution
demonstrates that the separation between organizational design and spatial
design described by Vaaland (2010) was not always true and that this separ-
ation may be related to specific organizational design and spatial design prac-
tices. Hence, this chapter shows how a genealogical approach of history can
contribute to the analysis of these practices through the design processes of a
new campus.

From a methodological point of view, this chapter shows the capacity of archi-
tecture history to provide information about organizational design principles
as well as organizational spatial principles. The genealogical approach allows
the identification of recurrent components of a notion, and it can generate an
analytical framework in order to analyse the relationship between organiza-
tional design and spatial design processes. The nature of this relationship is a
way to explore both spatial design and organizational design practices — actors,
design tools, etc. Thus, this methodology allows analysing design processes
through a particular point of view, and moreover, this framework could be
used to trace the projects’ evolutions — new principles, new planning tools, new
actors, etc., during the design processes.

Notes

1. According to the author, the word appeared in the late 18th century at the New Jersey
College, later Princeton College.

2. Letter from Jefferson to fugh L. White et al., Trustees of the Lottery of East Tennessee
College, May 1810.

3. F. L. Olmsted (1997), “Report upon a Projected Improvement of the College of
California, Near Oakland”, 1866, In Civilizing American Cities; Writings on City
Landscapes, pp. 265-291.

4. A comparative study of international campus development during twenty years after
Second World War.

5. Le recteur d’Académie.

6. Usually outside the city where land was available and at a competitive price.
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Conclusion: Understanding Materiality
and the Material Underpinnings of
Organizations through a Longue Dyrée
Approach

Nathalie Mitev, Francois-Xavier de Vaujany, Emmanuelle Vaast and
Pierre Laniray

Throughout this book, our contributors have proposed several important
concepts to make sense of the materiality and the material dynamics in organ-
izations and organizing: standards and standardization processes (JoAnne
Yates, Nadine Arnold), affordance (Emilie Bérard), iconography (Francois-
Xavier de Vaujany and Emmanuelle Vaast), presentism and historical regimes
(Frangois Hartog, Nathalie Mitev), morphology (Caroline Scotto), material
traces (Christine McLean, Jeremy Aroles, Zsuzsanna Vargha), reputation crisis
(Héléne Lambrix), and time-and-history regimes (Peter Clark).

Most contributions went beyond short-term observations in their organiza-
tional analysis and emphasized the importance of longue durée as a process and
a product of the past. In order to grasp the symbolic and material aspects of
organizations and organizing, the exploration of the various layers of artefacts
and practices over time, the development of historical narratives about organ-
izational dynamics and the involvement of organizational members, the iden-
tification of successive institutional environments help researchers to come
closer to the history of collective entities and collective action. Drawing on
Le Goff (2014), a joint analysis of the key “periods” of these broader collect-
ivities and those of the intfa-communities and actions inside organizations
can be especially illuminating for organizational research. Time dynamics
and periods between broad institutional environments, collective entities, and
organizations relate and overlap.

History matters, both as an object and a perspective on organizations.
Adopting an historical turn in research on sociomateriality (Orlikowski, 2007;
Leonardi, 2011), material processes (Carlile et al., 2013), or organizational
space (Clegg & Kornberger, 2006) could be very fruitful. It could result in the
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