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Figure 5.6 Number of U.S. architecture students per million population,

for use in the schools.** Even this foundered with the decline of Beaux-
Arts classicism and was completely destroyed by the immigration of Euro-
pean modernists into the schools in the years before the war. '
American professional education can therefore be char.acterlzed
as university dominated. as opposed to the British practice .domTr%ated or
European state dominated systems. When the American Tmlv.ers?nes em-
braced professional education they were rather different institutions t.han
those we have in the late twentieth century, being either of the Oxbridge
type or vocationally oriented. The notion that research vt'as a fundamental
mission of a university did not appear until the importation of the German
model in the latter part of the nineteenth century, with the creation of
Johns Hopkins (1876), Clark (1887), and the University of Chicago (1892).+
Several important changes were made to this model as it crossed'the Atlan-
tic. First, the German chair-institute structure was dropped in favor of
a departmental structure. They replaced the German aut(?cratlc polymat'h
closely directing the researches of a group of assistants with a more egali-

tarlan system in which the departmental chair handled administration and
finance for a group of academics who more or less set their own intellectual
agenda. Second, where the Germans had left applied research to industry
or the lower-status polytechnics, the Americans brought it right into the
universities.** Third, the academics at these universities tended to regard
their discipline or profession as their primary milieu, not the university,
the reverse of the German case. As Abbott points out, the American pro-
fessions have maintained a deep ambivalence about university education,
for "they were in the university but not of it."+

How the Schoaols Socialize

The mechanisms for the transmission of symbolic capital from generation
to generation are today vested in the architecture schools located in uni-
versities. Much has been written about the obvious forms of this capital,
the knowledge and skills, but little on the crucially important embodied
capitals that are also transmitted through a much less obvious form of
inculcation. The importance of the process of inculcation in the educa-
tional process depends on the relative worth of intellectual or institution-
alized capital vis-a-vis embodied capital. It is of least importance in those
fields within which the procedures and processes of production and acqui-
sition of knowledge are objectified in instruments, methods and tech
niques, and of most importance in those areas where excellence is held to
be almost entirely owing to the natural gifts of individuals, their raw talent.
It is clear that in architecture the procedures and processes of
design are not at all objectified (as the dismal failure of the Design Meth-
ods movement attests)* and that architecture. unlike medicine or engi
neering or even law, requires one not only to know something as to be
something: we colloquially call this quality of being "genius." Architectural
education is intended to inculcate a certain form of habitus and provide a
form of generalized embodied cultural capital, a "cultivated” disposition.
Of course young architecture graduates must know how to draw, of course
they must understand building codes, the rudiments of structural analysis,
the principles of construction: but right from the moment they sit down
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Understanding Architectural Education

at the drawing board of their first office to the day they refire th‘e smo(;til;—
ness or difhiculty of their career will be mediajced' by their l?ahltlus a italg
through their cultural capital. Habitus multlpl.les educat;ox;ah cal:;me.
Those with the right habitus and capital, those with the iiee of the g e-.
will find doors open more readily, their pv.;ers arll);l superiors come to 1
e easily, clients look more favorably.
e the[r: ::r)l][.ier tim{as educators not only readily ack.nowledg'ed bug. p::
itively gloried in the fact that architectural edu'catlon ut'a-s a cultlvatetseWho
cation, intended to instill the appropriate hab1tus..Wr.1tmg to paren e
sent their sons to board in Paris to attend his revitalized Acaden;y o o
chitecture in the late 1700s, Jacques- Frangois Blondel reassured them

he would provide for

fencing, music and dancing: exercises to which particular attc:nl-l
tion is paid, since they should form part of the education [;)f;
well-born persons who devote themselves to architecture, and who

are destined to live 1n the best society.*

Or, as the AIA Committee on Education so clearly Put it in 1906,

“"An architect is a man of culture, learning and refinement,” and the f-}zur-
pose of architectural education "the breeding of gentlemen of "re ne-
ment."* The American Academy in Rome strove to se'lect. fellowsd zmo:f
those only who will be recognized as gentlemen by mstmct-an areio_
ing"+ It is no longer politic to say such things: kfut tl‘ley rcr:am as(si i};pthe
priate a description now as then, as John Morris Dixon o selx;ve o e

only published statements I have been able to find brave enough to

igi rchitects.*” -
e dassgl:;ilcrtlisﬁc;fdacultural capital in the form 01f ed-u(?ational d[ilplomai :
only marginally useful in producing cultivated 1nd1v1deal?. Xr c}»l iatl::ture
tempting in reality to acquire an embodied form of cafplta . cl i
schools devalue intellectual capital compared to embodied cultural capital,

i i eir
for intellectual capital is simply not essential to achieve success. In th

more sardonic moments some architects see this:

) ; in the
Intelligence, in any absolute sense. is not a major factor in t_hh
production of distingumished architecture. Arrogance coupled wit
a sense of competition and a pleasure in the fashionable and ex

otic. are much more important.*¥

Favoring the Favared
By disguising what is actually a social process of selection that favors the
privileged with one that appears to be a purely meritocratic academic one
favoring nothing but native talent, the architectural education system
works 1o preserve the existing social structure. Its success is often ob-
scured by the fact that some individuals from the lower strata of society do
make it through architecture school. Almost anyone could quote examples.
Indeed, there are Just enough such exceptions to make us believe that the
system really is fair. Their prime function is precisely that of making the
educational system appear meritocratic when it is not.

The architectural education system achieves its results in sey-
eral ways:

The disadvantaged eliminate themselves from architectural education.
Architecture schools consecrate privilege by ignoring it.

* Schools accept the ideology of giftedness.

Schools underestimate their inculcation function,

The studio system favors the cultivated habitus.

*  The schools favor those who favor them.

The Seif-Elimination of the Disadvantaged

People try to achieve what they think is possible. Students from disadvan
taged backgrounds—those with low économic and cultural capital -self-
select themselves out of the system by simply saying to themselves that
they have no chance of success. One may see the effect operating within
the university system, as students distribute themselves among the various
fields on the basis of their current economic and cultural capital, according
to their perceptions of how successful they will be in increasing those
capitals.

Table 5.2 shows the proportion of entrants to the various Faculties
(Schools or Colleges) at my own institution. the University of Sydney, who
have attended a private high school. The nature of Australian society is
such that attendance at such a school is an indicator of cultural capital.
It becomes clear that those areas that reproduce the cultural producers
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Father's occupation ':' ':1:::“5::::: Bartlett applicants Bartlett entrants
A Deviation (percent}
ol Management and professional 64 68 78
_Yﬁﬂ_uilc__'________,______-——-—-_—"— Clerical 9 29 20
+35
_LT___________..——-———ED—'—‘-_'— Skilled manual 21 3
jff_':ﬁ_____———;?———” Unskilled 6 0 0
Architecture -
T——_—F ___i‘i______ Table 5.3 Social class of students at the Bartlett School of Architecture, University of London {percentage
W ‘—____:11______ of students from each social class). (Source: M. L. J. Abercrombie, S. Hunt, and P. Stringer, Selection and Academic
Veterinary science _____,__"',1_1___—-—— :‘:::]r?ance of Students in a University School of Architecture [London: Society for Research into Higher Education,
+7 -
Medicine |
Social work ;ﬂ————
i___________ _’__-j———— Differences between classes manifest themselves most, not in
Science ______j_—————- differential rates of passing university courses, but of entering them. For a
Engineering ______’_15____- specific example we can cite the social origins of students at the University
W_- ______’_1’_2_____ of London entering its Bartlett School of Architecture (table 5.3). We note,
W——_— - S as before, the overselection of students from the upper classes into the
—— _____—-—43————-—_ university as a whole (column 2). Next, the self-selection of students who
W—__ﬂ 43 applied to Bartlett (column 3). Those with the least cultural capital elimi-

as a deviation from the mean for the whi

tics, 1991-1992)
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i ile fields for
sufficient cultural capital to obtain a good rate of return, whi
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ve rare: we 0!]1 ha\le one stu(ly lhl[ty yeal (Il(l. Wh.l 11 Ia"ked. d]s
are I,' H y S C

i i r from t
ciplines by the proportion of the senior yea

ivileged students (about 70 percent of that year's cntliants .were upper;i
prm)cg\ihile the physical sciences. education, and engineering at.tr.a\cte'3
(t:]lj: ?e:ast (about 45 percent). Unfortunate.lyi the data do not l:z :r:i;z::y‘
separately, although the ranking is surprisingly close to 1y

. A
an ocean and thirty years away.

ivate high school (expressed
5.2 Proportion of entrants to the University of sydney who attended a private hig
Table 5.

I ty . Y’ i Y 2
S by U‘w) {source: utl S alysis unive t
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nated themselves by not even applying. Finally, the bias of the selection
commitiee in the interview process removed those with middling amounts
of capital who had not the grace to remove themselves (column 4). The
interview process, indeed, is the most effective mechanism for assessing
cultural capital, and the only means for evaluating embodied capital. It is
especially common in the more elite institutions, and in those disciplines
in which such capital is most important for success.

Consecrating Privilege by Ignoring It

The higher education system as a whole has the essential function of con-
serving and preserving the culture of society, of passing it down from gen-
eration to generation. It is clear that it does not transmit the totality of
society’s culture. It transmits only those portions that those running the
system consider worthy of transmission, the culture of the dominant, eu
phemized as “liberal education.” There are continual debates, of varying
vehemence, about just what should be transmitted, but these are internal
struggles between intellectuals and academics, none of whom doubt that
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there are some things (English, architecture) that shou%d be taught iln
higher education and others (automobile repair, hairdressing) that should
not. No one thinks that everything is worthy of a degree. '
By teaching and transmitting just one culture, th-at of the domi-
nant classes, and by defining excellence and achievement in terms of that
culture, the educational system of necessity favors those who have alrraady
been inculcated from birth, those for whom the dominant culture is as
natural, familiar, and easy as walking. By assuming stjuden‘ts a.re l?roadly
homogeneous—for no one believes they are exact?y ahl-.:e—msT:lrut_lo-rlls of
higher learning privilege the privileged, simp]y.hy ignoring their IZ;I'IVI ege—.
By referring generically to "students” it is possible to fc.)rget that the ex?e
rience of university life affects different students dlfferentl'y. Er_ltermg
university is markedly different for the student for whom unwe-rsny has
always been expected as a natural career path, who has r.nany family me}zn—
bers with degrees, who has lived with steries of parents’ college days. than
for the student who has heard of college life third-hand, who hardly knows
what to expect. What a gulf must have existed at the Ecole dfs Beaux‘—Art’s
beiween those from architectural families and the rest when ;fm archltef*,t 5
son [in choosing an atelier] would listen to his father's a%dw“ce following
the latter’s personal inclination, inquiries or past loyalne.s. s And how
must lower-income students in one contemporary US. archltectuxi'e school
have felt when another student, being praised for her design in a jury ses-
sion, was told that she "had demonstrated an understanding of Roman
urban planning, and clearly had spent time in Europe . . .”?5"‘ '
Students can have the same practices without experiencing them
as the same. To say that two students have part-time jobs as sales clerks
in a store disguises the distinctions between the privileged student wor1.<—
ing for extra pocket money in the most up-market department store in
town and the lower-class one at a supermarket checkout who I?lust work tf)
live.#* To say that the architect’s daughter and the construc:tlon xlvorkers
son are both keen photographers conceals the fact that with this same
practice the former prepares herself for her chosen professiorll h.y carefully
photographing interesting buildings, while the latter 1.fnemonal1zes a per-
sonal history—birthdays, weddings, graduations, the important moments
in the life of family and friends.

It is in this light that one can interpret an incident at my own
school at Sydney some years ago. A new faculty member, an eminent and
successful architect on the national scene, wanted to sta
year with a celebration that would be hoth entertaining and instructive.
The event was a daylong series of talks and exercises for the entire student
body, physically and metaphorically centered around his firm’s eighteen-
foot skiff, which he had assembled in the architecture school’s courtyard.
His intention was to use the skiff as an example of excellence in design,
of the highest craftsmanship, of subtlety and beauty of form, yet perfectly
functional, as this sort of yacht is widely used for amateur racing.

The differential symbolic effect this had on the students was un-
intended. Sailing on the harbor is one of the favorite pursuits of Sydney’s
elites, among whom must be counted the better-off of the cit ¥'s architects.
Many architecture firms have their own boats, the favorite of which is the
eighteen-foot skiff. For many years there has been an annual architectura]
racing competition, and participation in that event is a sign that one's firm
has made it. Almost all the students from privileged backgrounds would

have had sailing experience, and many of their families would have owned
such a skiff. To them, sailing was a perfectly everyday pastime, and the
professor’s use of the boat as an exemplar of design was an implicit af
firmation of the quality of that recreation, a comforting confirmation of
the match between their cultural capital and that required for the profes-
sion. To students from lower- middle-class backgrounds the skiff was a
novelty that made them uneasy. In a manner more potent and effective
than mere words could have done, the cultural capital of architecture was
identified with unknown experiences, and their own lack of familiarity and

ease with yachting labeled them prepared, less familiar with that culture,
and less acceptable as would-be entrants to the profession.

Those from the most privileged backgrounds must have been
pleased to receive the syllabus quoted below, for a course in the Faculty of

Architecture at the University of Sydney. which elevated their own calling
and reaffirmed their superiority to others:

rt the academic

With a dozen students to present class papers over a period of eight
weeks, and given the necessity to allow time for producing the
written version hefore [ leave Sydney about September 24 (I am
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Understanding Architectural Education

booked to teach permaculture in Nepal), we shall have to start the
student-presented seminars very soon.

1 work on the agsumption that Architecture students do not do
things just for the marks either; that may be possible for students
of Accountancy or Dentistry or even Engineering, but not for
Architecture s+

Accepting the Ideoclogy of Giftedness

Success, of course, depends on having some sort of talent and skill in the
occupation of choice. In different degrees in different fields, success also
depends on the ease with which one can acquire the culture offered by the
educational system. Those with a habitus that predisposes them to play the
game they have chosen to enter, and to love to play that game, will do
better than those without. Students from cultured families, especially from
families with heavy investments in artistic or architectural cultural capital,
come to school with a habitus ready-made for reception of the peculiar
education that is architecture. Such students appear to be naturally gifted,
but this natural gift is—as well as being a talent—also the feel for the game
that their habitus provides them, a "naturally natural naturality” that im-
presses all who see it as a natural ease, grace, style, and confidence. Those
who say they are "born to be architects” truly are, but not in the way that
the speakers intend.

The notion that one is born with natural talents completely inde
pendent of the privilege of being privileged by one’s social class, is the
ideology of giftedness, and in no field is this belief more strongly held
than in art and architecture. No individuals confident of their own gifted
ness can accept the unpalatable idea that their giftedness owes as much to
the unchosen determination of their own social milieu as to their own
undetermined choosing, as Bourdieu puts it. If this ideology were true,
then one would expect to find some sort of commonality to the psycholog-
ies of creative artists or architects and. conversely, no commonality to
their social origins. Precisely the opposite is the case. The lack of a com-
mon psychology in architecture students has quite defeated the many at
tempts of researchers to devise selection procedures superior to the
hodgepodge now operating in the world’s schools, as [ pointed out in chap-
ter 1. If the analysis presented here is correct, then researchers should
really be looking for students from families with high cultural capital. Per-

haps such a criterion, which, it is believed, could not possibly lie behind
the creative success of the young architect-to-be, would be as repugnant
to the schools as its discovery was disheartening to two psychologists in

their study of young artists:

The data make clear that, to achieve success as an artist, it helps
to come from a well-to-de, educated, higher status family. (This
15 a disillusioning thought. One would like to believe that, at least
in art, money and status play no part in determining success.)s

Researchers have been reluctant to acknowledge the implications
of their own findings, politely declining to look behind the individual to
the symbolic wealth sustaining him or her. The psychologist Donald Mac

Natural Grace

Baldassare Castiglione understood the impor-
tance of natural grace, of the “air of good
breeding,” when, writing five hundred years
ago, he said that a courtier must be

endowed by nature not only with talent and
with beauty of countenance and person, but
with that certain grace which we call an "air”
which shall make him at first sight pleasing
and lovable to all who see him; and let this
be an adornment informing and attending
all his actions, giving the promise outwardly
that such a one is worthy of the company and
the favor of every great lord. . . . The Courtier
must accompany his actions, his gestures, his
habits, in short his every movement, with
grace. And it strikes me that you require this
in everything as that seasoning without which
all the other properties and good qualities

would be of little worth. And I truly believe
that everyone would easily let himself be per-
suaded of this, because, by the very meaning
of the word, it can be said that he who has
grace finds grace. But since you have said that
this is often a gift of nature and the heavens,
and that, even if it is not quite perfect, it can
be much increased by care and industry, those
men who are born fortunate and as rich in
such treasure as some we know have little
need, it seems to me, of any teacher in this,
because such benign favor from heaven lifts
them, almost in spite of themselves, higher
than they themselves had desired, and makes
them not only pleasing but admirable to
everyone.

B. Castrovtone, The Book of the Courtier, trans.

C. 5. Singleton (New York: Anchor, 1959 [15281),
3o, 41.
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Kinnon, mentioned in chapter 1, found that almost without exception, all
his most creative architects came from families with high cultural capital,
but was not interested in pursuing this most obvious of indicators.

Schools Ignore Their Inculcation Function
Educators talk about how students are socialized into "architectural cul-
ture,” usually in disparaging tones, as though it were some incidental side
effect, or is easily rectified by simply not teaching students certain things.
The process of inculcation, I have argued, is no mere epiphenomenon, but
an integral part of architectural education. This process operates at a much
deeper level than is implied in the notion of a hidden curriculum. One
cannot manifest cultivation by knowing, but by being. All the subtle signs
of cultivation—accent, manners, deportment, bearing, dress, attitudes,
tastes, dispositions—cannot be obtained second-hand. They must be
slowly absorbed from those who are already cultivated. The importance of
cultivation lies precisely in the fact that it cannot be picked up easily. If it
were readily obtained, by simply reading a few books or attending a few
lectures, it would not have the value it does. Its acquisition is essentially a
matter of directly experiencing it, of soaking up all the many small things
it comprises. Nor can its content be enumerated. No book can tell you that
cultivation consists of z, y or z. This sort of cultural capital exists in the
tacit qualities of individuals.* As Alberti said:
There is no one even slightly imbued with letters who does not in
his leisure conceive the hope that he will soon become a great ora-
tor, even if he has only seen the face of eloquence at a distance.
But, when he realizes that mastery of this art involves more
difficulty than he drowsily thought, he strives toward this goal by

reading every available book. as if we could acquire our style from
books alone, rather than by our own intense efforts.s

A more recent statement in almost exactly the same terms can be
found in this one by Paul Cret, who wrote in 1934 of his school at the
University of Pennsylvania:

All education in Fine Arts . . . has for its main object the develop-

ment of the artist’s personality. A consequence is that such a result

can be accomplished only through personal effort and not through
a perusal of textbooks.**

This is the crux of the matter: the cultivated habitus cannot be
acquired through labored study. That is the way of the pedant, the plodder.
One must have not only the right culture, but the right relationship to that
culture, and that relationship depends on how the culture was acquired.s?
The dominant definition of the right way to acquire culture is by dire‘ct
expfzricnce. upon actually being there. Does not every architecture student
aspire one day to make the Grand Tour, the leisured journey, the pilgrim-
age, to actually see and experience the sacred sites of architecture? As the

architectural historian Spiro Kostoff wrote on the virtues of architectural
education:

There is no substitute for the experience of travel that opens the
eye and builds up a storehouse of impressions. . . . And beyond
that comes life and learning, We understand the needs of others
to the extent that we have insisted on a full life for ourselves; we
can provide for the settings of social institutions to the extent that
we have been broadly educated, broadly read, given the where-
withal to reflect on the course of human affairs and to scan the
reaches of human achievement ¢

As a means of producing a specific, cultivated habitus, architec-
tural culture can only be inculcated in a certain way. Bourdieu distin-
guishes between a scholastic and a charismatic mode of inculcation.* The
scholastic mode is what we normally recognize as pedagogy, the formal and
explicit teaching of formal and explicit knowledge and skills. The charis-
matic mode is the informal and implicit method of inculcation which is
Bourdieu argues, the only possible means of transferring embodied cul-‘
tural capital. The former is intended to produce knowing, the latter being.
Hence the strong identification between work and person, so common in
architectural design, which this anecdote illustrates:

One day a professor approached for a mid project desk crit and
pointed to the model I had constructed. . . . “Is this you?" he
asked. Hoping to build a casual rapport with this rather stern
young teacher, I responded jokingly, pointing to myself, "No, no
this is me." then to the model, "This is my model” "No!™ he re

plied firmly, putting his hand on my model. "This is you and this
is shit!” It was an incredible high when the unity between self

and work brought us praise. but quite devastating when our efforts
were insulted.*

196 | 197
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Lecture courses play only a small part in this process, and then
only some courses. Subject areas in architecture are strongly stratified,
with design by far the most honored. If we were to construct a hierarchy
of curricular prestige it would correspond more or less to the degree to
which the course can utilize the student’s cultural capital. Design, history.
and theory would be at the top, and environmental science, structures,
and building services at the bottom. When students protest that courses
are not relevant, quite often they are simply protesting courses whose ex-
amination prevents them from displaying their cultivation. The hierarchy
of curricular prestige corresponds more or less to the social hierarchy of
students, those with most cultural capital doing best in the most presti-
gious subjects, and hence attempts to overturn the former meet with resis-
tance from the student body.

The loudest objections to non-design-oriented courses will come
from the most cultivated within the student body. They believe most
strongly in the ideology of giftedness, and most strongly in their own gift.
judging themselves indulgently at every point. So they will dismiss a low
mark in a design project by blaming the marker’s inability to perceive their
gift and its manifestation in their design. Such a rationalization is possible
in design studio, an area renowned for contentious assessment, but im-
possible in the cut-and-dried world of structures or mathematics. The
privileged therefore treat with contempt those areas they consider mun-
dane, those in which flair is irrelevant.

The design studio is the site par excellence for the operation of a
charismatic mode of inculcation. It is no happy accident that the studio
system has been at the very heart of architectural education throughout its
entire history. The studio system is essential for socializing students with
a cultivated habitus. As the architectural academic Kathryn Anthony points
out, the studio provides a very peculiar form of education.”” In conven-
tional university education, students sit in anonymous lectures for a few
hours a week, work alone, and benefit from little collaboration with other
students or academics, who must be actively sought for assistance. Exami-
nations take the form of written documents, and are conducted in private.
Design students are surrounded by their peers for many hours a week,
often relying on them for assistance. The studio-master will actively seek

them out to provide criticism, and examination is public and by oral
presentation,

The student cannot present nor the teacher assess embodied cap-
ital by the usual university means of lecture and written examination. Taste
and cultivation cannot possibly be determined by multiple-choice ques-
tions. Only face-to-face contact and immediate, personal experience can
do that; allowing the examiner to distinguish by all the subtle signs of body
language, dress, demeanor, poise, and linguistic fluency the suitability of
the examined. The point is worth reiterating: if taste and cultwation were
capable of objectification they would not have the value they do. Difficulty in
acquisition and assessment in person of the person are essential and de-
fining characteristics. No doubt this explains the riots that broke out in
the old Ecole des Beaux-Arts when the government tried to make the
Ecole’s own lecture courses compulsory. The government backed down
soon enough, and the architecture students happily resumed their old
practices of ignoring lectures for the ateliers.*

By saturating students with the objects of architectural culture; by
presenting them with role models, living examples of embodied cultural
capital (hence the insistence on the importance of having practicing archi-
tects as teachers); by displaying in all the slight ways of manner, dress
and taste that one is becoming what one wishes to be. students absorl;
cultural capital in the only possible way, by presenting to the studio-
master’s gaze their whole social being. Witness the studied manner of the
studio-master. played out by the avant- garde architect Bernard Tschumi,

who presented himself to at least one audience as the very embodiment of
embodied capital:

Bernard Tschumi, too. had the air of a man who'd backed the only
horse in the race. He boasted a more Parisian demeanour than
anyone else at the symposium. Derrida included. lecturing in the
sort of searf that forty years ago existentialists thought in, and em

ploying the low murmur of interiority, broken by sudden implo

sions of assertion, that is post-structuralism'’s ideal mode. If I
heard right. we were witnessing a “terminal crisis of the referrant”
There were no boundaries. "we inhabit a fractured space made
of accidents” Anything less accidental than Bernard Tschumi,
the fall of his suit. the toss of his scarf, the stylised drone of his
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delivery set to a slide of our starry. unpurposed universe which we
viewed in a darkened auditorium. I found it difficult to imagine.®

The ever-present dangers of contamination are minimized by so-

cially isolating students from peers in other disciplines and even from

fami\y:
The prolonged. intense interaction across an academic term can
result in a familial atmosphere—with the best and worse aspects
of family life manifested on a day-to-day basis. The intense con-
tact with studio- mates often makes it difficult for design students
to maintain their friendships with those in other years. As many
students have admitted, the more years they spend in design. the
fewer nondesign students they have as friends. Cloistered into the
captivity of the studio. the studio commands an increasingly

greater role as the center of students’ social lives. and conse-

quently the world outside the studio becomes less jmportant.*®

This form of internment produces a socially and mentally bomo-

geneous set of individuals whose homogeneity reinforces the socialization

process and the closure of social capital, limiting the chances of misalli-

ances and laying the foundations for future patterns of cooperation in later
career.’" Insisting that all their faculty have a professional degree in archi-
tecture, the schools also intellectually isolate their students. Within the

schools this isolation is exacerbated by denigrating lecture courses. and

failing to set reading, except for those purely architectural influences the

studio-master wishes students to absorb. As Anthony reports one stu-
dent saying:

Architecture school was like boot camp: twelve hours a day seven

days a week in basic design. . . - In retrospect it was the beginning

of a major shift in my education—a totally anti-intellectual period

in my life. | can honestly say 1 hardly read a bock in my three years

of architecture school. . . . Every minute. 1 was being made to feel

like a first-grader. . . . My first design instruetor was a bit like a

drill sergeant. You're more or less being broken.*®

The Studio System Favors the Cultivated Habitus
One can succeed more easily if one 18 already halfway successful. The de-

sign studio, by relying so much on the presentation of the self to those

who will assess the self, favors those who come to architecture already

knowing some of the strategies of the game of culture. The natural gra
the feel of the game, which those from cultured—and especiall arcfl}i:t .
tural—families possess. makes them far better prepared to co ye with :}Cl
peculiarities of the language of design. Consider these cxamplfs: )

’lI'he la.m‘g'uage of the professor has an inherent logistical [sic) prob-

;m- it is vague. The ambiguity of the professor’s language renders
the student unable to discern good from bad. to get a sense of value
of their own or someone else’s work.*

There is little effective communication of ideas in juries. Tangen
;lal remarks are difficult to apply. The level of abstraction, vague
anguage and allusions, elliptical discourse. and often denigrating

commentary are barriers to drawing anything useful from the ju
ror’s response.™ ]

- .It is obvious that talent in design is necessary for success in de-
sign. It is less obvious that talent in talking about design is also required
The studio system requires students to spend a great deal of time ?:Illl: .
ab.out their design, talking to other students, talking to professors at deni
cnts', and, of course, talking at jury presentations. Students from cultu sd
fan%llies have already acquired the basic dispositions required to furtl:'3
their symbolic mastery of architectural language. They already know h .
tc.) talk and manipulate culture, and most important, they alr};ad h .
visceral feel for the nature of the game they are pl;ying This :13 “‘13 .
explain the never-ending calls for "integration,” by wh;ch is enZ:alslo
meant moving everything into the studio, transforming perforflance iy
the most objectified areas of architecture {(construction, structures etcn
wheire possession of symbolic capital counts least), into asscssme;lts f
soc1'allheing. In effect, this denies those with the wrong sort of culturZI

. ;

Zf;:::hi:z:u :::. least chance of asserting their competence in some area

The Schools Favor Those Who Favor Them

All processes of enculturation must accomplish two things: first, success-
ful-ly enculturate; second, remove those who will not be encultur‘ated ;‘;
objective is to produce individuals who want to play the game of Cl:l i .
(whether it be architecture or law or engineering or whatever), to : llcce
pleasure in the game, to believe in the innate rightness of the ga;me :n;
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to believe that hardships endured now are but necessary steps on the path
to election hereafter.™ The enculturation process is most clearly seen op-
erating in the change of dress and manner students undergo throughout
their time in school. This is no mere transition from adolescence to adult-
hood. As [ have observed it in my own school over many years, students
become more alike in dress, taste, and deportment: they become more
homogeneous.
Within the educational system students are kept in a more or less
tame state, varying from place to place, time to time, and discipline to
discipline. In disciplines in which authority is lodged outside the individ-
ual (such as the physical sciences or engineering), where criteria of excel-
lence have been incorporated into objects, techniques, or instruments that
can, it is thought, speak for themselves, the enculturation process need no
more than point to these externalities for legitimation to quiet the frac
tious. In those areas, such as architecture, where excellence is embodied
in individuals, the system adopts other means to convince all of the worth
of the game, and to make students love to play the game.

The means used in architectural education to enforce this state of
docile acceptance is by keeping students in a permanent state of insecure
expectation. In the old Ecole des Beaux-Arts a particularly effective means
of doing so was to allow students an indefinite period to complete their
studies. Whatever other virtues it may have had, this held out to all the
possibility that success could come next year if not this, if only a little
more work were done. if only the game were played a little better.

Financial, legal, and institutional pressures have removed this
mechanism from most places, although it is still in use at non-university
elite schools. Today there are three ways to ensure docility. The first is by

the control of students’ time.™ Design studio may represent some 70 per

cent of their credit-hours, but it consumes go percent of their time. The
number of nights without sleep becomes a currency of great symbolic
worth, a currency of devotion, whereby they demonstrate to the studio

master that they are coming to love the game. The second is with the use of
vague, allusive, and elusive language in the design studio, which requires
students to struggle to wring meaning, to worry about whether they have

understood, frantically to hope they will please:

PA:;:a(ys;}w; would be working in the studio, designing SWimming
which our professor called i i

This professor would walk aroun:(:hen:tij::il: :vl: ?;::Zsl’acef“)'
before each student’s drawings to say “the . . . space - P: le:g
++ . the purPose of essence . . . in its own idea of . ii;r:ita:‘c s
e s but within the constructs of the idea of . . . space withi -
time . . . it reflects . | | conscience . . " and he would Jook of:i;l;c;

mak i
¢ that line heavier, clean up those eraser marks, and redraw

that Curve the] .
€ lt was a curious m ()‘ t]le wit,
X
ephemel‘a] 1 h ihe

Thll‘oughout the year, we had each been responsible for

: l;ast(:n'cal outline and drawings of landmark buildings i;e: :::g

01.:1 ‘of :::tstler ar;::xtect.s". -+ I generally liked the house 1 worked

- u-";e . ;:.m not isolate what made it good, or in advance of

ik h €. many of the other examples were ag confusing.
the teachers gave clear identification of what they valued

about t
‘hf.:se masterworks, we took what they said as gospel and
stored it in our nervous minds,®s e

1m 0Ses on Studeﬂ.t - eepless m l]ts StIeSS al]d an-xletv. COlnpel‘.ltIOD
p ] 1 g i ]
Cleates a W]lﬂle Sy]nbollc lllalket Whel be Stude-n[s can ShOW thell dEdlCa'

tion to the game. B izi
- By atomizing the student bod i
: y the studio syst i
students to play a serious game seriously, to realj S
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Longevity of the Studio System S —
iti i tem provides the arc
The singular opportunities that the studio system p .

i in its longe
student for acquiring and displaying a habitus mua.zt explalm 1ti twoghun_
in architectural education. It is much the same as it was a mo; o

T
dred years ago when the Ecole des Beaux-Arts was fm;lndgd. | n; e
; . .
i h engineering school, the Ecole
undation of the state Frenc ly
i:‘ e. both architecture and engineering had been taught by pracnt;m;el:
1 A - ’ : ‘
t qumall groups of students. If some theoretical instruction was ;we‘ eTh
05 -
was provided by a professor or a senior student on an ad hoc .asxz ]
: . P
primary teaching site was the atelier, while formal lecturing remained S€p
i in process.
te from and marginal to the main p .
- In the early years of the nineteenth century the foundershef. ‘
i
Ecole Polytechnique devised a new method of pedagogy- The Polly:lecu::j :}; :
i i demics teach general theoretical
introduced the idea of having aca WS
;uch as mathematics and mechanics for several years beforfe mtro ug gg
i h of engineering.
iali dge in one or another branc
students to specialist knowle : . gk
The school also introduced the now standard pedagogical t:cl}mlque of v
i tures w
f students. Interspersed with the lec
lecture to a large number o ‘ 5
Jaboratories taken by subgroups of the whole working under a tutor

's universi-
These techniques have become standard in the world’s unv

ties fOI it lph‘nes. O!‘le 0 tl’e 1 telest 8 cts Of aIchltCCtUIal

education is that it retains at its heart the rather olde e e e
Polytechnique abandoned, but which were preserved by ol e
Be::x Arts and passed down to modern American schools. One sth ette

: — i rrette,
the terminology of Paris from two hundred years ago—esquisse, Chd

i less beguiled, but even 80
jury. The other anglophone nations have been le gu -

i of arc
they maintain the studio system as the unquestioned heart

tural education.

Architecture as a Discipline

fl ld Od fion f1 th-at 18 the a’ it
I.vet us now COIISldeI thB € S pI' uctio f‘lln(‘. on, 3 W

g . 1 y P

I p S
e!lerates lntellechlal dlSCOU.ISe IhlS 18 thC es on lbl it Of th.e dilSClc hlw
Of al‘ChlthtLlIe. th.e Ublect Of ll!l“eISlty adInlIllSlIahOllS despal: alld DthCI
acadenllcs cotltel!lpt. IJO eat labOI 18 quu Ied to unear tll an ar [1018 n
gr 1

the academic press that excoriates architecture for its failings as a disci-
pline. Amos Rapoport’s invited piece for the jubilee issue of one of the
profession’s most prestigious journals, the Journal of Architectural Educa-
tion, can be taken as typical.”® He bases his attack on the grounds that
architecture has failed in its mission, which is the creation of environ-
ments for users: "The only justification for architecture as a profession is
in providing better environments for people.” To succeed in this, he ar-
gues, requires the development of a discipline-based profession. He re-
marks that the search for well-founded reliable knowledge "is precisely
what a discipline is all about.” and that architecture has made no attempt
to develop such knowledge. Describing his own area of environment
behavior studies he amplifies his concept of what a discipline is:

It tries to build explanatory theory without which normative state-
ments are impossible. It is committed to rationality and reason,
to explicit goals based on knowledge. goals which can be tested
and refuted if wrong; in this way it is committed to the creation of

a self-correcting discipline on which the professional/practice
side must be firmly based ®

That this task is not as simple as Rapoport would have us believe
may be gleaned from the fact that even to the individuals whom one would
most readily identify as being its members—academics—it is not entirely
clear if there actually exists a discipline of architecture, or just what archi
tecture is. Rapoport complains that architecture’s problem is precisely that
there is no discipline worth the name, but that if there were one, its func-
tion would be to help architects do their job of creating decent environ-
ments for the users of buildings. As well as specifying its proper content
he determines the discipline’s form: it should resemble one of the social
sciences. Others feel that there is no single discipline called "architecture”
but a collection of intersecting research communities whose work feeds
back mainly to their parent disciplines.® Some have wondered aloud

whether there is anything to architectural research that is not building
research, noting that the latter is not of much interest to architects.”
Other authors have made a case for the affirmative, that there is
a discipline of architecture. One academic felt he had to spend several
paragraphs convincing the reader of its existence and proceeded to define
its coneerns as the theories of what architects do and how they explained
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what they did.* Royston Landau, a historiarT and critlc.- als: ;e:;i;dr :::::
the articulation and study of theories of archltejcmral atj.txon- g
focus of the discipline, defining it as essentla'lly a h;stcfnn T
sophical enterprise 4 la Foucault.* Linda Grf)ats co.nc 1.1ft.s1om.uld st

ite a different route, is strikingly similar in arguing or studyl g
e as a cultural process.™ Both Landau and Groat argue that t fe :hi
:Efc:;i;ematter is architectural culture. underst.oodi a: colnsx::):tgd;ci; -
tects and their audiences, 4 collection of individuals

ahout them.

Discipline in the Field - . e
Tlre impErtant o acknowledge that the feld of architecture is muc g
is

i iscipli lly con-
han the discipline of the same name.® Nor is the discipline :::0 ¥ o
iscipli 80
; :'m d within the held. Members of the discipline are also mz er o
i ; i d to produce ¢ =
i ] mmits them to teach, an st
o - ‘;:st produce buildings. That 1s. dismplmarlan:
f the fiel
must generate some sort of intellectual product. Many meernhlerZ oMe mj;ers
of literature write, producing novels, stories, poems: and p ai(rl.( P
f the discipline of literary studies need not have written a W
0

v ’ bout 11te a
me CT ltlcal W OIk a T

mn tllel! 1[965 but the must ha\"e p‘ Oduced 80

as :“]»aln-,l ﬂChltCCtllIa]. CIlthS h.ave never de

ship or research, not to

ture. Just so in architecture,

i ilding themselves. -

P Zz:-therg the discipline is not at all the same as the' pro.fe:ﬁn;f

hip of the two only partly overlaps. The profession 18 Tult :
it hile the discipline i8 mainly filled wit

pﬂople WhO talk ahout ar Ch.ltecture- Thc dlSClphlle 183 SCCOn-d or de! ECtN

i 8.
dependent on the existence of architectural producer

i it wholl | . . -
}I?:. . p‘?::}muo: of the discipline of architecture 1s 10 provide the intellectu
e centr

LSt u“wll‘s b' wluch ar CJL 1 ture S VCLLO? Lzeda. DL C! S
1iec 1 scourse about these nstrie

) . : the discipline.
. mary symbolic capital of oo
AL g e llectual instruments $0 devised

2 ot
ture of the particular in ;
et pline—is not of interest here. We can simply

i he disci
that is. the content of t ! - .
i ing that all the instruments are arbitrary in that they ;
et e vince others that certain

i n
other than they are, prov1ded they served to co e not o
parts of the built environment are good and great. 2

people producing architecture, w

for example, in the Middle Ages one simply appealed to Platonic number
theory to justify built form. Vitruvius was enlisted in the Renaissance and
a more refined numerological mysticism introduced. Thence to the end of
the nineteenth century architects fell back on an explicit declaration that
some people—that is, they—had innately better taste than others, and that
was that. Eighty years ago one talked about function. The content of the
justification is irrelevant, as long as one can persuade the rest of the field
that it is the right justification.

Structure of the Discipline

Architecture differs in several fundamental ways from disciplines such
as the sciences. For those that have become most entrenched in universi
ties, such as physics or sociology. the schools provide three important
structures: an intellectual market of symbolic capital; a system of produc-
tion of "knowledge” or “scholarship”; and a system to reproduce members
of the discipline. The unification of these structures is most complete in
the fully institutionalized disciplines. and least so in those at the other
end of the continuum. So, for example. many physicists are employed in
universities or associated research centers, and the discipline is firmly
centered on these academic units. Academic departments reproduce phys
icists, employ physicists, and produce physics. Academic scientists pro-
duce their science in their capacity as academics. A scientist who stops
producing science and starts talking about science is held to have moved
into another area (such as history and philosophy of science). There is
a very clear disjunction between doing science and producing discourse
about it.

None of these things is true of architecture. Academic depart-
ments of architecture produce only a fraction of the total discourse of ar
chitecture, unlike their colleagues in the sciences. Similarly, chemistry
departments, for example, are dedicated to producing members of the dis
cipline of chemistry, whereas architecture departments are not committed
to producing members of the discipline. Instead, they produce members
of the occupation, architects. Further, while science departments produce
science, architecture departments rarely produce architecture, but instead
talk about architecture. When architectural academics design buildings,
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they do so in their capacity as members of a design firm quite distinct
from their university department.

Architecture is clearly not nearly as academicized as physics or
chemistry or the other natural sciences. At most two percent of American
architects are employed as full-time academics, and the figure is probably
rather closer to one percent.”” Between ten and fifteen percent of Ameri-
can scientists are so employed.” Whether one takes the proportional
difference as five or ffteen times, it is clear that a significantly higher
proportion of scientists is embedded in academe compared to architects.
Not at all surprising, but it does drive home the point that this necessarily
gives the discipline of architecture a different character than that of any
of the sciences. Academics exercise far less power in the field compared
to those in other disciplines.

Universities employ only a proportion of those who would con-
sider themselves members of the discipline. A large number of discipli
narians work as media critics, in galleries, museums, in the private sector,
historical conservation, and in various cultural organizations that contrib
ute to the work of the area. We may take the membership of the Society of
Architectural Historians as an indicator: about a third are academics, a
little less than a third are practicing architects, and most of the rest are
working in historic preservation.”

A small fraction of practitioners would also consider themselves
intellectual producers, but even if this amounted to only one percent of the
professionals it would constitute a body of similar size to the academics.
University-employed academics carry little clout in the discipline. As a

result, the universities are not consecrating institutions in the way that
they are for other disciplines. In other fields an authoritative opinion is
sought from an eminent academic, whereas in architecture the equivalent
authority is granted to, say, the critics of the New York Tunes or Architec-
tural Review.

The importance of this lies in the fact that as a consequence the
discipline of architecture is rather less affected by influences from other
scholastically dominated disciplines and their academics. The scholastic
virtues that the corporate university attempts to enforce on all its members
are brought to bear on only a fraction of the members of the architectural

discipline. Perhaps architectural publishing provides the best examples.

In the sjciences, most journals are edited by academics and produced b
academic presses. Papers are usually unsolicited, and blind-refereed b;:
anonymous reviewers. The aim, whether it succeeds or not, is to remove
personal bias from the process. The assumption, whether it is valid or not
is that a scientist’s peers have the right to pass judgment on their fellow :
work, and to determine what is publishable. )
_ Architectural journals are usually produced by practitioners, local
professional associations, arts institutions, or private publishers. Tl';e late
Progressive Architecture, Architecture, and AIA Journal in the United States
Architects’ Journal and Architectural Review in the United Kingdom, and Do:
mus and Architecture and Urbanism elsewhere, for example, have’ nothi
whatever to do with universities. Editors compete to obtain the ri htsr:f
the most fashionable projects and architects. They practice what is fu he
mistically called “access journalism,” which simply means that a banl:)able
architect allows his or her work to be published if nothing particularl
critical is said of it. In the worst cases, the architects insist on howdlerizin}’
articles prior to publication. Some of the most widely read journals ang
presses are little more than vanity publishing houses, relying on their fa
vorite architects to pay for photographs and to buy a couple hundred books
or magazines for use in self-advertising.>
Intellectual influences tend to penetrate architecture less through
specific academic channels than through the wider communication s stegm
of the field of culture—media such as the New York Review of Book)s( the
Time's Luterary Supplement, Channel 4, PBS, and so on. Conventional 'aca-
dcx‘mc communication is minimal compared to other disciplines, a fact to
which the paucity of architectural academic journals attests.” Two point
should be made here. First, the great intellectual tides of th('; time biar o:
architecture more than specific ideas originating in other disciplines, and
second, they do so not so much through their influences on academ‘ics a;
on the other members of the field. Deconstruction offers an instructive
example. It has been noted that this particular literary theory has pene
trated various other disciplines, moving from academic departmezts of
English to others. In architecture the movement was not from academic to
academic, but from the architecture profession to the schools. Decon
struction underpinned the work of certain avant-garde architects, the
writings of some eritics, and some exhibitions at important gal];':ries
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before it became a major topie of discussion in academe.** In the E':ngli.sh-
speaking world, certainly, the universities have never been the major sites
of intellectual production in architecture. .
The capital par excellence in the field has always been that ass?m-
ated with the design of buildings or, more properly, with images. of build-
ings, since it need hardly be said that some of the most 1m_portant
architecture has never been built: the drawings of Frank Lloyd Wright. Le
Corbusier, most of the deconstructionists, and Boulleé¢ come to mind. Im-
ages are often more important than any personal experieflce. For .examlple,
as Juan Pablo Bonta has demonstrated, one of the most influential b-u-lld-
ings of the first half of the century, Mies van der Rohe’s Barcelona Pav1110‘n,
existed only for a few months. It only achieved its status years after its
destruction, through the promulgation of photographs.”® ‘
Architectural discourse circulates as a secondary capital within
the discipline. Deconstruction could be seen as an attempt by disci[_Jlinari—
ans to revalue their capital to a status comparable to that of archltectur.e
per se. In this it is a weapon in the perpetual conflict between academllc
and architect, the former relegated to the role of mere exegete to the ti-
tanic demiurges of the profession. Within the sciences, academics hold a
substantial portion of the symbolic capital of the field and therefm-‘e rank
highly in its stratification systems. Elite scientists are e@edded in aca-—
deme and control its system of reproduction, around which research is
organized. This is not so in architecture. Academics a.re se'condax.-y flgurt?s
in the production system but dominate the reproduction side. Elite al'Chl‘-
tects have little direct influence on the reproduction system, and even t.}ns
is exercised only in sporadic and brief royal progresses through the design
studios of the more elite schools, or the occasional hortatory harangue
published in the popular architectural journals.

Architecture and Related Disciplines o

To say that architecture produces instruments of valorization is to say t.hat
it produces the instruments of taste. the discourse that labels some -hull.d
ings and architects great, and others not. This is not to say that. this 'dls-
course is devoid of "knowledge” but to emphasize the fact—invariably
ignored by architectural academics—that it does more than this. It is no

wonder then that areas one might normaily consider of interest to archi
tects, such as acoustics, or psychology, or sociology. carry so little weight
in the discipline, for they are relevant to its central function only when the
intellectual fashions of the time require their service in the formulation of
the instruments of valorization. Architectural acousticians, for example,
are really acousticians who happen to be working in architecture schools.
They are predestined always and forever to be members of the discipline
of acoustics, not of architecture, until such time as the turn of the intellec-
tual wheel of fate might necessitate the enlistment of their discourse, as
it did for a short while the discourse of psychologists in the 1970s. The
fundamental failings discerned by psychologists and environmental sci-
entists (such as Rapoport, quoted earlier) and all the others from disci-
plines "allied” to architecture (namely, the utter failure of architects to
listen to them, the dismal and seemingly perverse inability to integrate
the fruits of their scholarly labors into the architectural process) can be
seen to be no fault of the architects, but the failure of others to perceive
that their work has no bearing at all on the valorization of architecture.
Prime examples of this effect were provided by my own depart-
ment at the University of Sydney. When we began offering courses in neu
ral network analysis, accounting, photorealism, and loudspeaker design, is
it any wonder that the designers and historians in our sister department
of architecture asked what was going on? My department’s new chair, edu
cated in engineering and computer science, felt so little empathy with the
architectural habitus that he inveigled the university into changing his title
from Professor of Architectural Science to Professor of Design Science. No
trace of my department could be found in that most comprehensive of
architectural indexes, the Avery Periodicals Index. One had only to look at
the departmental names (Architectural and Design Science; Architecture,
Planning and Allied Arts) to realize that only the university’s bureaucratic
craving for neat organizational charts kept all of us under the one roof.
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