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Cover, Grandville, Pont enjambant les planetes, illustration for Un autre monde, 1844. Cabinet des
Estampes, Biblioteque Nationale, Paris. Frontispiece, Frank R. Paul, illustration of elevated streets and an
acrial transit network planned to alleviate the extreme density of cities in the 21st Century, Amazing
Stories Quarterly, winter 1928. These and other futuristic drawings are reprinted in Christophe Canto
and Odile Faliu The History of the Future: Images of the 21st Century, translated from the French by
Francis Cowper (Paris: Flammarion, 1993).
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From the Editor:

History’s Eye on the Future

In the first half of the 20th century, the
professional associations—The Ameri-
can Institute of Architects (AIA), the
Association of Collegiate Schools of
Architecture (ACSA), the National
Council of Architectural Registration
Boards (NCARB), and the National
Architectural Accrediting Board
(NAAB)—succeeded in organizing, le-
galizing, and accrediting architecture as
a profession in the United States. Hav-
ing been instrumental in the founding
of the first schools of architecture in
the United States in the late 1860s, the
professional associations weathered the
depression and the two world wars. By
1954 they had prepared three extensive
reports on the state of architectural
practice and education in a half-cen-
tury of social transformation—A Study
of Architecture Schools (1932, AIA,
Carnegie), The Young-Goldsmith Re-
port (1940, ACSA), and The Architect
at Mid-Century (1954, AIA, Carnegie).
In the postwar period not only did
rapid social change continue in the
United States, but dramatic changes oc-
curred within the profession itself.
Adding to the prewar influx of Euro-
pean architects fleeing fascism, the en-
rollment in architecture schools of vet-
erans of military service reaping war
benefits—veterans diverse in class and
ethnic origin—challenged the
profession’s beaux-arts paradigm and
its gentleman character. Studies in the
1950s and 1960s proposed changes in
architecture education to train profes-
sionals for more “responsible” leader-
ship through broader general education
combined with increased opportunities
for specialization—Report by the Spe-
cial Committee on Education (“The
Three-Man Commission,” AIA), Re-
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port on the Profession: How Should
the Architect Be Trained? (1960, AIA),
Blueprint *65: Architectural Education
and Practice (1965, AIA), A Study for
Environmental Design (“The Princeton
Report,” 1967, AIA).

Growing social unrest in the
1960s, economic transformation in the
construction industry, and challenges
within the AIA to look at “reality,” led
the AIA to undertake yet another ex-
haustive study of social and economic
forces in architectural practice. In the
1970 study on the future of the profes-
sion, Creating the Human Environ-
ment (ATA, Midwest Research Insti-
tute), Gerald McCue, representing the

Winged eye enclosed by laurel wreath with the in-
scription Quid Tum? (What next?), reverse side of
Matteo de Pasti bronze portrait medallion of Leone
Battista Alberti, 1446. Courtesy National Gallery
of Art, Washington, Samuel H. Kress Collection.

second-generation deans of the modern
movement, wrote, “Historically, the im-
portant decisions in architecture were
associated with construction itself and
later with more finite design descrip-
tion. Recently, however, [they] have re-
lated to policy, theory, and strategy.”
The report charged that while architects



were busy thinking about design, indus-
try was demanding that design profes-
sionals take on a more comprehensive
role, “less one of design activity than of
managing the design implementation
process.” It outlined specific trends in
the industry’s restructuring that affected
architectural practice. 1) The full range
of design production work would soon
be done by only the largest firms. 2) The
biggest firms and the professional soci-
eties would develop public policy.

3) The more theoretical work involving
research, programming, masterplanning,
and design development would be done
primarily outside of the design firms, in
universities, nonprofit foundations, cor-
porations, or small consulting firms.

4) The large interdisciplinary firms and
the fabricators, manufacturers, and con-
tractors themselves would develop the
more concrete aspects of design.

The AIA report brought to the
foreground the stark contradiction be-
tween, on the one hand, the architect’s
identity as either beaux-arts architect
du Roi or modern “Apollo in the De-
mocracy” and, on the other hand, the
actual historically specific material
forces of land development, real estate,
and the building and design industries
shaping contemporary architectural
practice.

Questions concerning the social
and economic issues in architecture were
heightened by the recession of the
1970s. In 1972, the AIA and the Depart-
ment of Justice signed a consent
decree opening the way for competitive
bidding among architects for the sale
of services. In 1973, Pruitt Igoe was
demolished, punctuating the crisis in
architecture’s self-knowledge of its his-
torical social role. By 1980, the AIA had
set aside its 120-year-old ethical code
separating professional architectural ser-
vice from the investment-based business
of building. These events signified a
critical shift in architecture’s future rela-
tion to society as architecture critics an-

Print this moment, Gilbert Paper poster as
“medalion” for architect no. C18096. Visualizing
the Future from 1996.

nounced the “failed social agenda” of
modernism, and large numbers of archi-
tects sought their place of “value” in the
rapidly reorganizing building industry.
Consistent with this shift, the
Architecture Education Study (Mellon
Foundation), initiated in 1973, began
with a Deans’ Challenge Paper calling
on architects “to assist society in its
search for a life-enhancing environ-
ment.” Further, it asserted that
“changes in architectural activities dur-
ing the next half of this century will...
grow from the recognition of societal
change. These changes, however, are
less in the technology of the built envi-
ronment and more in the organization
of society itself.” The great contribution
of the study, completed in 1981, was
its pursuit of the self-examination of
the schools’ own educational practice.
Its weakness lay in its inability as a
multi-institutional study to effectively
draw lessons and influence business
practitioners.
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As the 1980s drew to a close, the
AIA again revisited the future with the
Vision 2000 study (1988). Gathering
knowledge from futurists in many fields,
the report documented that the supply
of architects had doubled since the *73
recession. And, rather than architects
proving their value, profitability of ar-
chitecture businesses was declining: the
design and building industries overcame
their fragmentation and stretched across
the globe, the information revolution
exploded, noncredentialed competitors
flooded the design services market, jobs
were outsourced, firms downsized, and
the liability attached to the exclusivity
of licensure led to 44 reported claims
out of 100 insured. “The growing com-
plexities of a professional ‘business’
threaten[ed] to compromise or at least
partially subsume professional stan-
dards.” By this time, affirmative action
remedies to past discrimination brought
record numbers of women and minori-
ties into the schools, with few jobs
waiting on graduation outside of the
mandated set-asides available to those
few who could launch their own firms.
The speculative over-building of the
1980s brought unemployment among
architects to a record high. While many
sought alternative careers as opportuni-
ties in the reformed building and design
industries unfolded, the 1990s have
been increasingly harsh for those in-
vested in a restricted definition of “ar-
chitect.”

The common concern of all the
aforementioned studies places changing
social processes at the center of architec-
tural practice. The newly released
“Boyer Report” (Building Community:
A New Future for Architecture Educa-
tion and Practice) extends this body of
work in a spirit of optimism. It focuses
on the possibility of gaining increased
public trust by “honoring a social con-
tract to advance basic human values,”
by promoting the goal of “a more just
society”—the measure by which profes-
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sions are judged. Thus, the most essen-
tial objective is “an enriched mission”
for our profession. “The nobility of ar-
chitecture has always rested on the idea
that it is a social art—whose purposes
include, yet transcend, the building of
buildings.” Doesn’t this hope for the
future resound with irony to values and
standards of professional ethics seem-
ingly long past?

Twenty-two years ago when I be-
gan studying the architecture profes-
sion, I wrote the essay included at the
end of this theme section, “The Archi-
tecture of Architecture.” What do ar-
chitects think they are doing? What are
architects actually doing? These ques-
tions have framed my work since. A
new generation of architects now faces
its future with very little understanding
of the speculations of the past. Yes, we
are in a new time, perhaps a time of
quantum transformation. But, if there
is anything to learn from a century of
studies of our future, it has to be that
narrow practice interests cannot sus-
tain a profession. We cannot, as the
Boyer Report urges, revisit and enrich
our mission if the base line responsibili-
ties of professionals within a liberal
democracy—for example, the recogni-
tion of societal discrimination against
minorities and women and the positive
remedy of affirmative action, a policy
that directly impacts our own col-
leagues—no longer support us.

It is in this light that the humanis-
tic discourse advanced by the Editorial
Board and many of the writers in this
edition of Architecture California re-
mains vital. As the history of the future
we have studied has told us time and
again, it is only our ethical standards
that define architecture as a profession
and ensure a “professional” associa-
tion’s sustenance. Our value in the
marketplace is only as high as our
values.

Lian Hurst Mann, AIA
Editor



Dilemmas of Practice

Robert Gutman

I recently taught a seminar on the fu-
ture of professional work which was
populated by students only one of
whom was an architecture major. The
other students in the seminar were plan-
ning to become physicians, lawyers, ac-
countants, and college professors.
While it was striking that all the stu-
dents appeared to be concerned about
the status and working conditions of
the professional areas they had chosen,
none seemed so apprehensive as the stu-
dent who was intending to become an
architect. Even though he was only a
sophomore, he seemed already to have
adopted the feeling of crisis that, as we
know, is widespread in the profession
as a whole.

This experience has led me to re-
flect again on the sources of the peren-
nial anxiety about the future of the ar-
chitecture profession. A major reason
for it, in my view, is that architecture is
perpetually unable to resolve the com-
peting demands that arise from its dual
status as an art form and as an enter-
prise addressed to the practical prob-
lems of building.

Architecture’s condition as an art
makes it a prisoner of debate about
consciousness, style, and perception. Its
condition as a practical enterprise sub-
jects it to the strains imposed by
changes in technology and shifting pat-
terns of social and economic activity.
The major awards in the field are given
to architects who are regarded as gifted
artist architects, but most of the fees
paid for services are collected by archi-
tects who can respond convincingly to

pressing space requirements of institu-
tional and corporate clients. On the
one hand, the AIA is engaged in a con-
tinuous campaign to demonstrate that
architects “add value,” which can be
translated to mean an economic advan-
tage for the client who hires an archi-
tect. The campaign emphasizes the
architect’s skill in dealing with every-
day operational questions. At the same
time, prestige in the profession and the
awards granted by fellow architects ac-
crue mainly to those who influence the
way we perceive the world. It is the
“signature” architects who become the
celebrities.

The opposition between the two
realms has a draining effect. I find that
a good deal of my consulting work
with firms focuses on issues generated
by the often competing demands of the
two facets of architecture. Some of my
clients are very talented designers,
most of then relatively young archi-
tects, who are deciding how to use
their skills in a world that defines the
role of architecture in terms of solu-
tions to complex problems of facilities
and buildings, and in which cost and
efficiency are major client worries. At
the same time, [ work with several
firms who have had enormous finan-
cial success and are generally respected
by their clients, but whose principals
teel unappreciated because their
projects are rarely published in the ar-
chitecture magazines, they do not win
design awards, and their names are not
known in the advanced circles of the
schools. Mostly these are firms run by
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