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Changing Architectural Education

Higher education in the built environment is under pressure to change in order to cope
with increasing student numbers in the face of diminishing resources, to meet the
demands of an evolving construction industry and to prepare students more explicitly for
their working lives and changes in society—in short, to foster a new professionalism.

This book examines and discusses contemporary architectural education through a
series of case studies that illustrate how educators have responded to the need for change.
In particular, there is a focus on the potential of design studio teaching to enhance
attitudes and skills in communication and teamworking and to prepare students for
lifelong learning.

Changing Architectural Education is written by teachers of architecture for teachers,
and it

* gives an up-to-date account of research on learning and its implications for architecture,
« provides a source of practical ideas to enhance design-studio teaching,

* suggests strategies for improving assessment practices,

« illustrates ways of supporting change across a whole school of architecture.

This book brings together contributions from those working in the fields of architectural
education, architectural practice and educational research both in the UK and the USA.
The writers are at the leading edge of educational development and they describe how
they, and their schools of architecture, have been responding to the professional
challenges.

David Nicol has been working in the field of educational development, both nationally
and internationally, for over twenty years. He is now at the Centre for Academic Practice
at the University of Strathclyde, Scotland, where he works in partnership with academic
departments and faculties on educational improvement projects. He is also a consultant
on higher education to a number of universities and he has published widely in this area.

Simon Pilling is an architect with broad experience both in practice and in education
as a design studio tutor. Particularly concerned with the role of the architect in
contemporary society, he has served on national committees addressing this topic. Now
working as a freelance consultant, he coordinated the HEFC-funded teaching and
learning project ‘Clients and Users in Design Education’ (CUDE).






Changing Architectural Education

Towards a new professionalism

Edited by David Nicol and
Simon Pilling

London and New York



First published 2000
by Spon Press
11 New Fetter Lane, London EC4P 4EE

Simultaneously published in the USA and Canada
by Spon Press
29 West 35th Street, New York, NY 10001

Spon Press is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group
This edition published in the Taylor & Francis e-Library, 2005.

“To purchase your own copy of this or any of Taylor & Francis or
Routledge's collection of thousands of eBooks please go to
www.eBookstore.tandf.co.uk.”

© 2000 David Nicol and Simon Pilling, selection and editorial matter;
individual chapters, the contributors

The right of David Nicol and Simon Pilling to be identified as the
Author of this Work has been asserted by them in accordance with the Copyright,
Designs and Patents Act 1988

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in
any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter
invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or
retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers.

The publisher makes no representation, express or implied, with regard to the accuracy
of the information contained in this book and cannot accept any legal responsibility for
any errors or omissions that may be made.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data
A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloguing in Publication Data
Changing architectural education: towards a new professionalism/edited by David
Nicol and Simon Pilling.
p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references and index.
1. Architecture—Study and teaching. I. Nicol, David, 1950- II. Pilling, Simon, 1952—
NA2000 C48 2000
720".71-dc21
00-023887

ISBN 0-203-99234-2 Master e-book ISBN

ISBN - (OEB Format)
ISBN 0-419-25920-1 (Print Edition)



Contents

List of figures viii
List of tables iX
List of contributors X
Preface Xiv
Foreword by Robin Nicholson XVi

1 Architectural education and the profession: preparing for the future 1
DAVID NICOL AND SIMON PILLING

2 The changing context of professional practice 22

JOHN WORTHINGTON

SECTION 1 Communication: developing sensitivity to the needs of users and 34

clients

3 Architectural assumptions and environmental discrimination: the case for more 36
inclusive design in schools of architecture
RUTH MORROW

4 Seeing the world through another person’s eyes 42
ROBERT BROWN AND DENITZA MOREAU YATES
5 Social practice: design education and everyday life 49

CHRISTOPHER JARRETT

6 The degree laboratory: the work of Unit Six at the Bartlett School, University 60
College London
NICK CALLICOTT AND BOB SHEIL

7 Introducing clients and users to the studio project: a case study of a ‘live’ 65
project
RACHEL SARA

8 The development of group-working skills and role play in the first-year 72

architecture course
JUDITH TORRINGTON

9 The ‘real’ client and the “unreal’ project: a diploma case study 79
PRUE CHILES
10 Reviewing the review: an account of a research investigation of the “crit’ 85
MARGARET WILKIN
11 Introducing alternative formats for the design project review: a case study 91

TIM BRINDLEY, CHARLES DOIDGE AND ROSS WILLMOTT



SECTION 2 Collaboration: developing teamworking skills for professional 2

practice

12 Habits and habitats: interdisciplinary collaboration in a community architecture 101

studio
KATERINA RUEDI

13 Is working together working? 108
JAKI HOWES

14 Developing skills with people: a vital part of architectural education 116

ANGELA FISHER
15 Achieving richness and diversity: combining architecture and planning at UWE, 123

Bristol
SANDRA MANLEY AND JIM CLAYDON
16 Integrated architectural design: issues and models 132
STIRLING HOWIESON
17 Interdisciplinary working in built environment education 142
GERARD WOOD
. L L . . 152
SECTION 3 Lifelong learning: developing independence in learning
18 Learning in practice: a retreat, an opportunity or an imperative? 153

JUDITH V.FARREN BRADLEY
19 The role of personal development plans and learning contracts in self-directed 163
student learning

DEREK COTTRELL
20 Establishing and managing a student learning contract: a diploma in architecture 171
case study
HELENA WEBSTER
21 The student-led “crit’ as a learning device 180
ROSIE WHITE
SECTION 4 A new professionalism: embedding change in schools of 190
architecture
22 Delight in transgression: shifting boundaries in architectural education 192
LEONIE MILLINER
23 Schools and practice in the United States 200
ROBERT GUTMAN
24 The design studio as a vehicle for change: the ‘Portsmouth Model’ 208
WENDY POTTS
25 Embedding change: a case study of the CUDE experience 217

GEORGE HENDERSON



26 The “crit’ as a ritualised legitimation procedure in architectural education
HANNAH VOWLES
27 Preparation and support of part-time teachers: designing a tutor training
programme fit for architects
NICHOLAS WEAVER, DAVE O’REILLY AND MARY CADDICK
28 Evaluation and feedback in architectural education
JOHN COWAN

Appendix Workshop plans: teamwork

223

228

236

245



Figures

2.1 Education for diversity 23
2.2 High-value services are increasingly outside the core of the design and 25
construction process
2.3 Different competences required to optimise the workplace 26
2.4 The components of intellectual capital 29
2.5 Evolution of a practice’s intellectual property—DEGW 30
2.6 Distribution of competency and roles 31
8.1 Students’ initial self-assessment of strengths and weaknesses 73
15.1 Award Structure Diagram: BA (Hons) Architecture and Planning 127
17.1 The Kolb learning cycle as a developmental spiral 147
20.1 Example of completed two-year plan—the formalised student learning contract 174
21.1 Student feedback: increasing participation 182
21.2 Student feedback: improving presentation 183
21.3 Student feedback: constructive criticism 184
21.4 Tutor feedback: increasing participation 185
21.5 Tutor feedback: improving presentation 185

21.6 Tutor feedback: constructive criticism 186



Tables

2.1 Redefining the professional service 27
2.2 Change in the distribution of total costs for a typical office building 27
11.1 Alternative formats for design project reviews 92
11.2 Alternative review formats selected for first-year students 93
11.3 Alternative review formats selected for second-year students 94

20.1 Graduate diploma in architecture 1998: course components and subjects offered 172
in each component

20.2 Diploma in architecture: examples of common course routes leading to 173
DipArch and Dip/MA alternative route
20.3 Structure of the learning contract module, as defined in the Staff Diploma 178

Guidelines manual



Contributors

Tim Brindley is Director of Postgraduate Studies in the Leicester School of
Architecture, De Montfort University UK. He was the project leader for the Design
Project Reviews study, and is developing computer-based teaching and learning for De
Montfort’s Electronic Campus programme.

Robert Brown is an associate with Levitt Bernstein Architects and tutors at the
Universities of East London and Westminster UK.

Mary Caddick, a fine artist with a background in art education and art psychotherapy,
is the Course Tutor of the Tutor Training programme at the School of Architecture at the
University of East London UK.

Nick Callicott is a partner in the architectural practice sixteen* (makers) and teaches at
the Bartlett school University College London UK.

Prue Chiles is an architect and diploma course coordinator at the School of
Architecture at the University of Sheffield UK.

Jim Claydon is the Head of the School of Planning and Architecture at the University
of the West of England, Bristol UK.

Derek Cottrell is Head of Hull School of Architecture, University of Lincolnshire and
Humberside UK.

John Cowan is a Senior research fellow at Perth College, University of the Highlands
and Island Project UK.

Charles Doidge is Undergraduate Course Leader at Leicester School of Architecture,
De Montfort University UK.

Judith V.Farren Bradley is Principal Lecturer and Course Director in Professional
Practice at Kingston University UK, Sector Chair for Part 3 and CPD with the RIBA
Review of Education, member of the RIBA Part 3 Review Task Force, and the QAA
subject benchmarking group.

Angela Fisher is an education consultant and coordinator of the CUDE project at the
School of Architecture, University of Sheffield UK.



Robert Gutman is Professor of Sociology Emeritus at Rutgers University and
currently is Lecturer in Architecture at Princeton University USA.

George Henderson is Head of School and Professor of Architecture at The Leicester
School of Architecture, De Montfort University UK, President of the Commonwealth
Association of Architecture and was RIBA Vice President for Education between 1996
and 1998.

Jaki Howes is course leader of BA(Hons) Architecture and leader of the TIME-IT
Project at Leeds Metropolitan University UK.

Stirling Howieson is a Chartered Architect and Director of Studies in Building Design
Engineering at the University of Strathclyde UK.

Christopher Jarrett is Assistant Professor of Architecture Georgia Institute of
Technology, Atlanta, Georgia, USA.

Sandra Manley is a planner and senior lecturer and led the team that developed a new
degree in architecture and planning at the University of the West of England, Bristol UK.

Leonie Milliner is RIBA Director of Education UK.

Ruth Morrow coordinated a project based in the School of Architecture, University
College Dublin, Eire, to develop the awareness and design skills needed to achieve
inclusive access to the built environment.

David Nicol is based at the Centre for Academic Practice at the University of
Strathclyde UK and has been working in the field of educational development, both
nationally and internationally, for over twenty years.

Robin Nicholson is a director of Edward Cullinan Architects, chairman of the
Construction Industry Council and board member of the Movement for Innovation.

Dave O’Reilly is Head of Research in Educational Development at the University of
East London UK and works on the Tutor Training programme within the Department of
Acrchitecture.

Simon Pilling is an architect and overall coordinator of the HEFC-funded teaching and
learning project ‘Clients and Users in Design Education’ (CUDE).

Wendy Potts is Head of the School of Architecture at the University of Portsmouth
UK. Member of Standing Conference of Heads of Schools of Architecture-Steering
Committee, Joint Validation Panel Executive Committee, RIBA Overseas Advisory
Group, ARB European Advisory Group and elected UK representative of European



Association for Architectural Education.

Katerina Riedi is Director of and Professor at the School of Architecture at the
University of Illinois at Chicago USA, teaching architectural design, architectural theory
and professional practice.

Rachel Sara is a PhD student and studio design tutor, at the School of Architecture,
University of Sheffield UK.

Bob Sheil is a partner in the architectural practice sixteen* (makers) and teaches at the
Bartlett school University College London UK.

Judith Torrington is an architect in private practice and part-time visiting first year
tutor at the School of Architecture, University of Sheffield UK.

Hannah Vowles trained as an architect and works as an artist. She is a founding
partner of ART in RUINS collaborative art practice and a senior lecturer at the
Birmingham School of Architecture, University of Central England UK.

Nicholas Weaver is Deputy Head of Architecture, Reader in Education Development
and works on the Tutor Training Course at the University of East London UK.

Helena Webster is an architect and currently chair of the diploma course in
Architecture at Oxford Brookes University UK.

Rosie White is a PhD student and studio design tutor, at the School of Architecture,
University of Sheffield UK.

Margaret Wilkin is an educational researcher based at Homerton College, Cambridge
UK.

Ross Willmott is a member of the Centre for Education Technology and Development
at De Montfort University UK, and coordinator of the CUDE project at the Leicester
School of Architecture.

Gerard Wood is a Principal Lecturer in the School of the Built Environment at Leeds
Metropolitan University UK. His subject specialisms include Interdisciplinary Studies
across a range of undergraduate courses and Project Management at both undergraduate
and postgraduate levels.

John Worthington is a founder partner at DEGW, visiting professor in Briefing &
Building Performance at the University of Sheffield, CUDE Project Director, and former
professor of architecture at the Institute of Advanced Architectural Studies at the
University of York UK.



Denitza Moreau Yates is a designer at Fraser Brown McKenna Architects and a part-
time tutor at the University of East London UK.



Preface

In April 1999 an international conference—Changing Architectural Education: Society’s
Call for a New Professionalism—was hosted at De Montfort University, Leicester, UK.
Attended by over 70 full- and part-time educationalists/practitioners and students from
the UK, mainland Europe and the USA, its aim was to share experiences in innovative
studio teaching methods. The underlying theme of the two days was the changing context
of practice and the need to reflect this in the expectations of architectural education and
its approach to teaching and learning. Two further goals underpinned the conference: to
create a forum for the often ‘unheard voices’ of architectural education—part-time tutors
drawn from architectural practice, and student graduates; and to focus on the processes of
architectural education—Ilooking at how students learn, rather than just what they learn.

Over the course of two days the conference participants heard 42 presentations from
part-time teachers, full-time academics, heads of schools, students and representatives of
the professional institute—the Royal Institute of British Architects. The main focus of the
presentations was innovation in teaching and learning in architectural education—the
scope was wide ranging. Some contributors described innovations in design studio
teaching that centred on community, interdisciplinary and client-based projects. Others
described how the review process, or crit, had been developed to make it more
participative and a better vehicle for learning. Others described how teaching had been
restructured across whole schools of architecture in support of better learning, or how to
prepare tutors to teach in the design studio. In all the presentations there was attention to
ways of improving students’ acquisition of skills—in design, teamworking and
communication—and to the development of independence in learning. The participants
showed a determination to bring a new professionalism to the delivery of architectural
education—to effect change based on a radical rethink of the context for which students
are being educated and the skills they will require.

The origins of this book lie in that conference, an event made possible by a grant
received from the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) for a three-
year teaching development programme: Clients and Users in Design Education (CUDE).
Since reference is extensively made throughout the book to this acronym, it would seem
appropriate briefly to explain the initiative here.

In 1996 the HEFCE created a Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning
(FDTL), for which bids were invited from university departments across all subjects to
catalogue and disseminate good teaching practice. The CUDE project was one such
funded programme. Its goal was to bring a greater understanding of clients, users and
cross-disciplinary working into design education, using the design studio as its primary
vehicle. Undertaken at the former Institute of Advanced Architectural Studies at the
University of York, in association with the Universities of Sheffield and De Montfort at
Leicester, the programme was aimed at enhancing students’ skills in listening,



communication and teamwork, in the context of a collaborative rather than a

confrontational approach to learning. These themes are developed throughout the book.
This is a snhapshot of architectural education at the end of a decade that has seen

dramatic changes in professional practice. It is hoped that this book will act as a prompt

for reflection and stimulate a broader debate.
DAVID NICOL AND SIMON PILLING



Foreword

Robin Nicholson CBE

The Clients and Users in Design Education (CUDE) process gives me real hope that
tomorrow’s architects will have a greater chance to be more effective as conceivers and
coordinators of the built environment.

CUDE has brought together a number of educators who are questioning our traditional
practices in education and are ‘trying to do it completely differently’ as Sir John Egan
(1998) would put it. A programme of sharing ideas in particular fields has begun.

We should not, however, underestimate the enormity of achieving the necessary
cultural change in the ever more competitive higher education industry, which, like the
design professions themselves, is struggling to deal with nineteenth-century professional
models. It is even more difficult when the promoters of the status quo can point to the
very real success of the British architectural elite in the world marketplace. If we can be
so successful, should we not just do what we do a great deal better?

There is no doubt, that we already operate in a global economy, although a great deal
of the work we do is and will continue to be at a very small scale—for example, 80 per
cent of European construction enterprises employ fewer than 10 people. But the rules of
the game have changed, again. After a devastating 20-year assault by the crusaders of the
free market and the collapse of institutionalised socialism, we can begin to see the way
towards understanding the needs and opportunities of the knowledge-based society that
S0 many commentators have been trying to clarify for us for so long.

Few truly ‘heard’ the messages contained in the Strategic Study of the Profession,
published by the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA, 1992, 1993, 1995), where
for the first time the institute asked our clients what they really thought of the service we
gave them. In his Introduction to Phase 2 of the study (Clients and Architects, October
1993) the then RIBA president, Frank Duffy, spoke of the ‘need to be prepared to devote
as much design imagination to managing their [architects’] relations with clients as they
devote to crafting their clients’ buildings’, a subject that in his words is the ‘one single,
critically important relationship that rivets the attention day by day, week by week, of all
practising architects.’

Surely we now have to overthrow the received myth that, as architects, we lead the
design process by right and that we can do it on our own. Rather there is lurking in the
interstices of our culture a radical belief in cooperation, that the whole (team) is greater
than the sum of its parts, or as Charles Leadbetter (1999) puts it, ‘An ethic of
collaboration is central to knowledge-creating societies. In order to create we must
collaborate.’

One of the most heartening aspects of this publication is the, albeit small, number of
green shoots of courses with overlapping professional subject areas such as architecture



with planning. This is just a beginning in the refocusing of the industry’s formations.

To collaborate requires mutual respect—one of the radical concepts in Egan’s
programme for change that pleasantly surprised me as being so central to this forthright
industrialist’s ideas. Immediately, this highlights a major issue in our education—a
process that traditionally leads us to demand respect for the architect with little or no
mutuality. If that was ever sustainable, it certainly ceased to be so during the 1970s, when
the pattern of authority right around the world was changed irrevocably and since which
we, and it could be argued the professions in their traditional form, have been
progressively marginalised.

The central role of design in our education is of course vital to the nurture of our
unique ‘core’ skills and our central contribution to society. But, | would contend,
educating all students of architecture towards achieving the goal of ‘signature
architect’—in my day Frank Lloyd Wright, and perhaps today Zaha Hadid—does not
help the 95 per cent who will not begin to achieve that level of invention coupled with a
necessarily ruthless approach to implementation.

The UK weekly newspaper for architects—Building Design—recently published a
review of the ‘top 100 architectural students’. It revealed the continuing strength of this
myth, through the stated desire of 98 per cent of them to have their own office within 10
years. It is this myth that lies at the heart of our malaise because it allows architecture to
be self-justifying and above criticism, except occasionally from other architects. It is
ironic that our knowledge-based society demands heroes and the design industries readily
provide the necessarily unconventional heroes.

Recognising the dysfunctionality of our fragmented industry, the Construction Industry
Council was formed in 1988 to begin to bring together the disparate parts, with a strong
belief in the central role that education could play in bringing about change. In 1993 the
CIC published Crossing Boundaries, jointly written by a chartered builder (John
Andrews, Professor of Construction at the Bartlett) and a chartered architect (Sir Andrew
Derbyshire, Chairman of the RMJM). Its remit was to find and support areas of
commonality in our formation and to introduce the idea of continuing professional
development (CPD) for all.

Although many of its recommendations have been implemented—and the present
volume can properly claim to be part of its heritage—there remains considerable personal
and institutional opposition to change. When the CIC was formed it was difficult to get
senior members of the RIBA, the Institute of Structural Engineers, the Royal Institute of
Chartered Surveyors and the Chartered Institute of Builders to sit on the same
committee—Iet alone work together for a common purpose. Ten years later, that working
together has engendered a greater mutual respect between the institutions (the CIC now
has 51 member institutions, representing over 350 000 professionals in construction in
over 19 000 firms).

Today, more than ever before, resistance to change is not an option. Many universities
are undertaking a radical managerial churn that is leading schools of architecture into
faculties of varying constituents—many of whom feel threatened by falling numbers and
therefore try, disastrously, to hinder change. | believe that initiatives such as CUDE must
be welcomed as a major contribution by our profession to the future of the construction
industry.



Accepting that we are part of an industry is a precondition for change. The CIC holds
an annual Heads of Schools (of all construction disciplines) Conference, and in 2000 it
will be considering the consequences of Rethinking Construction for education. Sir John
Egan’s report (Egan 1998) demands that we shake off our inward-looking culture and
become client-focused.

In this, he wants better value with a greater predictability of cost, time and quality. He
identifies the elimination of waste, such as competitive tendering, as being critical for
major clients, not just as a oneoff exercise but as the start of a process of continuous
improvement.

The challenges for education are significant. Traditionally we have thought of
ourselves as being ‘the client’s friend” in an adversarial culture. The latter is undeniable,
the former increasingly anachronistic. How are we to educate ourselves to run alliances
of professionals and specialists to deliver branded products at a small scale? While we are
good at selling our concepts to other architects, we have developed a secret code that few
others understand. We are frequently seen as poor listeners and, accordingly, not very
client-focused. To what extent does our current education system promote such a
situation and how can it redress the perceived shortcomings?

The Movement for Innovation has been charged with implementing the targets set in
Rethinking Construction (Egan 1998). This is an initiative founded on a programme of
demonstration projects (in excess of £3 billion across the whole industry), which, once
their performance has been measured, will provide the information and the beginnings of
the knowledge base of a new collaborative industry. Our schools need to draw on this
knowledge, and we need to become part of a completely different industry. It demands
structured feedback and an understanding of the consequences for design of whole-life
costing, which has for too long been missing from the process. The programme is rich
and the rewards huge, but it requires us to review our role—in the words of Egan (ibid.),
to effect ‘a change of style, culture and process, not just a series of mechanistic
activities.’

How we choose as a profession to position ourselves is up to us, but the vanguard of
tomorrow’s quality design is being formed now and needs us to develop the greater
understanding of our clients that they rightly have come to expect. | commend this book,
not as a finished product, but as the next step in a continuing process of educational
collaboration that is essential if architects are to play a leading part in the formation of
tomorrow’s environment.
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1
Architectural education and the profession

Preparing for the future
David Nicol and Simon Pilling

Introduction

Over the last 10 years numerous reports and studies have described how changes in
society and in the construction industry are impacting on architecture and the other
construction professions. A need has been identified for greater client sensitivity and
responsiveness to user needs in construction and for more effective cross-disciplinary
teamwork amongst industry professionals. Also, nowadays, not all architecture students
go into mainstream architecture when they leave formal study: an increasing number are
embarking on careers that only have a marginal connection with the construction
industry. And as a result of changes in society, technological advances and the rapid
growth in information, those entering a profession are likely to have to update their
knowledge and skills many times over a lifetime. All this is calling on architects to
become more skilled in the human dimensions of professional practice and more
adaptable, flexible and versatile over the span of their professional careers. Architectural
education must respond to these changes: it must enable students to develop the skills,
strategies and attitudes needed for professional practice and it must lay the foundation for
continuous learning throughout life.

This book presents a broad range of innovative educational responses to the needs of
architectural graduates. This chapter provides the background to the rest of the book and
is divided into four sections. Section 1 identifies the pressures for change in the UK
construction industry and the architectural profession. Section 2 highlights issues of
concern in architectural education in relation to preparation for professional practice.
Section 3 discusses how learning and teaching within architecture could be realigned to
meet the challenges posed by professional practice. Section 4 explains the scope and
organisation of the other chapters in the book.

1
Pressures for change in the construction industry

The Latham and Egan reports

Reports in the UK published over the last decade have examined the construction
industry in the context of changes in society, and have made recommendations for radical
change in industry practices. Two reports in particular stand out: Constructing the Team
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(Latham 1994) and Rethinking Construction (Egan 1998).

The Latham Report (Latham 1994) was jointly commissioned by the government and
the construction industry with the ‘invaluable participation of clients’. The remit of the
report was to review the procurement and contractual arrangements in the UK
construction industry, with a particular focus on ‘the processes by which clients’
requirements are established and presented’. Latham saw clients as the driving force of
the construction industry and the goal was ‘to help clients obtain the high quality projects
to which they aspire’. The report is principally concerned with the fragmentation of the
construction industry, adversarial relationships and short-termism brought about by a
‘lowest-price wins’ approach. The answer put forward was partnering between customers
and industry (based on providing best value, not lowest cost) and between the constituent
parts of the industry. The main conclusion of the report was that, above all, better
industry performance requires teamwork, and that achieving this would require much
rethinking within the construction industry.

The Egan Report (Egan 1998) was the result of work by a construction task force set
up by the UK deputy prime minister ‘against a background of deep concern in the
industry and among its clients that the construction industry was under-achieving, both in
terms of meeting its own needs and those of its clients’. The report focused on the scope
for improving the quality and efficiency of UK construction. It cited the findings of a
British Property Federation survey of major clients, carried out in 1997, which found that
‘more than a third of major clients are dissatisfied with consultants’ performance in
coordinating teams’. It concluded by identifying the need for ‘a change of style, culture
and process’ within the construction industry and identified five ‘drivers’ of necessary
change:

« Committed leadership.

* A focus on the customer.

« Integrated processes and teams.
« A quality-driven agenda.

« Commitment to people.

The Egan Report recognised that the achievement of these drivers would be inextricably
linked to training. The whole industry would have to educate its workforce, not only in
the necessary technical skills and knowledge, but also in the culture of teamwork. With
particular regard to the professional designer, the report suggested that ‘the high
standards of professional competence in their training and development needed to be
matched by a more practical understanding of the needs of clients and of the industry
generally’.

It is clear from the nature of these reports that clients are becoming increasingly
knowledgeable and demanding in their dealings with the construction industry and
architects. The traditional client/architect/ contractor relationship has changed radically.
Clients are no longer content to rely on the architect as primary adviser. Even one-off
clients are more demanding and knowledgeable than in the past, and many clients, both
one-off and regular, wish to be more involved in making design decisions. In addition,
team working is increasingly demanded within and across built environment disciplines,
as clients and users call for better industry performance and more integrated construction
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services. Both these trends demand that architects acquire a broader range of people and
communication skills.

The public image of architecture and architects

Over the same time period as these reports, and since, there has also been increasing
scrutiny of the architectural profession by the general public and building users.
Demographic developments such as the ageing population, new patterns of work and
leisure, technological changes and society’s demand for a more sustainable environment
are leading the public to demand that architects develop a wider repertoire of design
responses to the built environment. As a result there have been calls in the media, and
elsewhere, for architects to demonstrate greater sensitivity in their designs to the needs of
building users and society, and for them to communicate more clearly the meaning
behind their work. Not only must architects develop interpersonal skills in relationship to
clients and other professionals, but they must also become better at listening and
responding to, and communicating with, building users and the public. In addition they
must become more effective advocates of the contribution that they make to the quality of
the built environment and to society.

The architectural profession and its education

In parallel with the Latham and Egan Reports, the construction professions and their
associated professional institutes have been reviewing their changing role in society, the
expectations of that society and the implications for the aspects of the education system
that they validate. For architecture, the Burton Report—the findings and
recommendations of a Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) steering group on
architectural education (RIBA 1992)—set an agenda for change. Its recommendations
were to be extensively developed in the RIBA’s subsequent additions to the Strategic
Study of the Profession (RIBA 1992, 1993, 1995).
In Phase 2 clients and architects reported that:

the gap between clients’ needs and the service provided by architects is much
larger than we could have anticipated...and seems to be growing...it demands
radical action, if market forces are not to diminish further the status and role of
the architect, and the architects’ ability to influence the built environment.

The study indicated that architects were generally not seen as good listeners,
communicators or team players. Clients believed that these shortcomings reflected the
architects’ attitudes, beliefs and training, and concluded that urgent and radical steps
should be taken to

Re-examine what the educational process ought to achieve from a client
perspective and reinforce elements which address client needs without
threatening the “magic” which clients look to architecture to provide.

Another research study at around the same time drew similar conclusions. Lawson and
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Pilling (1996) sought to discover what relationship existed between the services that
architects provide and those desired and valued by clients. The researchers interviewed
both clients (from large institutional organisations) and architects. One area of
questioning was the extent to which the client is involved with and understands the
design process. Typical responses from clients to this issue were:

Architects don’t explain their services well...part of it is protectionism. In
general architects are not good at putting over what they do, there is an inbuilt
arrogance within the profession that makes them difficult to approach.

They’ve [architects] got a vision in their head which we can’t see, it might be
a fantastic vision and they might be able to draw it down in time and have a
contractor produce it, but it’s no good if we can’t see it.

It was clear from this study that not only clients but also architects themselves were
aware of the problem. Typical responses from architects were:

The single thing which is most important is that the form of presentation used is
one the client is able to read and understand.

I make an absolute point about talking in lay person’s language... a famous
ex-president of the RIBA went on about ‘dynamic contextualism’ on television.
What...does it mean? | don’t know what it means and lay people are left
absolutely clueless after remarks like that.

However the architect must be able to do more than clearly describe the benefits of a
good design to clients. Communication is not just about effective description: equally
important is listening to clients and negotiating and facilitating the processes of building
design. Much of the frustration that architects and clients experience in design stems,
according to Lawson and Pilling (1996), from a failure to engage with the client. They
recommended that schools of architecture ‘should engender a more client-centred
approach in the educational process and develop the necessary skills of listening,
extracting the brief, negotiating agreements, making presentations and managing client
relationships’.

The RIBA obviously has a role to play in promoting the development of
communication and teamworking in schools of architecture. In the recent Review of
Architectural Education (Stansfield Smith 1999) the RIBA made some radical
recommendations in this regard. The following extract from that review is central to the
concerns of this book:

The hothouse climate of architectural education can be extraordinarily
productive. Among other things, architects learn sophisticated spatial ordering
systems which, as a way of thinking, can and are applied to many situations
whether real, virtual, technical or cultural. But it can also encourage the idea
that architectural discourse is esoteric by nature and therefore of limited use for
communication purposes. Such a tendency isolates architecture from its public
and its procurers and diminishes the vitality of the discourse itself. Architecture
needs to flourish as a language to engage its public, to generate the demand for
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architecture and qualities it represents.

Stansfield Smith (1999) concludes that the key to a successful architectural profession is
not only that profession’s ability to represent quality and deliver high standards, but also
its ability to represent the values and aspirations of the society it serves. Many of the
authors in this book have been closely associated with this wide-ranging review and their
chapters resonate with most of the concerns expressed in the final report.

The rapid growth in knowledge

Over and above the necessary technical and interpersonal skills, there are other skills that
architects must possess. The rapid pace at which knowledge is growing means that they,
like all other professionals, need to develop strategies to deal with new information that
may be relevant to their professional development. There are two aspects to this. It is
essential that architects, as part of their training, have learned how to learn, so that they
can keep up to date as the industry and the profession change. But also, because of the
sheer volume of new information and the range of media by which this is made available,
architects need expertise in accessing, identifying, evaluating and prioritising information.
All this implies a high degree of autonomy and flexibility in learning throughout life.

2 Issues of concern in architectural education

The reports and studies quoted above clearly have implications for the nature of
architectural education. Design education, as undertaken in the schools of architecture,
appears to be preparing students for models of practice that are no longer in full accord
with the current professional context. But what is it about design education that is not
supportive of the needs of professional practice?

Architecture is a multidisciplinary field of study that draws on the arts, sciences and
social sciences. There are five areas of study in the UK architecture syllabus (Part 1 and
Part 2) as well as a practical training requirement (Royal Institute of British Architects
and Architects Registration Board 1997). The five areas are: architectural design; the
cultural context of architecture; environmental design, constructional and architectural
technologies; communication skills; professional studies and management. However, the
most important part of architectural education in terms of curriculum focus and time spent
by students is architectural design. It is in the design studio that students are expected to
bring together knowledge from the different disciplines to inform the development of
their architectural designs.

The design studio offers the potential to provide a multifaceted and enriching learning
experience. One inherent educational strength in studio teaching is the implicit
commitment to ‘experiential learning’ or ‘learning by doing’. Donald Schén (1987), in his
work Educating the Reflective Practitioner, describes design studio teaching in
architecture as a “practicum’—a setting designed for the task of learning a practice. In a
context that approximates a practice world, students learn by doing, by undertaking
projects that simulate and simplify practice. Schon calls this a “virtual world’, relatively
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free of the pressures, distractions and risks of the real world, to which it nevertheless
refers. ‘It could therefore be seen to stand in an intermediate space between the practice
world, the lay world of ordinary life, and the esoteric world of the academy’ (Schon
1987).

However, and crucially, Schén goes on to observe that the virtual world of the studio
becomes a collective world in its own right, with its own mix of materials, tools,
languages and appreciations. For the student it embodies particular ways of seeing,
thinking and doing that tend, over time, to assert themselves with increasing authority. It
is this feature of the studio which is seen to hold both the strength and, potentially, the
greatest weakness of architectural education as a preparation for practice (Cuff 1991).

Communication and teamwork

Isolation of the design studio

Architecture in practice is a participative process involving communication with many
stakeholders in design: clients, users, other architects, engineers, specialist consultants,
construction managers, statutory authorities and so on. However the schools, through
both their formal structures and their more informal socialisation processes, may not be
fully preparing students in the skills needed for participative practice. Dana Cuff (1991),
in her work Architecture: the Story of Practice, proposes that the inward focusing of the
design studio, where students work long hours at the drawing board, results in students
becoming isolated from the outside world, knowing only how to talk to other architects.

Primacy of the individual

In the construction industry it is well-established that effective architectural practices, in
terms of both design quality and business, tend to be associated with a culture of
teamwork and collaboration. Moreover, many of those responsible for teaching in the
built-environment disciplines are committed to developing these skills in students (see
Chapter 17 by Wood of this book). However the design studio in schools of architecture
still remains primarily geared towards developing individual star architects as unique and
gifted designers, rather than preparing team players. This is what Cuff (1991) terms ‘the
primacy of the individual’, which is an inevitable consequence of the principal social
relationship in a school of architecture—that between studio tutor and student. In
contrast, she refers to the reality of the architect’s role in practice as that of ‘translator’,
employing design—the art of architecture—to mediate between human function and the
final form. Worthington develops this proposition further in Chapter 2 of this book,
where he describes the role of the designer in practice as that of an ‘integrator’, drawing
together people, process and place in order to create a coherent working environment. In
professional practice, skills in managing interpersonal relationships enrich and extend the
boundaries of design thinking rather than constrain them.

The familiar model of architectural education seems unlikely to foster in students a
positive attitude towards collaboration—what Egan (1998) calls the crucial ‘culture of
teamwork’—uwhile it remains primarily geared to developing individual stars rather than
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preparing team players.

Communication and interpersonal skills are not systematically developed or
assessed

Design studio learning embraces numerous forms of representation—visual, verbal,
tactile, written—and is therefore rich in communication potential. It also sometimes
involves students working in groups, and so it is arguably rich in teamworking potential.
Yet in schools of architecture there is usually little systematic development or assessment
of communication and interpersonal skills. Even though in practice architects need to be
able to communicate concepts to different audiences (for example specialist engineers,
clients, the public), it is not common for students to gain experience in tailoring their
presentations to these different groups, or for this ability to be assessed. More
importantly, the skills required for two-way communication, as against mere
presentation, are even less likely to be purposefully developed and assessed. Furthermore,
group-working on designs in schools is normally restricted to the early research stage of a
project, with the final design invariably produced and assessed on an individual and
competitive basis. Hence assessment processes in schools do not specifically encourage
students to share and develop their ideas with each other.

The main form of assessment in architectural education is the review or ‘crit’. The
traditional structure of this has been criticised. It has been argued that the review lays the
foundations for an adversarial relationship between presenter and listener, which is then
taken forward into the professional’s dealings with non-architects (Boyer and Mitgang
1996). The review has also been criticised for being the breeding ground of architectural
jargon (Cuff 1991). In Chapter 10 Wilkin reports the results of a recent study of students’
and tutors’ views about the effectiveness of the review in relation to the development of
communication skills.

Brief-building is unrelated to design in practice

Brief-building in practice is a wide-ranging process that relies on the architect putting
him- or herself in the shoes of the client while negotiating and analysing requirements in
a context of regular discussions. Yet design briefs in architectural education typically
grow from a tutor’ s construct, and any subsequent analysis of the brief is invariably
carried out by the student as a form of private research. Insufficient attention is thus paid
to the human interactive skills (for example listening, questioning, negotiating,
explaining) needed to delve into a client’s aspirations, values and concerns. In this can be
seen the roots of client observations of architects such as the following:

Almost the sole reason for the architect being mistrusted [is that] they will take
a brief off somebody and go away and produce something which is not quite
right...they have not understood the real aims of the project and what has gone
on before they have come on board (Lawson and Pilling 1996).

For the practising architect, brief-building and design proposals are parallel activities—
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the former not being completed until the latter is finalised and agreed with the client.
Problem and solution emerge together rather than one necessarily preceding the other—
the design in parallel with the brief. This raises an issue: does the academic environment
promote a belief in students that these acts are serial—firstly create (or receive) a
“finished’ brief and then design a proposal. The question of brief development, both its
subject and its manner, is a recurrent theme in this book.

Design as product rather than process

Architectural design has been defined as ‘the intelligent and directed use of physical
resources to achieve what users, clients and society really need—as opposed to what they
may demand—now and in the future’ (Duffy 1995). This relies on developing in students
a particular way of design thinking:

Architects, compared to most disciplines, and certainly to every other discipline
in the construction industry, are distinguished by deploying two extremely
powerful and characteristic ways of thinking:

* we invent
« we use our skills to relate what we invent to the aspirations of those who use
our buildings

It is the combination in action of these two special ways of thinking...that
ultimately adds up to what we mean by architectural knowledge (ibid.).

The architect’s role is to provide a medium in which these different aspects of design
come together. These ways of thinking are not practised in isolation but are performed
within a multidisciplinary context. According to Stansfield Smith (1999) ‘there is a
dynamic equivalence between the skills needed to develop a design proposal and the
skills needed to realise a design proposal—from identifying the possibility to post
occupancy evaluation’.

In schools of architecture priority is given to ‘design as product’—in terms of visual
and graphic output—rather than to design as a dynamic and interactive process. The
educational emphasis in the design studio is primarily on the student’s models and
drawings. This is most clearly reflected in the conduct and focus of assessment through
tutor feedback and reviews. Students are not usually rewarded explicitly for their analysis
of user or client needs unless they result in a creative addition to the conceptual design
proposal—even though a great deal of analytical thinking may have been undertaken by
the students. In Chapter 3, Morrow goes further and argues that ‘students typically come
to understand analysis in an oppositional relationship to design’, and that this has
negative repercussions on the range of social forms that emerge in their designs. Jarrett
(Chapter 5) reinforces this view when he notes that urban design projects in schools are
not about ‘cultivating a sense of place and belonging’, rather they are conceived as art
objects, ‘disconnected from life on the streets’.

A further example of the emphasis on product is the tradition in architectural education
that students assemble, during their undergraduate years, a tangible product in the form of



