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Abstract

Becoming an Architect: Narratives of Architectural
Education

James Thompson

Chair of the Supervisory Committee:
Professor Alex Anderson Department of
Architecture

Abstract

This dissertation examines the personal narratives of

several aspiring architects to investigate the
emergence of “occupational identities”—or how
individuals navigate their education to construct a
sense of themselves within the architectural
community. By interpreting the content of these
narratives in relation to several relevant strains of
contemporary discourse, this project exposes and
foregrounds features of architectural education
rarely considered by educators and scholars in the
field. Becoming an architect is presented as a holistic
experience that requires psychological resilience and
meaning-making strategies in the face of various
challenges that undermine personal investment and

wellbeing. | argue that adopting such an approach

towards architectural education is essential to
understanding, informing, and improving the
profession’s fundamental (yet historically

problematic) objective of cultural reproduction. This
project is thus meant to set the groundwork for
future studies that focus on how aspiring architects
navigate the more human dimensions of their
education.

BammHrroHCKU YHUBEPCUTET

Pedepar
(Kpamxoe uzjodicenue ouccepmayuil)

Jxxermc Tomncon

[Ipencenarens nuccepTaliMOHHOTO KOMUTETA:
[Ipodeccop kadenpsl apXUTEKTYpHI
Anekc AHnepcoH

Pedepar

B npanHON nuccepranuy  UCCHEAYIOTCA JIMYHbBIC
ITOBECTBOBAHHUS HECKOJIBbKHX HAYMHAFOIINX
apXUTEKTOPOB c LIEIBIO BBISIBIICHUS
"mpodeccnoHaNbHON WACHTUYHOCTU'- WM TO, Kak
IO  OPUEHTHPYIOTCSA B CBOEM 0O0pa3oBaHUH,
9TOOBI CO3/JaTh OLIyIIeHHE ce0s B apXUTEKTypHOM
cooOmiecTBe. MHTeprpeTupys coaepx aHue 3THUX
MMOBECTBOBAHWI MO OTHOIIEHHIO K HECKOJIbKUM
aKTyaJIbHBIM HAIMpPAaBJICHUAM COBPEMEHHOTO
JUCKYypCa, 3TOT MPOEKT BBISABIIAET U BBIJBUTAET HA
MEpBbIi  TUIAH OCOOCHHOCTH  APXHUTEKTYPHOTO
o0Opa3oBaHus, KOTOpBIE KpaiiHe penKo
paccMaTpUBAIOTCA MPENOIABATENSIMA U YYEHBIMH B
Toi obmactu. CTaTh HACTOSIIMM apXUTEKTOPOM
MPEACTABISIETCS KaK IEJIOCTHBIN OIBIT, TPEOYIOITUI
MICUXOJIOTUYECKON YCTOMYMBOCTH M OCMBICIEHHBIX
CTpaTeTuid mMepes JHIIOM Pa3IMYHBIX MPOOIIeM,
KOTOpBIE TMOAPBIBAIOT JIMYHBIE HWHBECTULUHUU U
Omaromonyune. S yTBepkmaw, dYTO TIPUHSTHE
TaKOro TMOJX0Ja K apXUTEKTypHOMY 00pa30oBaHUIO
BOKEH I TIOHUMaHUsA, WHPOPMHUPOBAHUS U
yiydieHus: GyHIaMeHTalbHON (HO HMCTOPUYECKU
po0JIeMaTUYHON) LeTH NMPOPeccun -KyJIbTYpPHOTO

oOpazoBanus. Takum 00pa3oM, 3TOT MPOEKT
NpU3BaH  3aJOKUTh OCHOBY I  OyIylIux
UCCIIEOBAaHMM, HANpaBIEHHBIX HAa TO, Kak

HAUMHAIOIIME apXUTEKTOPhl OPUEHTUPYIOTCA B
YeJI0OBEYECKUX aCIIEKTaX CBOEr0 00pa30BaHMS.




Twenty-five years ago, in 1991, Dana Cuff
published Architecture: A Story of Practice in
which she asked “What is the metamorphic
into the
the
community across the United

transformation of the
architect?”

architectural

layperson
Interviewing members of

States, she crafted a compelling narrative that
described architecture’s sociocultural milieu.
Most notably, she revealed certain schisms,
dilemmas, and contradictions integral to the
architectural community and the architect’s role
in society. For instance, individuals are often
initially attracted to architecture based on
images of professional practice that they later
learn are illusory. This project revisits many of
the themes from Cuff’s book, although the story
is set in a new historical context. The central
tension in architectural culture that she exposed
between ideology and action, belief and practice,
continues to hold. Yet, a host of structural and
cultural changes within and beyond architecture
the
reexamination of architectural education. While

over past 25 years necessitates a
the purview and boundaries of architectural
the

about

practice have broadened and blurred,
profession is increasingly worried
becoming obsolete. The demand on architecture
schools, therefore, is to continue attracting
future practitioners and educate them to
practice competently, on the one hand, and
imagine unprecedented modes of practice, on

the other.

In order to enrich and update Cuff’s story, this
project incorporates new understandings of higher
that
foreground holistic and transformative dimensions.

education and professional development

For instance, | apply occupational therapy’s notion
of “occupation” as a framework to conceptualize

how humans engage in activities, make

commitments, and belong to various social

communities in various ways that form self-

JBanuate nsth aeT Hazand, B 1991 rony, lana
Kadpd onyOmukoBana Apxumexmypa: ucmopus
npakmuku , TAe €t Obl1 3amaH Bompoc "KakoBo
MeTamMop(udeckoe MpeBpalieHne oObIBaTeNs B
apxutekrtopa?" omparmBas YJICHOB
apxutektypHoro coobmecrsa CHIA, ona co3pana
yOequTeNlbHOE  TOBECTBOBAaHHE,  OMMCHIBAIOIIEE
COIIMOKYJIbTYPHYIO ~ Cpely  apXWUTEeKTypel. B
YaCTHOCTH, OHA BBISIBUJIA ONpEAENEHHBIE PACKOJIbI,
JTAJIEMBI u MIPOTUBOPEYHS, MIPHUCYIIHE
ApPXUTEKTYPHOMY COOOIIECTBY U POJIU apXUTEKTOpa
B obOmecrBe. Hampumep, mogeit 3audacrtyio
IpUBJIEKAET  apXWUTEKTypa,  OCHOBaHHAas  Ha
npodeccuoHanbHbIX 00pa3ax, KOTOPbIE OHU Y3HAIOT
U3 TPaKTUKHA, CTAHOBUTCA WJUIIO30PHOU. DTOT
MPOEKT IEePECMATPUBACT MHOTHE TEMbl M3 KHUTH
Kadd, xors ucropus pa3BopauuBaeTcs B HOBOM
HUCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE. LenTpansHoe
MPOTUBOPEYHE B  APXUTEKTYPHOUW  KYIbTYpe,
KOTOpO€ OHa OOHApYyXHWJIa MEKIY HACOIOTHEH U
NeicTBHEM, Bepa U MpaKTUKa MO-TIPEKHEMY
ocralorcs B cuie. TeM He MeHee, MHOYKECTBO
CTPYKTYPHBIX U KYJIbTYPHBIX U3MEHEHUN BHYTPH H
3a mpeAesaMu apXUTEKTyphl 3a MOCIeAHHue 25 JIET,
TpeOyroT [IEpeECMOTpa APXUTEKTYPHOTO
oOpazoBanus. B TO Bpems, Kak T'paHHIIbI
APXUTEKTYPHOU TMPAKTUKU PACIIUPHUIUCH U CTaIH
pa3MbIThl, JOaHHas Tnpodeccuss Bc€  OobIe
0ecroKouTcst 0 ToM 4ToOBI He ycrapeTb. Crpoc Ha
APXUTEKTYpHBIE IIKOJBI, JOJDKEH MPOJ0JDKAThH
MpUBJIEKATh OYyAyIIUX MPAKTUKOB M 00y4aTh HX
KOMIIETCHTHO TPAKTUKOBATh C OJHON CTOPOHBI, W
MIPEJICTaBIISITh OecriperieIeHTHbIE CHocoOBI
IIPAaKTHUKH, C IPYrO¥ CTOPOHBI.

UYrobsl oOoratuth ¥ 0O0HOBUTH ucTopuio Kadao,
3TOT MPOEKT JOJDKEH BKJIIOUUTH HOBOE IMOHMMaHHE
3HAYEHUS BBICILIETO o0Opa3oBaHUs u
npoeCCHOHATIBHOTO Pa3BUTHUS, KOTOPHIE CTaBSTCA
Ha  TEpBbIM  IJIaH  KaKk  LEJOCTHBIE U
npeoOpasyrome. Hanpumep, s xouy NpUMEHUTbH
noustue '"mpodeccusa" B TPYJOBOW Tepanmuu B
KayecTBE OCHOBBI M  KOHIIENTYaJIH3UpOBaTh Kak
JIOJM CMOTYT y4acTBOBaTh B JIEATEIbHOCTH, B3SIB
Ha cebs o0s3arenbcTBA M MPUHAUIEKHOCTh K
Pa3IUYHBIM COILIMAIIEHBIM cooOmiecTBam
pPa3IMYHBIMH  CIIOCO0aMHU, KOTOpbIe (HOPMHUPYIOT




identities and shape their future trajectories.
Adopting these perspectives demands a more
grounded understanding of architectural education
that takes into account how aspiring architects
grapple with the “occupation” of architecture to
develop

theoretical and methodological approaches from

occupational  identities.  Borrowing
research on narrative identity and occupational
engagement, | designed the project as a case study
of the University of Washington’s Masters of

Architecture program.

In- depth interviews with cross-sectional cohorts of
participants (including current students, recent
graduates, and emerging professionals) elicited
narratives of their experience before, during, and
after architecture school. | then analyzed and
assembled these personal narratives, crafting a
that

architectural education as a process of personal

composite narrative ultimately evokes

transformation and meaning-making. In and
through their narratives, aspiring architects render
themselves as navigating and actively contributing
This

understanding directs our attention to the strategies

to architecture’s dualistic nature.
that students and young professionals use to gain
entry into and remain invested in an architectural
career path. Through analysis of this composite
narrative, | reveal how participants view their
than

“learning” in formal institutional settings. Moreover,

education as encompassing more just
it became clear that forming a coherent and resilient
architectural identity required that one’s narrative
integrates aspects of doing, being, becoming, and
belonging—or all four dimensions of occupational

engagement.

This the tradition of

demystifying architectural education, by Cuff and

project continues

other scholars, by foregrounding the voices of

caMouZeHTU(UKAIMIO U (HOPMHUPYIOT UX Oymymiue
Tpacktopuu. I[loHsATHE 3THUX TMEpPCHEeKTUB TpedyeT
Oonee 000CHOBAaHHOTO MMOHUMaHUS
APXUTEKTYPHOTO 00pa3oBaHUs, KOTOPOE JIOJDKHO
VUUTBHIBaTh, KaK HAUYMHAIOIIME  APXUTEKTOPHI
Pa3BUBAIOT CBOIO npodeccCHoHATEHYIO
UJCHTUYHOCTb. 3auMCTBOBaB TEOPETUKO-
METO/IOJIOTUYECKHE TOAXO/Abl K HCCIEIOBaHUSM
HappaTUBHOW (JTMYHOM, BBIpaOATBIBAEMOW MpH
MPOYTEHUN CBOEH JKU3HU B CBETE IMPOU3BEICHUI
KYJIbTYPHOH  Cpejibl) UACHTUYHOCTH U
npodecCHOHATBLHON BOBJICYEHHOCTH, S pazpaborai
JAHHBIA MPOEKT KaK TeMaTUYeCKOE HCCIIEeI0BaHUe
IporpamMMbI MarucTpoB APXUTEKTYPhI
BammHIrToHCKOTr0 YHUBEPCHUTETA.

['myOMHHBIC UHTEPBBIO C TIOMEPEYHBIMH KOTOPTaMH
Y4aCTHHUKOB (BKJIIO‘-I&?I HBIHCHIHHUX CTYACHTOB,
HEIaBHUX  BBIIYCKHUKOB W HAYMHAIOIIUX
MpOo(ECCHOHAIIOB) PACCKa3bIBAIOIIMX O CBOEM
ONBITE 710, BO BpeMs U TIOCJIC apXUTCKTYPHOM
MIKOJIBI. 3aTeM s MPOAHAJIM3UPOBAI U COOpa STH
JIMYHBIC PacCKa3sbl, co3/1aB 00Ilee MOBECTBOBAHME,
KOTOpPOE B UTOTE U XapPaKTEPU3YET apXUTEKTYPHOE
o0Opa3oBaHue Kak Mpollecc JINYHOM TpaHchopMau
U CMBICIIOOOpa3oBaHusa. B cBOMX HappaTtuBax H
yepe3 HUX, HaYMHAIOLINE apXUTEKTOpHI MepesaloT,
OPUCHTHUPYIOT W BHOCAT aKTUBHEIN BKJIaJd B
NYaIUCTUYECKYI0 TPUPOAY AapXHUTEKTYphl. ITO
IMOHUMAHHUEC HAIpaBJIKACT HAIIC BHUMAaHWC Ha
CTpaTeru, KOTOpPbIE MCIIOJIB3YIOT CTYAEHTHl H
MOJIOABIC CIICIIUAINCTHI, 4TOOBI MOJIYYUTH JOCTYII U
OCTaBaTbCsl WHBECTUPOBAHHBIMU B  KapbepHOM
pocTte, OyIoy4W apXHUTEKTOpaMH. AHAIU3UPYS BCE
BBIIIIECKa3aHHOE, 51 YTBEPXKAAl0, YTO YYACTHHUKH
paccMaTpuBalOT CBOE 00Opa3oBaHWE KaK HEYTO
Oounpliee, yeMm mpocto "oOyueHue" B GpopMarIbHBIX

MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIX  yCIOBHSX. bomee Toro,
CTaHOBUTCS OYEBUAHBIM, 4TO (opMUpOBaHUE
CBSI3HOHM 51 YCTOWUYNBOU APXUTEKTYPHOMI
UJECHTUYHOCTH, TpeOyer, 4TOOBI ObLI0

O6’I)e)II/IHeHI/Ie ACIICKTOB ACATCIBbHOCTU 08/1611111),

Obimb, CMAHOBUMbBCA W NPUHAONENHCAMb- BCE
YEeTBIpe acreKTa npodecCHOHATbEHON
JESITEIIbHOCTH.

OT10T MPOEKT POAOKAET TPaJULIUIO
JIEeMOCTH(UKAITUN (paBo KaX0ro Ha
PEUHTEPIPETANNIO  JIOOBIX  MH(POPMAIIMOHHBIX

MaTepHalioB) apXUTEeKTypHOro oOpazoBanus Kadd
U JIpyTUX y4EHBIX, BBIIBUTABIINX Ha MEPBBIN IUIaH




aspiring architects. It also challenges educators to

redefine “architectural education” more
holistically as a set of interrelated commitments,
experiences, and relationships. These vectors
extend over long periods of one’s life, requiring
periodic

occupational identity. Such a perspective is not

recalibration of architecture as an

expected to be met with resistance within the
architectural community. Indeed, it resonates with
many of the field’s traditions and stated goals,
such as self-education and lifelong learning. Yet, it
imply
practices, as well as curricular and licensure

does that teaching and mentorship
requirements set by institutional and professional

bodies, undergo revaluation to ensure that
architecture’s practices align with its beliefs. It
that

architects—insofar as they reflect the meaning-

also  suggests narratives of aspiring
making and human dimensions of becoming an
architect—be taken into account when evaluating
than

demonstrations of

architectural education (rather only
considering products as
acquired skills or knowledge). Then, the profession
better

equipped to serve its members and, in turn,

of architecture can presumably be

society.

YMO3aK/IIOYeHNUS HAUYMHAIOIUX apXUTEKTOpoB. Bcé
3TO 3acTaBisieT IEJaroroB  0ojee  IeOCTHO
omnpenensaTh "apXHUTEKTypHOe oOpa3oBaHHE" Kak
Habop B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX 00513aTETILCTB,
MEepeKUBAaHUM W OTHOUIEHUM. JlaHHBIE BEKTOPBI
pacnpoCTpaHsOTCAd Ha  JUIMTEIbHBIE NEPHUOABI
JKU3HU, TpeOys MepHOJUYECKUX Iepe3arpy30K B
apXUTEKType KaK npogeccuoHaTbHON
UACHTUYHOCTU. Takas mepcreKkTHBa HE OXKHJAeT,
4TO  ApPXUTEKTYpHOE  COOOIIECTBO  BCTPETHUT
compotuBiieHne. B nelcTBUTENBHOCTH,  3TO
NEPEKIIMKAeTCd € MHOIMMHM  TpPajULUAMU U
3asBJIGHHbIE LI€JM B JTOH o00JacTH, Takue Kak
camooOpa3oBaHue M OOy4YeHHE Ha MPOTHKEHUH
BCEH KH3HHU, TMOJpa3yMeBaeT, 4YTO IPaKTHKa
oOy4eHHsI W HAaCTaBHHYECTBA, a TaKXkKe YydeOHas
mporpaMMa ¥ JIMLEH3UpPOBaHHE TpeOOBaHUH,
YCTaHOBJICHHbIE WHCTUTYITUOHATLHBIMH "
npo(ecCHOHANBHBIMA  OPTraHU3ALUIMU, MPOXOJSAT
NEPEOLEHKY M IOJTBEPXKIAET, YTO IPAaKTHKA
ApPXUTEKTYpPhl COOTBETCTBYET €€ yOeKIeHHUSIM. DTO
TaKK€  Mpeanojiaraer, 4Yro  I[OBECTBOBAHUS
HAUMHAIOIIUX  apXUTEKTOPOB, TOCKOJIBbKY OHH
OTpPakatOT CMBICJIOBBIE U YEJIOBEYECKUE AaCIEKThI
CTaHOBJICHUS Oynyuero apXUTEKTOPA,
YUUTBHIBAIOTCS MPU OOIIEH OLIEHKE apXUTEKTYPHOTO
0o0pa3oBaHus, a HE TOJBKO MPU PACCMOTPEHUU U
JEMOHCTpallMM NPHOOPETEHHBIX HABBIKOB WU
3HaHuid.  Takum  oOpazoMm,  apXHUTEKTypHas
npodeccuss MOKET OBITh JydYllle NPUCIOCOOIeHa
JUIsS CBOETO COOO0IIeCcTBA M 00IIIECTBa, B LIETIOM.
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Looking back now, | can see how the
impetus for this project began many years

00pa3oM (YHKIIMOHAJIILHO OPraHU30BaTh MPOEKT,
KOTOpBIfI MHOT'HMC U3 MOUX YYAaCTHHUKOB OIIHMCAJIN B
CBOMX paccka3ax (II0BECTBOBAHMSIX).

Hakonen, ecTb M y4YaCTHUKH, KOTOpBIE OKa3zaju
Ipyrue (GopMbl MOJAEPKKUA Ha MPOTSHKEHUU Beei
XKU3HM 3TOro npoekra. Croga BXOIAT MOU KOJUIETH
o JToKTopaHType ( ocobas OGmaromapHocTs JPHHEN
Kocnerr- 3a ero BkiaJg B pelakTUPOBaHUE KONMIA),
YJIEHOB JAMCCEPTALIMOHHOTO KOMHUTETa U BCEX, KTO
o0y MeHsl Ha 3TO uccienoBaHue. B vactHocty,
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PYKOBOJCTBO B N Bama
JuccepTalusl MOCIyKUjaa TOJYKOM JJisl pa3BUTHUA
MOEro aJMUHUCTpaTOpam
KOTOpbIE

HavdaJIC IIPOCKTaA.
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MOPYYMJIM MHE TIPeNojaBaTh JIUCHUIUIMHBI Ha
(dakynpTeTe B TCYCHUHU MOCIEAHUX JIET, U, KOHEYHO,
OblT  OBI
Mmue
HEBEPOSATHO MMOBe3N0 (0e3 MpeyBEeTUYeHUs) B TOM,
YTO sI HAXOAWICS B COCTOSHUU OanaHca CBOUX
yCUIIMH Mexay oOydeHueM W ucciefoBaHueM. U,
KOHEYHO e, MOJAepPKKa CO CTOPOHBI MOEH CeMbH

ObL1a 6ecueHHa U OY€Hb MHOM II€HMJIACH. >K8.KJ'II/IH,

TOT MPOEKT, TOBOPS

oe3

OTKPOBEHHO,

HEBO3MOKEH Bameit moanepxku!

HC BO3MOXXHO HE 3aMCTHUTH KaK Thl MIOAACPKUBAJIA U
MOTHUBHPOBAJIa MCHA HA MPOTSXKCHUHU BCETO I3TOTO
npouecca. Crnacu0o!

IIpeauciaosue

Ceiyac, OMISABIBAsACH B MPONLIOE, S TOHUMAI0, YTO
y)K€ MHOTO JIeT Ha3aJ BO3HHUKJIU TMPEINOCHIIKA K
sToMy mnpoekTy. Ilocnme moarux wucciegoBaHU B




ago. After researching architecture schools as
a prospective student for several years, |
recognized the wide range of academic
cultures that exist across the country. | also
noticed how the field defied consistent
classification within academia—sometimes
being affiliated with art or design, other
times with engineering, and sometimes in
urban or environmental studies. Finally, |
became aware of how this diversity of
cultures and values made ranking
architecture schools a problematic, if not
fruitless, endeavor. All this is to say that, by
the time | entered graduate school in 2007,

| was already asking what you might call
internal meta-reflective questions about
architectural education. And this questioning
continued throughout my experience as an
architecture student: as | encountered the
world of studio and the familial bonds it
engendered, | became increasingly drawn to
“architectural theory” as a way of bestowing
architectural projects, including my own,
with the political and ethical gravity | felt the
world deserved. One of my rejected ideas for
a thesis project was looking at twelve
that |

worldviews of the proverbial architect—from

personas believed represented
the artist, to the social activist, to the
prostitute. With little awareness at the time
of the ongoing debates about architecture’s
role in society, this was my way of reconciling
the diversity of identities | had begun
noticing, as personified by members of the
field. Looking back now, what | was also doing

was asking questions about agency and

cpeac apXI/ITeKTypHOf/'I IIKOJBI, s IIOHAJI B TCUCHUU
HCCKOJIBKHUX JICT, YTO Ka4CCTBO ICPCIICKTHUBLI

npodeccun CTy/IeHTa Kak JranasoHa
aKaJeMUYECKON KYyJIbTYphl, CYIIECTBYET IO BCeEil

CTpaHeC. S Takxke 3aMCTUJI, YTO 3TO 6p003.]10 BbI3OB

MIOCJIEI0BATEIbHOMN KJaccupuKanuu B
aKaJIeMMYECKUX Kpyrax - HMHOrJa CBA3aHHBIX C
HWCKYCCTBOM WM  JIM3alHOM, Ipyrue- C

WH)KCHEPHBIMH, a WHOTZIAa M C TOPOJCKUMHU HIIH
HKOJIOTMUECKUMHU uccienoBaHusMu. Hakonen, s
CTaJl 0CO3HABaTh, YTO 3TO Pa3HOOOpPa3ue KyIbTyp H
LEHHOCTEH, JlelaeT pEeHTUHI  apXUTEKTYPHBIM
mKonaM — Oojiee  mpobOieMaTtuyHbIM.  Bcé
O3Hauaer, K MOMEHTY IIOCTYIUIEHUS B
acniupanTypy B 2007 rogy s 3apaBai TO, UTO MOTJIU

9TO
qTo

Obl Ha3BaTb BHYTPECHHHMH MeTa- peIeKCHBHBIMH
BOIIPOCAaMHU 00 apXUTEKTypHOM oOpa3oBanuu. U
3TOT  BOIPOC  3amaBajics

Ha MPOTSAKCHUN

COOCTBEHHOTO ONbITAa B KauyeCTBE CTYJICHTa-
APXHUTEKTOpA: CTOJKHYBIIUCH C MHPOM CTYJIHWH,
MeHsl OoJbllle MpuBIeKana "Teopusi apXUTEKTyphl"
cocoba  JapoBaHUSA  APXUTEKTYPHBIMU
MPOEKTaMH, B TOM YHCIIE€ U CBOEr0 COOCTBEHHOTO,

CBsA3aHHOI'O C MOJIMTHYECKON u 3TUYECKOM

Kak

CEpbE3HOCTBIO, KOTOPOTO, KAk S YyBCTBOBAJI,
3aciayxkuBaeT Mup. OOUH M3 MOMX OTBEPIHYTBIX
UIed JUId JUIUIOMHOIO IIPOEKTa, pacCMaTpUBAIN
KOMHCCHEM B COCTaB€ [BEHAILUATH YEJOBEK,
KOTOpbIE UMENIH COOCTBEHHOE MHUPOBO33PEHUE
aApXUTEKTOpa- OT XYAOXKHHKA JO OOIIECTBEHHOTO
nesTens. B ycnoBusix Hempekpaaumxces 1e6atoB
O pONU apXHUTEKTYpbl B O0OIIEeCTBE, 3TO OBLIO
€IMHCTBEHHBIM crocooom MIPUMEPUTH
pa3HOOOpa3ue HUIECHTUYHOCTEH, KOTOphIE, s Hadall
3aMeyaTh  OJIMIIETBOPSUIM  YYACTHUKH  CIIOpa.
OrnsapIBasiCh Ha3all, s TOXKE 33JaBANICA BOIPOCAMU
0 npodecCUOHANTBHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTHU

U BO3MOKHOCTH MOMOYB TOCTPOUTH COOCTBEHHYIO

poeCCHOHATIBHYIO JINYHOCTD.




professional responsibility, and doing so as a

way of helping construct

professional identity.

my own
After | graduated and started working
professionally full-time, | was struck by
the contradictions and disconnects evident in
architectural discourse and the day-to-day
It felt

progressive

activities of practitioners. like a

profession at once and
conservative, socially conscious on some
important matters and utterly ignorant to
others. Architects could spend hours “navel
gazing” but not about what seemed to be
the most critical questions of our day. Much
like Dana Cuff's (1991) description of her
transition from architectural practitioner to
researcher, these kinds of questions and
disconnects about the role and training of
architects are what drew me back to a
doctoral program. Once there, | embedded
myself in the contemporary discourse of
architecture and soon encountered the
multitude of opinions about how to save
The

general sense amongst critics from within the

architecture from self-destruction.

architectural community over the past
fifteen years or so was that we needed to
take the

capabilities and achievements, and then

stock of discipline’s actual
begin aligning our values with our practices
and processes of reproduction. In other
words, we needed to change not only how
architecture gets made but how architects
get made (and what kinds of architects get
made) in order to save the profession from

becoming irrelevant or powerless.

[Tocie ToOro, Kak s OKOHYMJ y4é0y © Hadai
npodeccHoHabHO paboTaTh MOJHBIA pabouuit
JCHb,  MCHS

0J0JICBAJIN MMPOTHUBOPCUUA nu

pasHorjacuss B BOINPOCAX  apXUTEKTYPHOI'O
JUCKypca (CyTH) B IOBCEJIHEBHOM NPAaKTUKYIOLIEH
JESATEIbHOCTH. DTO OBUIO OJHOBPEMEHHO IOXOXKE
Ha Npodeccuro NporpecCUBHYI0, KOHCEPBATUBHYIO
U COLMAIBbHO CO3HATENIbHYIO, PEUIAIONIYI0 Ba)XKHbIE
Jena Juis OAHMX, M COBEPLICHHO HEHYXHas s
JIpYrux. ApXUTEKTOPBl MOIJIM YyacaMHu '"HaJpbIBaTh
NyNKU', HO HE B KPUTUYECKUX BONPOCAX HAIIETO
Bpemenn. Kak u B onucannu Jlaner Kapd (1991) eé
nepexosa OT NPAKTUKYIOLIEro apXUTEKTopa K
uccieioBaTenato,  Ie BOIIPOCHI
pasHoIJIacHs O POJIM APXUTEKTOPOB U X 00yUYEeHUU
- BOT, YTO MEHsS NpPUBJIEKAIO BEPHYTbCA K
JIOKTOPCKON mporpamme. 31echb, s HOTPY3WICS B

COBPEMEHHBIM apXUTEKTYPHBIA IHUCKYPC M BCKOPE

BO3HHMKAJIN

CTOJIKHYJICSI C MHOXKECTBOM MHEHHUH O TOM, Kak
COXpPaHUTh APXUTEKTYPY OT CaMOYHHMUYTOXEeHHU:A. B
o0uieM MHEHMM KPUTUKOB M3 apXUTEKTYpHOTO
cooO1ecTBa 3a MocjaeaHNue MATHAAATE WK OoJee
ner, OblT  moABEAEH  UTOT  (PAKTHYECKHX
BO3MOKHOCTEM M JOCTIDKEHUM, a 3aTeM, TOJBLKO,
COIJIACOBBIBATh HAIIM IIEHHOCTH C

[MpakKTUKaM U IIpoueccaMu

HA4YMHATh
BOCIIPOU3BO/ICTBA.
Jpyrumu ciioBamu, HaM HYXHO ObUIO U3MEHHUTH HE
TOJIBKO TO, KaK cO37a€Tcsd apXUTEKTypa, HO M Kak
MOJIYYaIOTCS ApXUTEKTOPHI (M KaKhe apXUTEKTOPHI),
yTOOBI COXpaHuUBIIeecs npodeccus nepecrana ObITh
HEYMECTHOM Ui 6€CCUITBHOM.




In the course of exploring these ideas
in relation to my own career development, |
realized what | probably already knew deep-
down: that what | most cared about was the
the
researcher’s perspective, | was primarily

education of architect. From a
drawn to how the experience and practice of
teaching and learning architecture reflected

the contradictory function of architecture

schools:
As institutions, schools internalize the
contradiction between reproduction and

production; they have a fundamental stake in
perpetuating their own values and at the same time
an obligation to go beyond themselves in nurturing
new practitioners and new knowledge (Ockman,
2012: p. 29)

| started noting the various discursive ways
that architecture educators tried to resolve or
address this contradiction and realized that |
had already encountered these as an
architecture student and practitioner. The
strongest tropes at the time were that:

1) as
students are the saviors of the profession and

future practitioners, architecture
the world, each of which are in a state of
crisis;

2) one of the greatest values of investing in
architecture school lies in the fact that it
prepares you for any number of careers, not
just conventional practice in architecture,
because design thinking translates to so
many professional contexts; and

3) architecture school is a life- changing
“find their
and knowledge

experience where architects

voice”—but the skills

B XoJie W3yYEHUS 1501 ()7

INPUMCHUTCIIBHO K MOCMY C06CTBCHHOMY

OTHUX

Pa3BUTHUIO Kapbephl, s TIOHAJ, YTO B TITyOHHE
IyIid MeEHsS OOJBIIE BCETO HMHTEPECYET
BOIIPOCHI apXHUTEKTYpHOTro oOpazoBaHus. C
TOYKH 3pEHHs] HCCIEeoBaTeNsi, MEHS B
NEPBYIO OUYEpeIb MPUBIEKIIO TO, KaK OIBIT U
OpenojaBaHuss W HU3Y4YCHUS
ApXHUTEKTYPBI OTpakaJlach B

MPOTUBOPEYUBON (PYHKIIUU apPXUTEKTYPHOU

IIPpAaKTHUKa

IIKOJIBI:

Kax HHCTUTYTBI, MIKOJIBI YCBAUBAKOT
IMIPOTHBOPCUYHA MCKOY IIPOCKTaMHU n Hux
IMPONU3BOJACTBCHHBIM BOIINIOOICHHUEM, OHH

IIPUHLUIIAAIBHO 3aUHTEPECOBAHBI B COXPAHEHUHU
COOCTBEHHBIX [IEHHOCTEW U B TO K€ BPEMsl 00S3aHEbI
BBIXOJMTh 3a PAMKH CaMUX ce€0s B BOCIUTaHUU

HOBBIX  HIpakTUKyoomux 3HaHud ( OxmaH,
2012:¢.29)

A Hayall BBIABJIIAITH Ppa3JINIHBIC
JIMCKYPCUBHBIE CIOCOOBI, KOTOPBIMU
NPEenoJaBaTesid  APXUTEKTYpPbl  MBITAIHCH

PELINTh 3TH IPOTUBOPEUMS WU IIOHSUI, YTO
y)K€ CTaJKUBAJICA C HHUMH, KOTrJa ObLI
MIPAKTUKYIOIKUM CTYJECHTOM-apXUTEKTOPOM.
CamMbIMU CUJIBHBIMU B TO BpeMs ObUIH
CIEAYIOIIUE TPOTUBOPEYUHS:

1) xak OyaymiMe apXMTEKTOPHI - CracaTelu

npodeccun u MHpa B LEITIOM,
MPAKTUKYIOIIHE CTYCHTBI MOTYT
HaXOJUThCS B COCTOSTHUM KPU3HCA;

2) oaHa W3 BEIMYAWIIUX IIEHHOCTEH

WHBECTUPOBAHUS B apXUTEKTYPHOH IIKOJE,
3aKJIF0YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO OHA TOTOBUT Bac k
J000My KOJMYeCcTBY mpodeccuil, a He

TOJIBKO K  OOBIYHOM  MpaKTHKE B
4TO

KO

apXUTEKType,  IOTOMY IU3aiH-

MBbBIITJICHUEC IMPUMCHUMO MHOI'UM

poeCCHOHATEHBIM KOHTEKCTaM;




required for professional practice

acquired almost entirely through on-the-job

are

training. Attentive to how these tropes
might serve a very practical purpose within
the marketplace of higher education, |
the
experience of architectural education on an

wondered how they related to

individual level. Having been one myself not
too long ago, | wanted to understand how
aspiring architects navigate the transition
into, through, and out of architecture school
into the profession. How do they make sense
of this process, not abstractly but for their
own lives and personal values?

As an early exploration into my project, |
began mining rhetoric from administrators about
architecture school today. From public lectures,
interviews, and other available publications, | came
to recognize a certain gap in their descriptions of
professional education. They told you the kinds of
students who come to their particular program, the
kinds of students who succeed, and the ideal kinds
of graduates and future practitioners that their
school aims to foster—but there was rarely any
accounting for the personal transformations that
occur along the way. In other words, they told a
certain narrative of architecture school that, while
based on the theme of personal transformation
and with a clear setting and cast of characters, did
not actually include any plot line. Furthermore, the
fact that these narratives were generic, third-
person stories meant that they lacked authenticity,
details, or even credibility—the sort of qualities that
first- person stories would offer. Similarly, findings
from surveys of architecture students and
graduates, though valuable, were detached from
the

respondents.

trajectories and contextual factors of

3) apXuTekTypHas IIKOJa- 3TO  OOJBINOI
JKU3HEHHBIN OIBIT, KOT/Ia apXUTEKTOPHI "oOpeTaroT
rojsioc" B TpeOyeMblX HaBbIKAX M 3HAHUAX IS
npodeccuoHanbHOM rae
MOJIHOCTBIO IPUOOPETAIOT B Ipoliecce 00y4eHUs U
0e3 oTpbIBa OT MIPOU3BOJICTBA.

I[aHHBIe CTCPCOTHUIIBI

ITPaKTHKH, IIO4YTH

MOTYT CILYKHTb

IPAKTUYECKMM  LEJIM  HA  PBIHKE  BBICLIETO
00pa3oBaHus, I MOXKET 331aThCs BOIIPOC: KAK OHU
CBSI3aHBI C OIBITOM APXUTEKTYPHOTO OOpa3OBaHHSA

Ha HWHAUBUAYAJIbBHOM YPOBHC. He Ttak JaBHO, s

XOTel  MOHATh,  HACKOIBKO  YCTPEMIIEHHBII
APXUTEKTOpP  MOXET  OpPUEHTHUPOBATHCS  MPHU
nepexojie U3  apXUTEKTypHOH  IIKOJbI, €&

OKOHYaHUs B mpodeccruoHanbHylo cpeny. Kak oHu
(aQpXUTEKTOPBI) TMOCTUTAIOT JTOT MPOIECC, He
aOCTpakTHO, a IPOHMKAasT B JKU3Hb C CBOUMHU
npodeccuoHaNIbHBIMU KauecTBaMu?

Ha pannem 3tarie ncciaenoBaHusi CBOETro MPOEKTa, s
CTall TOBOPUTh O MaifHuHTe (Tpouecc "moObrun"
BUPTYaIbHBIX JEHET) OT aJMUHUCTPATOPOB IO
NOBOJy ApXUTEKTypHOM IIKOJBl ceroxHsa. W3
nyONMYHBIX  JIEKUUH, MHTEpPBbIO W JPYrux
JOCTYIHBIX MyONMKalUi, s MPUIIET K BBIBOAY, YTO
B ONHCAaHUM MPOQPECCHOHANBHOIO 00pa3oBaHUs
HMEETCS Taxk,

OnpeAenéHHbId  MpoOel.

NpuxoasaAmuec TOJIBKO Ha KOHKPETHBLIC

eCTh
CTYJICHTHI,
POrpaMMBbl O0yUYEHUS, IPYTUE CTYACHTHI YCIICTIIHBI
BO MHOTOM, €CTh UJ€AJIbHbIC TUIIBI BHIMTYCKHUKOB H
OyAylIMX TMPaKkTUKOB, KOTOPBIX JaHHAS IIKOJIa
CTpeMuJIach BOCIUTHIBATh, HO €CTh PEIKUE CIydaw,
KOT'Jla KTO-TO YYUTBIBAET JIMYHBIC TpeoOpa3oBaHus,
MIPOUCXOIAIINE HA 3TOM MyTH. [[pyrumu ciioBamw,
OHH 108eCme08aiu O MIKOJIEe apXUTEKTYPHI, YTO Ha
OCHOBE 3TOW TeMBI MX JIMYHAS TpaHChHOpMaIUs C
YE€TKUM CcemmuHeom (OKpyJiceHuem) W HAOOPOM
nepcouadicell, Ha CaMOM JIelie He BKIIIOYaeT JTH00YI0
crooicemnyto TuHUIO. bonee Toro, TOT Gakt, 4TO ATH
pacckasbl ObUTH OOIIMMHU HUCTOPUSMHU OT TPETHETO
JIUIla,  O3HAyalo, 4YTO WM  HE  XBaTajio
JIOCTOBEPHOCTH, JIETAJICW W KadecTBa, KOTOpPHIE B
MIEPBYIO odepesb OBl
AHaOTUYHBIM ~ 00pa3oM, pe3yJbTaThl OIPOCOB
CTYACHTOB- apXUTEKTOPOB u CTY/ICHTOB

3aNHTCPECOBAIN




My early review of scholarship on architectural education
revealed a dearth of empirical studies on the experience
of becoming an architect. In addition to the general lack
of empirical studies on pedagogy, curriculum, learning,
and teaching in architecture, there was almost no
research on the experience of being an architecture
student. Many critics have noted this lacuna and the
possible reasons for its continued existence. For instance,
unlike other disciplines, architectural education never
adopted an approach by which it operates using a
feedback loop guided by empirical research. Meanwhile,
the notion that education is a process of socio- cognitive
learning and human transformation is currently sweeping
through other disciplines, reorienting educational
research questions and methodologies in the hopes of
informing teaching and learning practices. Thus, early in
this project, | was keen to produce a manuscript that
could be useful for educators without a background in
qualitative research methods or contemporary theories
of higher education. As a teacher of aspiring architects
myself, | would want to know how this work might inform
my own day-to-day activities and approach to education.
Indeed, | could judge the value of my research project
upon how much it informs my own educational

perspective and practices.

the architectural

education community—including my past, present,

My position within
and future identities—makes me a “stakeholder” in

better understanding how one becomes an

BBIITYCKHUKOB, XOTS U UMENU IEHHOCTh, HO OBLIH
OTOPBaHBl OT TPACKTOPUH U KOHTEKCTYaTbHBIX
(haKkTOpOB PECIIOHICHTOB.

Moit  paHHmMii  0030p APXUTEKTYPHOMY
00pa30BaHUIO BBIBUI HEJOCTATOK SMIUPHUYECKUX
(MOMy4YeHHBIX W3 OMbITa) JAHHBIX HCCIEIOBAHUS B

10

obnactu cmanosnenus apxumexmopa. Ilomumo
00IIero OTCYTCTBUS SMIUPUYECKUX HCCIICAOBAHHMA
10 TIearoruKe, YYeOHBIM MporpaMmam, 00yYSHHIO
U TIPENOJaBaHUI0 B OOJIACTH apPXUTEKTYPbI, OUYTH
He OBUIM MCCIIEOBaHbI MPO(HECCHOHAIBHBIE OIBITHI
CTYACHTOB-apXUTEKTOPOB. ~ MHOrue  KpUTHKH
OTMETHJIU 3TOT NMPOOEN U BO3MOXKHBIE IPUUUHBI €T0
JTAJIBHEUIIIETO Hampumep, B

OTIIMYHE OT APYrux npodeccuii, B apXUTEKTypHOM

CYILICCTBOBAHUA.

00pa30oBaHMM HMKOTJa HE MPUMEHsUICA MOAXO[,
OCHOBaHHBIM Ha HUCIOJb30BaHUU OOpATHON CBS3H,
PYKOBOJACTBYSICBAMIMPUYECKUMHU UCCIIEIOBAHUSMM.

Mexny Tem, TpeACTaBICHHE O TOM, YTO
o0Opa3oBaHue- 3TO nporecc COLIMAJIbHO-
HKOHOMUYECKUH, KOTHUTHBHBIN (u3yuenwue,
OCO3HaHHE), TJIeé TMPOUCXOAUT TpaHCcPopMaIHs

4eJOBEKa B HACTOALIEE BpEMs, MEPEOPHEHTAIHS
BOIPOCOB M METOJI0JIOTHI MCCIIeJOBaHUS B 00JIaCTH
oOpa3oBaHusi J1aéT OOJBIIYIO HaJCKIy Ha
MH(OPMHUPOBAHHOCTh B MPAKTHKE MPENOAABaHUS U
oOyuenusa. Takum oOpa3oM, B Hayajge »3TOro
MPOEKTa 5 CTPEMMUJICS CO3/IaTh PYKOIHChH, KOTOpast
MOXET OBITh IOJEe3Ha HE
UMEIOIMM OIbITa HCCIIEOBAHHUS KaueCTBEHHBIMU
METOAaMU B COBPEMEHHOM TEOpHUH  BBICIIETO

06p330BaHI/I}I. Kak IpenoaaBarciib Yy HAYMHAKOIINUX

ImpernoaaBaTeiIsaM,

apXUTEKTOPOB, S OYEHb XOTEN 3HaTh, KaK 3Ta
paboTa MOXET MOBJIUATH HAa MOIO IOBCEIHEBHYIO
JeSITeIbHOCTh M MOAXO0/ K 0o0pazoBaHuio. B camom
nene, s MOT CYAMTb O IIEHHOCTH CBOErO
HCCJIEI0BATEIBCKOTO IIPOEKTA [0 TOMY, HACKOJIBKO
OH uHpOpMHpPYeT B MOEH MpakTUKE H

06pa3OBaTCHBHOﬁ TMEPCIICKTUBC.

Moé monoxkeHne B COOOIIECTBE apXHTEKTYPHOTO
00pa3zoBaHusl, BKIIIOYasi MOE TMPOILIOE, HACTOSIIEE
u Oynymiee- nenmaeT MeHs '"3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIM
aunoM" B JIydllleM MOHMMaHWM TOro, Kak CTaTh




Much
“insider-outsider”

like Dana Cuff described her
relation to her

architect.
position in
research on architectural culture, my identity can
roughly be characterized as having one foot in (as
an instructor) and one foot out of architecture (as
someone who once practiced professionally).
Though | often feel like an interloper, | must
remember that | am very much a product of the
very processes | study. Indeed, my initial interest in
the topic of architectural education and culture
emerged from experiencing the process of becoming
an architect firsthand and noticing certain oddities,
challenges, and contradictions. And my decision to
conduct research on this topic was primarily based
on the fact that, as an aspiring educator, | wanted
to better
beyond my personal experience. Yet, part of the

understand architectural education
motivation for listening and telling narratives of
becoming an architect also had to do with coming
to terms with my own life story and those from my
social circles. When so many individuals who enter
the field are eventually faced with existential crises
stemming from a misalignment between their
aspirations and reality, how do those who continue
in the field do

disillusionment or frustration?

so without succumbing to

As far as conducting a case study on a
program inside the very institution with which | am
affiliated, | did my best to remain objective. Yet, my
own identity has unquestionably been shaped by
this very context, just as my teaching and research
contributions have shaped, to a slight degree, the
professional program | studied. Moreover, | have
developed attitudes about the program apart from
any formal research activity. As several participants

apxutekropoMm. [lomobno tomy, ka [ana Kadd
omnmcaia CBOIO MO3UIMIO "HHCalep-ayTcaiinep”, B
OTHOLUIEHMH K O3TOMy IO  MCCIEJ0BAHUIO
ApXUTEKTYpPHOH KYJbTYPbI, MOI HJIECHTHUYHOCTb
MOJKHO OXapaKTEepU30BaTh KaK (s HHCTPYKTOp), HO
OJIHOW HOroW BHE AapXHUTEKTyphl (KaKk 4YelOBEK,
KOTOPBIii KOTJa-TO IIPAKTUKOBAI
npodeCCHOHATIBHO). XOTA 51 OPOH YYBCTBYIO CeOs
HapylIUTEIeM, JOJDKEH BCerga IOMHMTb, YTO
ABJIAIOCH IPOAYKTOM TEX IPOLIECCOB, KOTOpBIE 5
u3yyaro. [IeHCTBUTENBHO, MOH II€PBOHAYAJIbHBIN
MHTEpEC 0 TeMEe APXUTEKTYPHOIo 00pa3oBaHUS U
KyJIbTYpbl, BO3HHKJIM U3 HEHNOCPEICTBEHHOI'O
OIbITa CTAHOBJICHUS APXUTEKTOPA, I/I€ 3aMeUaroTCs
HEKOTOpBIC MPOOJIEMBI Moé

pPEemICHUC TPOBECTU UCCICAOBAHUEC 10 3TOM TEMC, B

h  [OPOTHBOPCUHUA.

MIEPBYIO OYEpe/lb, OCHOBBIBAIUCH HAa TOM (paKTe,
YTO KaK HAYMHAIOUIMK MpenojaBaTeNib, S XOTEl
MTOHSITh

Jayyie KaKOBO

00pa3oBaHue 3a Npe/IeiaMi MOETO JINYHOTO OIIbITA.

APXUTEKTYpHOE

Tem He MCHEC, YaCTb MOTHBAUWUHU CJHIylIaTb U
pacCka3biBaTb UCTOPHUU O  TOM, CTaThb
APXUTCKTOPOM, TAaKXC ObLIa CBs3aHa C
MNPpUMUPCHUCM Moel COOCTBEHHOU HCTOPUH KHU3HU

KakK

Y UCTOPUSIMH M3 MOMX COIIMAIbHBIX Kpyros. Korma
TaK MHOTO JIIOJIEH, BBIXOASAIIMX B D3TO TIOJIE
JIeATETLHOCTH, B KOHEYHOM UTOTE CTAKHUBAIOTCS C
AK3UCTEHIIUATLHBIMUKPU3UCAMHU(TICUXOJIOTUYECKUM
TUCKOMGOPTOM), MPOUCTEKAIOIIUM oT
HECOOTBETCTBUSI MEXJYy UX CTPEMIICHUSIMU U
peaNnbHOCThIO, KaK IMOCTYNAIOT T€, KTO MPOAOKAET
pabotatb B 9TOM 00MaCTH HE MOAABAsICh

pa3ouapoBaHUIO?

Yro
HACCIIEIOBAHUS

KacacTcAa IMPOBEACHUA TEMAaTHYCCKOI'O

BHYTPH
yupexaeHus rae paboTato, s 1enai BcE BO3MOXKHOE,
4yTOOBI OCTaBaThcs OOBEKTUBHBIM. TeM HE MeHee,
MOsl COOCTBEHHasi JIMYHOCTb, HECOMHEHHO, OblLia
chopMHpOBaHa UMEHHO 3TUM KOHTEKCTOM, TaK e

MOEH  MpOrpaMMbl

KakK 158 MOoHnu HpeHOJIaBaTeJ'II)CKI/Ie 158
HUCCIIEN0BAaTEILCKHE paboThI o TOU
MpoeCCHOHAIBHONW ~ TIporpamMme,  KOTOPYyO s
m3ydan. bomee Toro, y MeEHs  CIIOXHIOCH




noted, events likeexhibitions of student or faculty
work can be viewed as public performances of
program identity, and | was a frequent “critical
consumer” of such performances before and
throughout the study. All of this is to acknowledge
my position relative to the case study context. This
certainly does not disqualify my interpretations, as
all researchers bring their own biases to the table
that inform their work. However, | tried to do my
best to wundertake this research and make
interpretive claims that supported the ultimate aim
of shedding light on the experience of architectural

education as expressed by the participants.

Chapter 1: Introduction

An architect is not trained. An architect is
something you become.

Wingard, Nilsson, Schuman, & Ljundberg,
2011:p.2

More than in many other jobs, being a

successful architect means not only

knowing but being.
-Stevens, 1999: p. 55

Professionally, there are so many different
trajectories our students encounter while
at school and as soon as they graduate. It
can be challenging to know
where to go, what to do and who to
become.

-Andraos, quoted in Taylor-Hochberg,

ONnpeieIEHHOE OTHOIIEHHE K MPOorpamMme, MOMUMO
dbopManbHOW HCCIENOBATEIIBCKONW JIEATEITHBHOCTH.
Kak oTMeTwiM HECKOJBKO Y4YaCTHUKOB, TaKue
MEpPONPUITHSI, KaK BBICTABKH PabOT CTY/IEHTOB WJIH

npenoz[aBaTenefI, AOJDKHBI paCCMAaTpHUBATBCA KaK

myOJIMYHBIC BBICTYTUICHHS MPOTpaMMBbI
UJIEHTUYHOCTH, U sI ObIBa 4YacThIM '"KPUTHUKOM"
TUX BBICTYIUICHHMA Ha TPOTSHKEHHUH  BCETO
uccienoBanuss. Bcé 3TO  mOATBEPKIAAET MO0
MO3UIINI0 OTHOCUTEIIBHO KOHTEKCTa TEMATHYSCKOIO
HCCIICAOBAHUS. 970, 0e3yCI0BHO, HE
TUCKBaNU(UIIUPYET MOH UHTEPIIPETALIHH,
MOCKOJIKY BCE€ HCCIIEOBaTeid BHOCST CBOM
COOCTBEHHEIE npenyoeKIeHus B TabIUIy

uH(hOopMUPOBaHUS O TIpoenanHoi padboTte. OnHaKo,
g TocTapajics ciaeilaTb BCE BO3MOXKHOE, YTOOBI
IIPOBECTHU
WHTEPIPETUPYIONIUE  YTBEPKICHHUS,
NOAJEPKUBATIM KOHEYHYIO IIEJb

9TO HUCCICIOBAHUC n

KOTOpbIE
0 MHEHHIO

Y4aCTHHUKOB - IMPOJINTh CBCT Ha OIIBIT

aApUTEKTYPHOTO 00pa3oBaHUS.

I'maBa 1: Beenenue
ApxuTekTop He oOyuyaeM. ApPXUTEKTOp- 3TO
TOT, KEM OH CTAaHOBUTKCS.
- Bunrapa Hunbcon, lyman u Jlronn6epk, 2011:
c.2
BBITh ycrenmHbsIM apXUTEeKTOPOM 3TO OOJIbIIE,
yeM OBITh Ha JAPYrHX JOJDKHOCTSX, BEIb OH HE
TOJIKO 3HAET, HO U CYIIECTBYET.
- CtuBenc, 1999: c.55
B mnpodeccuonanbHOM IUIaHE HAIM  YYEHUKH
CTaJIKUBAIOTCS c MHOECTBOM pa3HBIX
JKU3HEHHBIX TPAaeKTOpUM B IIKOJIE W TOCie €€
OKOHYaHUsI, TaK CJIOXKHO 3HATh KyJa HATH , YTO

ACJIaTh U KEM CTaTh.

- Andraos, uutupyercs mo Taylor-Hochberg,




2015

1.1 Positioning the Project Aims within
Architecture’s Contemporary Contex

As the above quotations imply, embarking on the
path of a career in architecture means cultivating an
architectural identity, of which there are many.
Adopting such an identity requires more than
acquiring the requisite knowledge and skills to
practice professionally. Such abilities— the doing
aspect of design practice—constitute only part of
the equation. In actuality, becoming an architect is
largely a meaning-making experience, whereby
aspiring architects must periodically recalibrate their
expectations, aspirations, and sense of self against
the field’s They

inevitably encounter a certain tension that exists

pluralistic cultural landscape.
between the discipline’s almost tribal insistence on
upholding its academic rituals and the incessant
calls for new architectural ways of being. Likewise,
the entangled and dynamic relationship between
architecture schools and the profession is palpable in
just about all aspects of education. Gaining a sense
of belonging to the local and global architectural
communities is essential to navigating architectural
education, yet the meaning-making process is
highly personal given that it is separable from
one’s life history and individual value system.
Indeed, a certain level of psychological resilience is
required to remain invested in a career path
comprised of so many myths and contradictions.
Arguably the most effective strategy for making
sense of architectural education, and therefore
remain invested in the career path, is narrative:
through personal stories, aspiring architects find
ways of connecting their past, present, and future
selves, along with the interrelated dimensions of
their emerging architectural identities.

2015.

1.1 Io3unmorupoBaHue 1EJIEU IPOEKTA B

COBPEMCHHOM KOHTCKCTC apXUTCKTYPbI

Kax CICAYyET U3 HpI/IBe,Z[éHHBIX BbIIIC IMTAT,

HA4yajo0 Kapbepbl B apXUTEKType O3HAYAET:
KYJIbTUBUPOBAHUS apXUTEKTYPHOU UIEHTUYHOCTH
MHOTO. [TpuHSTHE TakOW MASHTUYHOCTH TpeOyer
Oonpiero, 4yem NpuOOpeTeHHE HEOOXOIUMBIX
3HaHUM M HaBBIKOB s Npo(ecCHOHANbHOM
OpakTUKU. Takylo CIOCOOHOCTB- denaem aCHEKT
JU3aiiHa MPAKTUKH, YTO COCTABJISIET JIMIIb YacTh
aTOro ypasHeHus. Ha camoM nene cmawnosnenue

apXUTEKTOpa - 3TO B 3HAYUTEIBHOW CTEIECHU
CMBICII000pa3yIoLil

Ha4YWHaromme

OIIBIT, IMO3TOMY

APXUTEKTOPHI JTOJKHBI
NEPUOIMIECKU MePecMaTpUBaTh CBOM OXKHIAaHUS,
CTpEMJIEHUSI ¥ CaMOOIIYIICHHE
IUTIOPAIUCTUYECKOW  MOJUTHKM  KYJIbTYPHOM
#u3HU. U, Hem3OexxHo, OyayT CTaJKuUBaTbCsS C
oTpeieNEHHBIM HanpsHKeHHEM, KOTOpOe
CYIIECTBYET MEXTy co0JIr0ICHHEM

AKaICMUYCCKUX YCTOCB MW HEIIPCKpalarOMIUMUCA

IIPOTHUB

MpU3bIBAMH K HOBBIM apXUTEKTYPHBIM CIOCOOaM
Ovimus. TOYHO Tak >Ke, Kak 3allyTaHHbIE, HO
JTUHAMHUYHbBIE OTHOLLIEHUS MEXIY apXUTEKTYpPHOH
MIKOJIOH M camoi mpodeccueid, KOTopble OYECHb
OLYyTUMBl TPAaKTHYECKH BO BCEX aCHEKTax
o0pa3oBaHusl. [Tonyuenune 4yBCTBa
NPUHAOIeHCHOCmU K MECTHBIM H TJIOO0ATbHBIM
ApXUTEKTYPHBIM COOOIIECTBAM, OUYEHb Ba)KHO IS
HABUTAIlMM B apXUTEKTYPHOM 00pa30BaHUU, HO
MPOIIECC CMBICTIO00Pa30BaHUs HOCUT CYTry0o
JIMYHBIN XapakTep, yYUTbIBasA, YTO OH HEOTJEIUM

OT UCTOPUH >KU3HHU U MHAMBUAYAIbHOMN

CUCTEMBI LICHHOCTEH.

JleficTBUTEIBHO, OINpeeIEHHBIN YPOBEH
MICUXOJIOTUYECKOM CTOMKOCTH HEOOXOaUM, YTOO
IIPOJIOJIKATh CBOW KapbEepPHBIN IyTh, COCTOALIUN

13 MHOTUX MHUGOB U npotuBopeunii. [loxanyi, camag
s dexTuBHAS cTparerus OCMBICTICHH
apXUTEKTYpHOro 00pa30BaHuUs, a 3HAYUT, U €€ BKJIQ
B KapbEepHBIM POCT,

HOCUT TIIOBECTBOBATCIIbHB]




While any form of education can be understood as a
process of self-transformation, this becomes a
particularly salient perspective for understanding
architectural  education  today. Architecture
departments are increasingly faced with a host of
pressures from their academic institutions and the
profession. On the one hand, there is anxiety about
declining enrollment, leading to a nationwide

communications campaign and new online

recruitment tools that tout an architectural
education as a way to ultimately “find fulfillment”
and “make an impact,” whether or not that means
becoming a licensed architect.! On the other hand,
the profession has concerns about the general
apathy towards obtaining licensure among recent
graduates, in addition to longstanding concerns
about professional competency. Finally, there is fear
within the architectural community at large that the

profession is becoming obsolete while the social.

! Here, | am referring to the recently launched site
www.studyarchitecture.com, as well as the 2014 study
funded by the Association of Collegiate Schools of
Architecture (ACSA) that hired a marketing research
firm to collect and analyze the perspectives of
prospective, current, and former architecture
students:

In light of concerns about drops in enrollment and
negative press about career options for graduates, the
ACSA board agreed in 2014 to make responding to
these issues a priority and to develop a
communications campaign for our member
schools...The research project sought to understand
how students, parents, and other influencers perceive
the value of architecture education and architecture as
a career. Our objective is to translate these research
results for use in positioning architecture more
effectively in the higher education marketplace
(Edwards & Co., 2015).

XapakTep: Yepes JINYHbIE PACCKA3bl, I HAYMHAIOLINE
APXUTEKTOPhl HAXOJAT CIIOCOOBI COCTUHHUTH CBOE

npomwioe,  HacTodmiee M Oydymiee — co
B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIMU U3MEpPEHUSIMU ux
dbopmupyromencs APXUTEKTYpPHOU
UJCHTUYHOCTBIO.

XoTs mo0yro Gopmy 00pa3oBaHUS MOKHO
paccMaTpuBaTh Kak MPOLECC caMoTpaHc(hOpMaIlHH,
3TO CTAaHOBHTCS 0OCOOEHHO Ba)KHO Ui TTOHUMAaHHUS
NEPCIEKTUBBI APXUTEKTYPHOTO 00pa30BaHuUs
CeroJHs. ApXUTEKTypHbIe (aKyIbTEThI BCE Yalle
CTAJIKMBAIOTCS ¢ OOJIBIIUM JaBJICHUEM CO CTOPOHBI
CBOMX aKaJIeMHYEeCKUX HHCTUTYTOB. C OIHOMA
CTOPOHBI, €CTh OIIACEHHUS 110 MIOBOAY COKpAICHHS
Habopa, BeAyHIMX K OOIIEHAIMOHATIBHON
KOMMYHHUKAIIHOHHOW KaMITaHUU W HOBBIM
WHCTPYMEHTaM OHJIaliH- HaiiMa, KOTOPbIE
PEKIIaMUPYIOT apXUTEKTYPHOE 00pa3oBaHue KaK
CH0CO0 «peaan30BaTh CE0s» U «OKa3aTh BIMSHHUEY,
HO O3HA4YaeT JIM 3TO CTATh JIMIIEH3UPOBAHHBIM
apxutexkropoM. (1) C npyroii croponsl, npodeccus
o0ecriokoeHa o011el anaTueil K MoJy4eHuIo
JIMIIEH3UN Cpeid HeITaBHUX BBITYCKHUKOB, B
JIOTIOJTHEHHE K JABHUM OIACEHUSIM TI0 TIOBOILY
npodecCHoHAIbHONW KoMIleTeHTHoCcTU. Hakowerr,
€CTh CTpax BHYTPU apXHUTEKTYpHOTO COOOIIECTBa,
YTO 3Ta MpOo(eccHst yCTapeBaeT, B TO BpeMs Kak
coLlMalbHAsl CTOJIMIA apXUTEKTOpa IoLUIa Ha
yOBLIb.

(1) 3nech st Mero B BUly HEIABHO 3aIlylEHHBIH
caiir www.studyarchitecture.com, a Taxxe
uccinenoanre 2014 r., dunancupyemoe
Acconpannei yHuBepCUTETCKUX HIKOJ
apxutektypsl (ACSA), koTopas Hassa Gupmy
MapKETHHTOBBIX HCCIICIOBAaHU I cOopa H
aHaJM3a MepPCIEeKTUBbI OyYIINX, HBIHEITHUX U
OBIBIINX CTYJCHTOB-aPXUTEKTOPOB:
B CBETE OINACEHMI MO MOBOAY COKPALICHHUS
npreMa M HeTaTUBHOW MH(OpMAIU B TIpecce
0 KapbepHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTSIX BBITYCKHHUKOB, B
2014 rony mpaBnerne ACSA npuHSIIO peleHue
ClIeNaTh PelIeHne 3TUX MPodJIeM MPUOPUTETHOM
3aaueil ¥ pa3paboTaTh KOMMYHHUKALIUIO
KaMIIaHWsl U1 YJICHOB-IIKOJBIL. .. L{enbio



http://www.studyarchitecture.com/

HCCIIEIOBATENbCKOr0 POEKTa ObLII0 TOHUMAaHKe-
KaK yJaluecsi, poJAUTENIH U JPYTUE BIUSATEIbHbBIE
JUIA LEHIT apXUTEKTypHOEe 00pa3oBaHUE U
apXUTEKTYpy KaK JIM4YHYIO Kapbepy. Hama nens
3aKJIFOYAeTCsl B TOM, YTOObI HCIIOIb30BaTh
pe3yabTaThl ATHX HCCIEIOBaHUN Asi Oojee

3¢ (HEeKTUBHOTO UCIIOJIBL30BAHUS B ApXUTEKTYPHOM
00pa30BaHUM U TO3UIIMOHUPOBAHUSA €€ B BBICIIINX

y4eOHBIX 3aBEJICHUSIX 00pa30BaTEILHOIO PHIHKA (
Edwards & Co., 2015).




Twenty-five years ago, in 1991, Dana Cuff
published Architecture: A Story of Practice in
which she asked “What is the metamorphic
into the
the
community across the United

transformation of the
architect?”

architectural

layperson
Interviewing members of

States, she crafted a compelling narrative that
described architecture’s sociocultural milieu.
Most notably, she revealed certain schisms,
dilemmas, and contradictions integral to the
architectural community and the architect’s role
in society. For instance, individuals are often
initially attracted to architecture based on
images of professional practice that they later
learn are illusory. This project revisits many of
the themes from Cuff’s book, although the story
is set in a new historical context. The central
tension in architectural culture that she exposed
between ideology and action, belief and practice,
continues to hold. Yet, a host of structural and
cultural changes within and beyond architecture
the
reexamination of architectural education. While

over past 25 years necessitates a
the purview and boundaries of architectural
the

about

practice have broadened and blurred,
profession is increasingly worried
becoming obsolete. The demand on architecture
schools, therefore, is to continue attracting
future practitioners and educate them to
practice competently, on the one hand, and
imagine unprecedented modes of practice, on

the other.

In order to enrich and update Cuff’s story, this
project incorporates new understandings of higher
that
foreground holistic and transformative dimensions.

education and professional development

For instance, | apply occupational therapy’s notion
of “occupation” as a framework to conceptualize

how humans engage in activities, make

commitments, and belong to various social

communities in various ways that form self-

JBanuate nsth aeT Hazand, B 1991 rony, lana
Kadpd onyOmukoBana Apxumexmypa: ucmopus
npakmuku , TAe €t Obl1 3amaH Bompoc "KakoBo
MeTamMop(udeckoe MpeBpalieHne oObIBaTeNs B
apxutekrtopa?" omparmBas YJICHOB
apxutektypHoro coobmecrsa CHIA, ona co3pana
yOequTeNlbHOE  TOBECTBOBAaHHE,  OMMCHIBAIOIIEE
COIIMOKYJIbTYPHYIO ~ Cpely  apXWUTEeKTypel. B
YaCTHOCTH, OHA BBISIBUJIA ONpEAENEHHBIE PACKOJIbI,
JTAJIEMBI u MIPOTUBOPEYHS, MIPHUCYIIHE
ApPXUTEKTYPHOMY COOOIIECTBY U POJIU apXUTEKTOpa
B obOmecrBe. Hampumep, mogeit 3audacrtyio
IpUBJIEKAET  apXWUTEKTypa,  OCHOBaHHAas  Ha
npodeccuoHanbHbIX 00pa3ax, KOTOPbIE OHU Y3HAIOT
U3 TPaKTUKHA, CTAHOBUTCA WJUIIO30PHOU. DTOT
MPOEKT IEePECMATPUBACT MHOTHE TEMbl M3 KHUTH
Kadd, xors ucropus pa3BopauuBaeTcs B HOBOM
HUCTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE. LenTpansHoe
MPOTUBOPEYHE B  APXUTEKTYPHOUW  KYIbTYpe,
KOTOpO€ OHa OOHApYyXHWJIa MEKIY HACOIOTHEH U
NeicTBHEM, Bepa U MpaKTUKa MO-TIPEKHEMY
ocralorcs B cuie. TeM He MeHee, MHOYKECTBO
CTPYKTYPHBIX U KYJIbTYPHBIX U3MEHEHUN BHYTPH H
3a mpeAesaMu apXUTEKTyphl 3a MOCIeAHHue 25 JIET,
TpeOyroT [IEpeECMOTpa APXUTEKTYPHOTO
oOpazoBanus. B TO Bpems, Kak T'paHHIIbI
APXUTEKTYPHOU TMPAKTUKU PACIIUPHUIUCH U CTaIH
pa3MbIThl, JOaHHas Tnpodeccuss Bc€  OobIe
0ecroKouTcst 0 ToM 4ToOBI He ycrapeTb. Crpoc Ha
APXUTEKTYpHBIE IIKOJBI, JOJDKEH MPOJ0JDKAThH
MpUBJIEKATh OYyAyIIUX MPAKTUKOB M 00y4aTh HX
KOMIIETCHTHO TPAKTUKOBATh C OJHON CTOPOHBI, W
MIPEJICTaBIISITh OecriperieIeHTHbIE CHocoOBI
IIPAaKTHUKH, C IPYrO¥ CTOPOHBI.

UYrobsl oOoratuth M 00HOBUTH ucTopuio Kadd,
3TOT MPOEKT JOJDKEH BKJIIOUUTH HOBOE IMOHMMaHHE
3HAYEHUS BBICILIETO o0Opa3oBaHUs u
npoeCCHOHATIBHOTO Pa3BUTHUS, KOTOPHIE CTaBSTCA
Ha  TEpBbIM  IJIaH  KaKk  LEJOCTHBIE U
npeoOpasyrome. Hanpumep, s xouy NpUMEHUTbH
noustue '"mpodeccua" B TPyJOBOH Tepanmuu B
KayecTBE OCHOBBI M  KOHIIENTYaJIH3UpOBaTh Kak
JIOJM CMOTYT y4acTBOBaTh B JIEATEIbHOCTH, B3SIB
Ha cebs o0s3arenbcTBA M MPUHAUIEKHOCTh K
Pa3IUYHBIM COILIMAIIEHBIM cooOmiecTBam
pPa3IMYHBIMH  CIIOCO0aMHU, KOTOpbIe (HOPMHUPYIOT




identities and shape their future trajectories.
Adopting these perspectives demands a more
grounded understanding of architectural education
that takes into account how aspiring architects
grapple with the “occupation” of architecture to
develop

theoretical and methodological approaches from

occupational  identities.  Borrowing
research on narrative identity and occupational
engagement, | designed the project as a case study
of the University of Washington’s Masters of

Architecture program.

In- depth interviews with cross-sectional cohorts of
participants (including current students, recent
graduates, and emerging professionals) elicited
narratives of their experience before, during, and
after architecture school. | then analyzed and
assembled these personal narratives, crafting a
that

architectural education as a process of personal

composite narrative ultimately evokes

transformation and meaning-making. In and
through their narratives, aspiring architects render
themselves as navigating and actively contributing
This

understanding directs our attention to the strategies

to architecture’s dualistic nature.
that students and young professionals use to gain
entry into and remain invested in an architectural
career path. Through analysis of this composite
narrative, | reveal how participants view their
than

“learning” in formal institutional settings. Moreover,

education as encompassing more just
it became clear that forming a coherent and resilient
architectural identity required that one’s narrative
integrates aspects of doing, being, becoming, and
belonging—or all four dimensions of occupational
engagement.

This the

demystifying architectural education, by Cuff and

project continues tradition of
other scholars, by foregrounding the voices of

aspiring architects. It also challenges educators to

caMouAeHTHU(UKAINIO U GOPMHUPYIOT UX Oyaymue
Tpacktopuu. I[loHsATHE 3THUX TMEpPCHEeKTUB TpedyeT
Oonee 000CHOBAaHHOTO MMOHUMaHUS
APXUTEKTYPHOTO 00pa3oBaHUs, KOTOPOE JIOJDKHO
VUUTBHIBaTh, KaK HAUYMHAIOIIME  APXUTEKTOPHI
Pa3BUBAIOT CBOIO npodeccCHoHATEHYIO
UJCHTUYHOCTb. 3auMCTBOBaB TEOPETUKO-
METO/JIOJOTUYECKHE TOAXO/Abl K HCCIEIOBaHUSM
HappaTUBHOW (JTMYHOM, BBIpaOATBIBAEMOW MpH
MPOYTEHUN CBOEH JKU3HU B CBETE IMPOU3BEICHUI
KYJIbTYPHOH  Cpejibl) UACHTUYHOCTH U
npodecCHOHATBLHON BOBJICYEHHOCTH, S pazpaborai
JAHHBIA MPOEKT KaK TeMaTUYeCKOE HCCIIEeI0BaHUe
IporpamMMbI MarucTpoB APXUTEKTYPhI
BammHIrToHCKOro YHUBEpCHUTETA.

['myOMHHBIC UHTEPBBIO C TIOMEPEYHBIMH KOTOPTaMH
Y4aCTHHUKOB (BKJIIO‘-I&?I HBIHCHIHHUX CTYACHTOB,
HEIaBHUX  BBIIYCKHUKOB W HAYMHAIOIIUX
MpOo(ECCHOHAIIOB) PACCKa3bIBAIOIIMX O CBOEM
ONBITE 710, BO BpeMs U TIOCJIC apXUTCKTYPHOM
MIKOJIBI. 3aTeM s MPOAHAJIM3UPOBAI U COOpa STH
JIMYHBIC PacCKa3sbl, co3/1aB 00Ilee MOBECTBOBAHME,
KOTOpPOE B UTOTE U XapPaKTEPU3YET apXUTEKTYPHOE
o0Opa3oBaHue Kak Mpollecc JINYHOM TpaHchopMau
U CMBICIIOOOpa3oBaHusa. B cBOMX HappaTtuBax H
yepe3 HUX, HaYMHAIOLINE apXUTEKTOpHI MepesaloT,
OPUCHTHUPYIOT W BHOCAT aKTUBHLIN BKJIad B
NYaIUCTUYECKYI0 TPUPOAY AapXHUTEKTYphl. ITO
IMOHUMAHHUEC HAIpaBJIKACT HAIIC BHUMAaHWC Ha
CTpaTeru, KOTOpPbIE MCIIOJIB3YIOT CTYAEHTHl H
MOJIOABIC CIICIIUAINCTHI, 4TOOBI MOJIYYUTH JOCTYII U
OCTaBaTbCsl WHBECTUPOBAHHBIMU B  KapbepHOM
pocte, OyIoy4W apXHUTEKTOpaMH. AHAIU3UPYS BCE
BBIIIIECKa3aHHOE, 51 YTBEPXKAAl0, YTO YYACTHHUKH
paccMaTpuBalOT CBOE 00Opa3oBaHWE KaK HEYTO
Oounpliee, yeMm mpocto "oOyueHue" B GpopMarIbHBIX

MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHBIX  yCIOBHSX. bomee Toro,
CTaHOBUTCS OYEBUAHBIM, 4TO (opMUpOBaHUE
CBSI3HOHM 51 YCTOWUYNBOU APXUTEKTYPHOMI
UJECHTUYHOCTH, Tpeobyer, 4TOOBI ObLIO0

O6’I)e)II/IHeHI/Ie ACIICKTOB ACATCIBbHOCTU 08/1611111),

Obimb, CMAHOBUMbBCA W NPUHAONENHCAMb- BCE
YEeTBIpe acreKTa npodecCHOHATbEHON
JESITEIIbHOCTH.

OT10T MPOEKT POAOKAET TPaJULIUIO
JIEeMOCTH(UKAITUN (paBo KaX0ro Ha
PEUHTEPIPETANNIO  JIOOBIX  MH(POPMAIIMOHHBIX

MaTepHalioB) apXUTEeKTypHOro oOpazoBanus Kadd
U JIpyTUX y4EHBIX, BBIIBUTABIINX Ha MEPBBIN IUIaH




redefine “architectural education” more
holistically as a set of interrelated commitments,
experiences, and relationships. These vectors
extend over long periods of one’s life, requiring
periodic recalibration of architecture as an
occupational identity. Such a perspective is not
expected to be met with resistance within the
architectural community. Indeed, it resonates with
many of the field’s traditions and stated goals,
such as self-education and lifelong learning. Yet, it
imply

practices, as well as curricular and licensure

does that teaching and mentorship
requirements set by institutional and professional

bodies, undergo revaluation to ensure that
architecture’s practices align with its beliefs. It
that

architects—insofar as they reflect the meaning-

also  suggests narratives of aspiring
making and human dimensions of becoming an
architect—be taken into account when evaluating
than

demonstrations of

architectural education (rather only
considering products as
acquired skills or knowledge). Then, the profession
better

equipped to serve its members and, in turn,

of architecture can presumably be

society.

YMO3aK/IIOYeHNUS HAUYMHAIOIUX apXUTEKTOpoB. Bcé
3TO 3acTaBisieT IEJaroroB 0ojiee  IEIOCTHO
omnpenensaTh "apXHUTEKTypHOe oOpa3oBaHHE" Kak
Habop B3aMMOCBS3aHHBIX 00513aTETILCTB,
MEepeKUBAHUM W OTHONIIECHUW. JlaHHBIE BEKTOPBI
pacnpoCTpaHsOTCAd Ha  JUIMTEIbHBIE NEPHUOABI
JKU3HU, TpeOys MepHOJUYECKUX Iepe3arpy30K B
apXUTEKType KaK npogeccuoHaTbHON
UACHTUYHOCTU. Takas TMepcreKkTHBa HE OXKHJAeT,
4TO  ApPXUTEKTYpHOE  COOOIIECTBO  BCTPETHUT
compoTuBiieHne. B [1eHCTBUTENBHOCTH,  3TO
NEPEKIIMKAeTCd € MHOIMMHM  TpPajULUAMU U
3asBJIGHHbIE LI€JM B JTOH o00JacTH, Takue Kak
camooOpa3oBaHue M OOy4YeHHE Ha MPOTHKEHUH
BCEH KHM3HHU, TOJpa3yMeBaeT, 4YTO MpPaKTHKa
oOy4eHHsI W HAaCTaBHHYECTBA, a TaKXkKe YydeOHas
mporpaMMa ¥ JIMLEH3UpPOBaHHE TpeOOBaHUM,
YCTaHOBJICHHbIE WHCTUTYITUOHATLHBIMH "
npo(ecCHOHANBHBIMA  OPTraHU3ALUIMU, MPOXOJSAT
NEPEOLEHKY M IOJTBEPXKIAET, YTO IPAaKTHKA
APXUTEKTYpPhl COOTBETCTBYET €€ YOeXKIEHUSIM. DTO
TaKK€  Mpeanojiaraer, 4Yro  I[OBECTBOBAHUS
HAUMHAIOIIUX  apXUTEKTOPOB, TOCKOJIBbKY OHH
OTpPaKatOT CMBICIIOBBIE U YEJIOBEYECKUE ACIEKTBI
CTaHOBJICHUS Oynyuero apXUTEKTOPA,
YUUTBHIBAIOTCS MPU OOIIEH OLIEHKE apXUTEKTYPHOTO
0o0pa3oBaHus, a HE TOJBKO MPU PACCMOTPEHUU U
JEMOHCTpall  MPUOOPETEHHBIX HABBIKOB WU
3HaHuid.  Takum  oOpazoMm,  apXHUTEKTypHas
npodeccuss MOXET OBITH JIy4llle MPUCIOCOOeHa
JUIsS CBOETO COOO0IIeCcTBA M 00IIIECTBa, B LIETIOM.







capital of the architect has waned. In this

context of structural and cultural change,

few seem to be taking the time to solicit
perspectives of students and recent
graduates of architecture programs in any
meaningful or holistic way. And yet, gaining

a better understanding for how aspiring
architects navigate their education is vital

to any of the profession’s larger objectives.

How, and how successfully, individual aspiring architects
are able to adopt an architectural identity, and which
identities they choose, inevitably shape the future of the
profession.  Educators in architecture programs
acknowledge this, to some degree, when they elevate the
role of student agency in resolving various crises facing
the profession.?

Schools are envisioned as “incubating new forms of
professional” with students and faculty collaborating
“to think the future of the discipline, the future of
our expertise and of knowledge itself” (Wigley,
qguoted in Taylor-Hochberg, 2014). Whereas not all
programs position themselves quite this way, there
is a broad sense that the current generation of
aspiring architects is responsible for defining and
enacting the future of architectural practice, which

is likely to be comprised of architectural

2 Architecture has a long history of referring to
situations as “crises.” This typically is a form of
self-criticism, when those in the field believe
there is a dire need to update the field’s
professional mandate as a way of meeting
changing cultural, economic, or political
climates. Reflecting the general and recent
usage of the term, the jacket description of
Fisher’s book In the Scheme of Things (2006)
states,

At the dawn of the twenty-first century,
architecture is in a state of crisis. Numbed by an
ugly and shoddily constructed built environment
and outraged by the cost of high-profile design
projects, the public has become disinterested in
and contemptuous of architecture as both a
profession and an art. At the same time, some of

B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE CTPYKTYPHBIX U KYJIbTYpPHBIX
M3MEHEHHIH, Majo KTO CMOKET HauTH
BpeMsi, 4TOObI Y3HATh MHEHUS HEITaBHUX
BBIITYCKHUKOB aPXUTEKTYPHBIX (PaKyIbTETOB IS
co3aaHus LejaocTHOro oopasa. U Bcé xe, xouercs
MOHSTH, KaK JJII HAaYMHAIOLIUX apXUTEKTOPOB
OpHUEHTAIMs B CBOM Mpodeccuu, )KU3HEHHO BaKHA
JUISL TOCTUKEHMSI IOCTABJIEHHBIX LEJIEH.
Kakum 006pa3oM u HACKOJIBKO YCIEIIHO
HAYMHAIOIIME aPXUTEKTOPHI MOTYT
MPUHSTH CBOM BBIOOP U TO, UTO OHU
BEIOMPAIOT JIOJDKHO (POPMHUPOBATH OYAYIIYIO
npodeccuto? [IpenogaBarenu no
APXUTEKTYPHBIM JUCIUIUTHHAM, PU3HAIOT
3Ty AAHHOCTh, KOTJIa XOTAT MOBBICUTH POJIb
CTYJICHUYECKUX UHUIIMATHB B Pa3peIICHUN
Pa3IMYHBIX KPU3HUCOB, CTOSIIUX Tepes
npodeccueii. (2)
[Ikona 3axymaHa Kak "HHKYOaTOp HOBBIX
npodeccuoHambHBIX hopM'" ¢ ydacTuem
CTYJEHTOB U IpernoaaBareneii, "arods! 1ymManu o
OyayiieM TUCHUILTMHBI, CAMUX 3HAHUH U OrbITa"
(Wigley, mutupyercs mo Taylor-Hochberg, 2014).
Hano cka3zath 4To HE Bce mporpamMmsl Tak ceost
MO3ULIMOHUPYIOT, HBIHELTHEE TTOKOJICHHE
HAUYMHAIOIIUX AXUTEKTOPOB HECET
OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a OIIPENIEIICHUE U CO31aHNE
Oyayuie apXUTEeKTYpHON MPAKTHKHU, KOTOPasl,
BEPOATHO, OyJIET COCTOATh U3 APXUTEKTYPHBIX
UJIEHTUYHOCTEH, KOTOpBIE BCE Ootiee u Ooee
HEOJHOPOJHBI U OTINYATCA OT uX 20-ro
IIPEIIECTBYIOIIETO BEKa.

(2) ApxurekTypa JaBHO HAa3bIBA€T 3Ty CUTYaLHIO
"kpu3ucHoi". OOBIYHO 3TO PopMa CaMOKPHUTHKH,
KOTJa Te, KTO paboTaroT B 9TOM 00JacCTH, CYUTAIOT,
YTO CYIIECTBYeT OCTpas HEOOXOAMMOCTb B
OOHOBIIEHHH TPOPECCHOHAIIBHOTO MaHJaTa Kak
crnocob YIIOBJIETBOPUTH MEHSIOIHICS
KYJbTYPHBIH, 3KOHOMHUYECKUHA W TMOJUTHYECKUMN
KITUMaT. Otpaxkas  olmee W  HelaBHee
HCIOJIb30BaHUE 3TOT0 TepMHUHA, B KHUre Puiepa "
Cxema seweti”"(2006) roBopuTCs:

Ha 3ape nBanuaTh nepBoro Beka apXuTeKTypa
HaXOJUTCS B COCTOSIHMM Kpu3uca. OuenoMi€HHast

YPOIUTMBBIMH W HHU3KOIIPOOHBIMH  CTPOCHHUSIMHU
3aCTpPOCHHAsl Cpela, BO3MYIIEHHAs CTOMMOCTBHIO
TPOMKUMH IU3aifHePCKUMU POCKTaMH,

OOLIECTBEHHOCTh CTajia MPOSIBIISITh PAaBHOAYILINE U




our most creative designers have isolated
themselves from the tastes and needs of
mainstream society, reflecting a similar malaise
found in design and architecture schools around
the country. In this troubling climate,
[Fisher]...contends that the purpose and prospects
of architectural practice must be reconsidered and
reenergized. In the Scheme of Things looks at
architecture’s need to respond creatively and
meaningfully to the extraordinary changes
affecting the profession now, changes that include
the global economy, the advent of computer-
aided design, and the growing disconnection
between design schools, architectural practice,
and the public.

At the same time, many educators see
architecture schools as serving a role of
vanguard or change-agent in terms of
promoting change within the profession
by envisioning novel approaches to
design practice:

The role of architectural education is
to speculate about possible futures, and
provide a critical stance towards the built
environment, in ways that practice,
because of all its constraints, can’t really
do. In this way architectural education can
anticipate or negate practice, and provide a
counterpoint to what we consider practice
to be (Ponce de Leon, quoted in Taylor-
Hochberg, 2015a).

identities that are increasingly heterogeneous and
distinct from their 20™ century precursors. Thus,
the notion that architectural education is
transformative, both for future professionals and
the profession, exists in some inchoate form.
Architectural administrators and
instructors engage with issues of architectural
identity often, whenever they consider the ideal
character attributes of applicants, students, and
graduate/practitioners. Such concerns explicitly
guide curricular and pedagogical practices as well
as revisions to them. Yet there is little to suggest
that such engagement with architectural identity
is informed by an empirical understanding of how
aspiring architects themselves engage with these

Mpe3peHrue K apXUTEKType Kak NpodeccHH U, TeM
Oonee, Kak K BHIYy UCKyccTBa. B TO xe Bpems,
HEKOTOpPBIE U3 HAIIMX CAMbIX KPEaTHBHBIX

IU3aifHEPOB M30JIMPOBAIN Cce0s OT BKYCOB H
noTpebHOCTell 001IecTBa, OTpaxkasr aHAJIOTHYHOE
HEZIOMOraHue, OOHapy)XEHHOE B IIKOJIaX Au3aiiHa
W apXUTEKTypbl B cTpaHe. B 3Tol TpeBOXHOM
obcranoBke [Dumiep| ...yTBepXkKAaeT, 4yTo LEelAb U
MEPCIIEKTUBBl APXUTEKTYPHONU MPAKTUKH JOJKHBI
OBITh IIEPECMOTPEHBI U aKTHBHU3UpPOBaHbl. B Cxeme
sewell paccMaTpuBaOTCs NOTPEeOHOCTH
apXUTEKTYphl, KOTOpasi TBOPYECKU U OCMBICIEHHO
JIOJKHA ~ pearupoBaTb Ha  JKCTpaoOpAUHApHbBIE
W3MEHCHHUs, BIMSIONMEe Ha mpodeccuto ceifuac,
M3MEHEHHUS BKIIIOUYAIOIIUE II100abHYI0 9dKOHOMUKY
C IPUMEHEHHEM KOMITBIOTEPHOTO MPOEKTUPOBAHUS

U pacTymiero pasoOUIeHHs MEXAy IIKOJOH
J3aiHa, APXUTEKTYpHOHI MIPAaKTUKOMN u
00IIECTBEHHOCTHIO.

B T0 e Bpems, MHOTHE NpENnoJaBaTelH
paccMaTpuBalOT  APXUTEKTYpHBIE IIKOJIBI  Kak
aBaHrapJ, WJIH areHCTBO COJCHCTBUS  HOBBIX
MONXOMOB B TMpakTUKe  nu3aiiHa:  Pomb
ApXUTEKTYpHOTO 00pa3oBaHUs - BO3MOXHOCTb
pasMbIlJIeHHsT O OyaymiemM B oOecredeHuu

KpI/ITI/IqGCKOI\/JI JRL0C3700050%1 110 OTHOUICHUIO K
UCKYCCTBEHHOI cpelle TeMU CIIOCOOaMH, KOTOpPbIE
apXUTEKTypHas NpakTHUKa, W3-3a OrPaHUYCHM,
clenaTb HE CMOXET. JTO CIOCOOBI, KOTOPBIMH
APXHUTEKTYPHOE 00pa30BaHUE MOXKET
NpPEeJBOCXUIIATh WM OTPUIATh NPAKTHKY, WIH
obecrieunBaTh €€ CyleCTBOBaHHUE.

(Ionce ne Jleown, mutupyercs o Taylor-Hochberg,
2015a).

TaKUM O6p2130M, MBI IpeaACTaBIsACM, qTo
apXUTEKTypa  SBJISETCS  TPaHCHOPMUPYIOITUM
CPEICTBOM Tl OyIyIuX MpodecCHoHaloB, HO OHA
CYIIIECTBYET B KaKOW-TO 3a4aTOYHOU popme.

ApPXUTEKTYpHbIE aIMUHHCTPATOPhl 3aHUMAIOTCS
BOIIpocaMu apXHTeKTypHOfI NICHTUYHOCTHU
0COOEHHO KOT/Ia BHJAT HJealibHble KayecTBa U
CIIOCOOHOCTH aOUTypUEHTOB, CTYJEHTOB,
BBIMMYCKHUKOB.  Takue  cooOpakeHust  4YETKO
ONpENeNsIoT  y4eOHyl0 W TEAAarormveckKyro

IIPAKTUKY U MX HEAOCTaTKU. TeM He MeHee, Majo
YTO YKa3blBa€T Ha TO, YTO B3aUMOJEHCTBHE C
APXUTEKTYPHOM HJIECHTUYHOCTBIO  OIPEAEISAETCS
AMIUPHUECKUM OHUMaHHUEM TOTO, Kak




issues on a personal level. To put it in narrative
terms, in the story of architectural education, we
have identified 1) the protagonist and supporting
cast of characters (the student and their peers,
instructors, administrators, and other members of
their social support network) and 2) the setting
(primarily the studio, but also the rest of
architecture school facilities as well as home and
professional offices), and 3) we are aware of a
certain degree of personal transformation (with
graduates being distinct from applicants).

What remains unknown, and therefore
unexamined, is the plot sequence that connects
these narrative components into a coherent story.
Therefore, our understanding of architectural
education remains incomplete.

This study addresses this lack of
understanding and narrow perspective towards
architectural education by importing theoretical
and methodological approaches from other fields
that resonate with past research on architectural
education, my own experience being trained as an
architect, and contemporary architectural culture.
Namely, | draw from the rich body of
contemporary literature on education,
narrativity, and occupational engagement in

higher education and professional contexts. In
doing so, | aim to open new territory for future

studies on  architectural  education by
foregrounding narrative as a research frame and
method, whilst encouraging other ways of capturing
the holistic character of becoming an architect. With
a critical mass of studies of this kind we can build a
better understanding of architectural education
that revisits themes from outdated scholarship and
yet-to-be-examined aspects.?

The present study constructs a composite
narrative of architectural education by eliciting
personal narratives from current students and
recent graduates of a graduate-level, professional
architecture program. Moving from interview

HAUMHAIOIIME AapXUTEKTOPbl CaMU YYacTBYIOT C
JAHHBIMHM BOIIPOCaMHU Ha JIMYHOM YpOBHE. ['0BOpS
MOBECTBYIOIIUM  SI3BIKOM, B  pacckazax 00
apXUTEKTYpHOM 00pa30BaHMU, MBI onpeaenin 1)
[JIABHOTO Teposi U BTOPOCTENEHHBIX IEPCOHAXKEH
(komer, CTYAECHTOB, MpEIoJaBaTeliei,
aIMUHHCTPATOPOB M JPYTUX  yYaCTHHUKOB
COLIMAJIBHON IOJAJEPIKKH), 2) obcraHoBkH (B
MEPBYI0 Ouepellb, CTYAHH, HO M JPYrodl cpeiabl-
IIKOJIBI,  JIOMAIIHEro W  MpodeccroHaIbHOTO
oduca), 3) oOcCO3HaHUS CTENECHH JIMYHOU
Tpanchopmanui (  BBITYCKHUKH OTJIMYHBI  OT
MOCTYIAOIIIHX ).

Yro 31ech OCTAa€Tcsi HEM3BECTHBIM U TIOTOMY
HE  U3yYeHa  I[OCIEJOBATEeIbHOCTh  CIOJKETa,
COCIMHSIONIAS ITH MIOBECTBOBATEIIbHBIC
KOMIIOHEHTBl B €JIMHOE IIeJIoe KaK CBS3aHHAs
ucropus... Takum oOpazoMm, Hame ITOHUMaHHUE
APXUTEKTYPHOTO oOpa3oBaHue octaércs
HEIOCTaTOYHBIM.

JlaHHO€E ucclieoBaHUE HANPABIICHO HA YCTPAHEHUE
3TOr0 HEJOCTAaTKa B IOHUMAHUU Y3KOr0 B3IVIAJa Ha
ApXUTEKTYpHOE oOpa3oBanue, nyTéM
3aMMCTBOBaHUS TEOPETUUECKUX u
METOA0JIOTMYECKUX OIXO0I0B U3 APYruX obacrel,
KOTOpBIE HEePEKITNKAIOTCS c HPOIUIBIMU
UCCJIEJOBAHUSIMH  apXUTEKTYpHOro 00pa3oBaHus,
MOEro COOCTBEHHOI'O OIBITa C  IOJy4E€HUEM
apXUTEKTypHOro 00pa3oBaHUST M COBPEMEHHOI
ApPXUTEKTYpPHOU KYJIbTYpbl. A HUMEHHO, S BUXY
oorary:o COBPEMEHHYIO JIUTEpaTypy 00
o0pa3oBaHUM M MNpO(ecCHOHAIBHOE YYacTHE B
BbICIIEM oOOpa3oBaHMM. Tak, MOCTyNaTeNbHO, S
CTPEMJIIOCH ~ OTKpPBITh ~ HOBYIO  TE€PPUTOPHIO
UCCIICIOBAaHMsI apXUTEKTYPHOTO 00pa3oBaHUs C
BbIJICJICHUEM TOBECTBOBAHHUS B paMKax M METOJaxX
€ro WM3Yy4eHHUs, B TO K€ BpeMs IMOOMIPSS APYTrHe
crnocoObl  Mepejadyd  LEJIOCTHOTO  XapakTepa
cmanosnenus — apxutektopoM. C  ydactueMm
UCCIIEIOBAaHUI TAaKOTO POJia, Mbl MOKEM BBICTPOUTH
Jyylliee MOHUMaHUe apXUTEKTYPHOro 00pa3oBaHus,
KOTOpOE IMepecMaTpuBaeT TEeMbl U3 YCTapeBILUX
Hay4YHbIX 3HAaHUM W AaCIEKTOB, KOTOpPBIE €IIE
IPEJCTOUT U3YyUuTh.(3)

Hacrosmee uccinenoBanue co3ga€t MoBECTBOBAHUE
00 apXUTEKTYpHOM O0pa30BaHUU MYTEM BBISIBICHHS
JTUIUIOMHBIX U TPO(ECCHOHATBHBIX apXUTEKTYPHBIX
MporpaMM M3 pacCcKa3oB HBIHEIIHUX CTYACHTOB U
HEJJaBHUX BBIITYCKHUKOB. llepexoas oT cteHOrpamm




transcripts through a series of analytical-
interpretive steps, the ensuing content suggests
how participants employ various narrative
strategies in their attempts to construct
architectural identities within their personal life
histories. By capturing how these individuals
constructed meaning from the various events,
encounters, challenges, and turning points that
constituted their architectural education, we begin
to broaden and deepen our understanding of
architectural education as a holistic experience
that predates entrance to an architecture program
and transcends the divide between academic and
professional contexts. In particular, as | discuss in
Chapter 6, we see how identity is constructed most
effectively when narratives relate all four
dimensions of occupational engagement—doing,
being, becoming, and belonging.*

The present study’s closest, well-known
analog from within the field is Cuff’'s (1992)

Architecture: The Story of Practice. In
terms of research objective, like Cuff, | am
interested in

3 Scholarship on the sociocultural aspects of architectural
education from a generation ago can be considered a critical
mass of its own (Anthony et al., 1991; Cuff, 1991; Dutton,
1989; G. Stevens, 1998; Willenbrock, 1991). Most germane to
this study, it revealed how socialization processes in
architecture schools produce certain kinds of design
professionals, while foregrounding the student experience.
Since then, literature on architectural education continues to
cite these sources.

4 See Chapter 4 for operational definitions of each of these
terms.

linking the experience of becoming an architect
to the field’s pedagogical traditions and social
contexts. Thus, my work can be considered a
revisiting, 25 years later, of the chief questions that
informed Cuff’s project:

What does it mean to become an
architect? What are the programs,
behaviors, rituals, and knowledge that
architects must learn? What is the

WHTEPBBIO K CEpUU AHAIMTUYECKUX IIAaros,
HOCJIEAYIOIIEeE co/iepKaHue PEKOMEHIyeT
YYaCTHUKAM UCTIOJIb30BaTh pas3n4HbIe

[IOBECTBOBATEJIbHBIE CTPATETMU B 3KCIEPUMEHTE
IIOCTPOUTH APXUTEKTYPHYIO HACHTUYHOCTb B COEH
JUYHON XU3HEHHOW wucropuu. OTCleKuBas, Kak
JlaHHBIE YYaCTHHUKH BBIABJISIOT CMBICI M3 3HAKOBBIX
COOBITHI, TIOBOPOTHBIX MOMEHTOB M BCTpeY,
KOTOpBIE MOBIMSUIM HAa MX  apXUTEKTYpHOE
o0pa3oBaHue, Mbl Ha4ajdu PacIIUPSTh U yrIIyOJsATh
Hallle MOHMMAaHUE apXUTEKTypHOro 00pa3oBaHMs
KaK LIEJOCTHOTO  OIBbITA, IPEAIIECTBYIOIIETO
IIOCTYIUICHUIO ~ APXUTEKTYPHOM IIPOrpPaMMBI U
IIPEO0JIEBAIOLIETO Pa3pbiB MEXY aKaIEMUYECKUM
U npoecCHOHaIbHBIM KOHTEKCTaMU. B wactHoOCTH,
KaK 5 paccykJaw B IJlaBe 6, MOKHO YBHMJIETh, KaK
UJCHTUYHOCTD CTaHOBUTCS Haubosee
3 PEKTUBHON, KOT/Ia TOBECTBOBAHUS CBS3BIBAIOT
BCE 4YEThIpe HU3MEpeHus MpoecCHOHAIbHBIX
engagement- oderamv , Owimb, cmamo u
npunaonesxcams. (4)

bimkalinuM, XOpOIIO HM3BECTHBIM aHAJIOTOM
HACTOSIILEr0 MCCeOBaHUs B JIaHHOM o0JsacTH
SIBIISICTCS UCCIICIOBAHHUE Kadd (1992)
Apxumexmypa: ucmopus npakmuky. C TOUKH
3peHust uenu ucciuenoBaHus, kak u Kadd, mens
HUHTEPECYET

(3)YuéHnas  cremeHb 1O  COLMOKYJIBTYPHBIM
acrmeKTaM apXUTEKTYpHOTOo 0Opa3oBaHMsI IPOILIOTo
MOKOJIEHUsI MOXKET CUYMTaThCs KPUTHUYECKON
(Anthony et al., 1991; Cuff, 1991; Dutton, 1989; G.
Stevens, 1998; Willenbrock, 1991). Cambim
NPpUMCHUMBIM K OJOTOMY HCCICHOBAHUIO , CTalln
OpoIecChl  COLMAIM3AalMM B apXHUTEKTYPHBIX
HIKOJIaX W BHJAAX MpodecCHOHATbHOTO au3aiiHa,
yIeNsBIIME 0CO00€ BHHMMAaHUE CTYICHUYECKOMY
onblTy. C 3THX MOp LHUTUPYKOTCA JIMUTEPATYPHBIC
UCTOYHUKHU MO apXUTEKTyPHOMY 00pa30BaHUIO.

(4) Cm. I'maBy 4 nns omnpeneneHus KaKJIOro H3
TE€PMUHOB.

CBSI3b  ONBITA CTAHOBJICHUS  apXMUTEKTOpa C
MEearOrMYeCKUMH  TPAIUIHSIMA ¥ COIMAIbHBIM
KOHTEKCTOM. Takum oOpa3omM, MO pabOTy MOKHO
CUMTaTh IEPECMOTPEHHOM CIyCT 25 JeT 1o
OCHOBHBIM BOIIpOCaM, KOTOPBIMH
npouHpopmupoBaiia B cBoéM npoekte Kadao:

YTo 3HAYUT CTaTh APXUTEKTOPOM?
Kakue mnporpammbl, HaBBIKM W 3HAHUS JOJDKHBI
YCBOUTH ApXUTEKTOPHI? Yro €CTh




[

metamorphic  transformation of a
layperson into an architect? By studying
the process of becoming-an-architect, we
discover what it means to be an architect,
thereby gaining further insight into the
culture of architecture. ‘Architect’ is a legal
term, but it is not the legal sense that
interests me here. Rather, | am concerned
with the more tacit, more intricate
evolution of an individual through a
sequence of distinct periods: as an
architecture student, an entry-level
architect, a project architect or associate,
and finally as a principal. Only in the last
two stages can one be said to be a full-
fledged architect. Normally, these
developmental phases are not described
explicitly, even to the novice, but reveal
themselves only during the process of
becoming. If we envision a black box, into
which we place the raw materials of a
layperson, and out of which comes the
well-informed architect, then the contents
of that box, and in particular the way the
mysterious production line operates, need
to be explored (p. 116).

In this significant piece of scholarship, Cuff
revealed a set of dilemmas, mysteries, and
contradictions that constitute the experience of
becoming and being an architect. Many of these
are likely indicative of the enduring aspects of the
architect’s social identity, as they remain apt to
this day.”> Cuff’s book remains arguably the most
holistic exploration into “the story of practice.”
Yet, 25 years later, professional practice and the
“mysterious production line” of architectural
education operate differently. At the very least,
the cultural context that surrounds architectural
education has undoubtedly changed—as has much
of the discourse emanating from within
architectural schools. Despite our kindred spirits
and related underlying motivations, my

Lewis (2013), for instance, contends that, “The
inside story of architectural education and practice
is one of dualities: success and failure, acceptance
and rejection, tedium and elation, fulfillment and

MeTaMoppuUIecKoe npeoOpa3oBaHue
HenpoeccuoHana B apxurekropa?  M3ydwas
MIPOLIECC CTAHOBJICHUS ApXUTEKTOPOM, MBI y3HAEéM
YTO 3HAYUT OBITH APXUTEKTOPOM, Ioirydas Oolee
riyO0okoe TmpeacTaBieHue 00  apXUTEKTYpHOI
KyJIbType. "ApXUTEKTOP" - 3TO B KAKOH-TO CTENEHU
IOPUANYECKUNA TEPMUH, HO MEHS HE HHTEpecyeT
3nech  ropuanueckuit  cmbica.  Ckopee, MeHs
uHTEpecyeT Oosee CKpwiTas, Oosiee ClIOXKHAs
HBOJIIOIUS WH/IUBUYyMa, qyepes
MOCNIEAOBATEIbHOCTh  PA3JIMYHBIX  MEPUOJIOB:
CTYACHT-apXUTEKTOp, APXUTEKTOp  HAYaIbHOTO
YPOBHS, AapXHUTEKTOP MPOEKTa WM COTPYIHUK, U,
HAaKOHEL, pyKoBOoJaWTENlb. TOJNBKO B  JABYX
MOCIEAHHX ATAax MOYKHO HA3BaTh apXUTEKTOPA -

npodeccuonamom. OOBIYHO, 3TH PA3BUBAOIIUECS
da3pl He omHMcaHbl B SBHOM BHJE Jaxe A
HOBHMYKA, a pACKPHIBAIOTCS TOJBKO BO BpeMs
mpolecca craHoBieHus. Ecnu mpeactaButh cebe
YEpHBIA  SMIMK, B KOTOPOM MBI IOMEIIAEM
coJlepkuMoe HempodeccuoHnana, u3 KOTOPOTO
BBIXOJIUT XOPOIIO OCBEAOMIIEHHBIN apXUTEKTOP, TO
coJiep’KaHue dTOM KOpPOOKH, U, B YACTHOCTHU TO, KaK
paboTaeT TaMHCTBEHHAs! MPOM3BOACTBEHHAS JIMHUS,
JIOJDKHBI OBITH Hccien0BaHbl (C.116)

B stom BaxkxHom uccienoBanuu Kapd packpsiia

psa OwieM, — 3araJjok M NPOTHBOPEYHUH,
COCTABJIIIOLIMX OMNBIT CTAHOBJIIEHUS U  OBITHA
apxuTekropa. MHOrMe U3 HHUX, BEpOSTHO,

YKa3bIBAalOT HAa YCTOWYMBBIE ACIEKTBI COLMAIBHOMN
UJCHTUYHOCTH  apXWUTEKTOpPa, IMOCKOJbKY OHH
OCTalOTCsl aKTyalbHbIMM U moced neHb(5). Kuura
Kapd ocraéres, mokanyii, cambiM II€JIOCTHBIM
UCCJIEOBAHUEM " UCTOpUM ynpaxkHATbeA". Tem He
MeHee, 25 gjer cmycrs, npodeccuoHaIbHas
IIpaKTUKa W  '"3arajoyHas IPOU3BOJCTBEHHAs
TUHUS" apXUTEKTYpHOro oOpa3oBaHMs IEHCTBYyET
no-pasHomy. Ilo xpaiiHeli Mepe, KyJIbTypHBIN
KOHTEKCT, KOTOPBIA OKpY>KaeT apXUTEKTypHOE
o0pa3oBaHUe, HECOMHEHHO, M3MEHHWJIOCh - KaK U
Oonblllass 4YacTh JAMCKYpca, IPOUCXOIAIIET0 B
apXUTEKTypHBIX mIKosax. HecMmoTps Ha Hamm
POJICTBEHHBIE JAYIIM U CBSA3aHHBIE CKPBITHIE
MOTHBBI,

(5) JIptouc (3013), mampumep, YTBEpXKIAEeT, UYTO
"BHYTpEHHSS HUCTOpUS ApXUTEKTYPHOTO
o0pa3oBaHUS M TPAKTHKU SIBISAETCS OJHUM U3
IyaJbHOCTU: yCIEeX U Heyjaaya, OPUHITHE U




disillusionment. The experiences of becoming and
being an architect can be sweet and bittersweet”

(p. xiv).

study is not just a revisiting of Cuff's work,
however.® Borrowing from a wide range of
scholarship, | adopt a perspective towards
education that focuses on meaning-making as
expressed through personal narratives. This
approach borrows from recent perspectives
toward higher education that foreground
dimensions of self-transformation. It was also
inspired by contemporary architectural discourse
that positions students as saviors of the profession
amidst the most recent wave of architectural
hand-wringing over its future. Together, these
suggested the need to empirically understand how
individuals adopt architectural identities.

In addition to Cuff’s work, much of the
research conducted on architectural education
over the past thirty years has attempted to
“demystify” its cultural and pedagogical
idiosyncrasies. The perceived need to expose the
qualities of architectural education typically
derives from several presumptions: that
architectural education is paradigmatically
different than “standard” models of education
(and that it has something to offer non-design-
based disciplines looking for alternative models of
teaching and learning) and that the field of
architecture can be improved or serve its
constituents better by exposing and elucidating its
hidden and tacit educational practices.” On the
other hand, architectural education shares certain
inherent dualisms present within all forms of
higher education. Thus, | believe that educators in
architecture programs have much more to learn

from other disciplines when it comes to
understanding and improving education.
6 Still, 1 would argue that one can consider her

work as a composite narrative, one that extends

OTBEpKEHHE, CKyKa M BOCTOPI, YIHUBJICHHUE U
pazouyapoBanue. OMNbIT CTAHOBJICHUS apXUTEKTOPOM
MOXeT OBITh CJIaJIKUM U TOpbKo-ciaakum" (c. Xiv).

Mos paboTa -3TO HE MPOCTO TMEPECMOTP PAOOTHI
Kadd (6). 3auMcTByst yuéHyI0 TeMy HCCIICOBAHUA,
S TPUACPKUBAIOCH TOW TOYKKM 3pEHUS Ha
oOpa3zoBaHue, KOTOpoe (HOKyCUpyeTCs Ha CO3/IaHUM
CMBICTIa, BBIPAKEHHOM Yepe3 JIMYHBIC PACCKa3bl
YYAaCTHHKOB. OTOT TIOAXOJI  3aUMCTBOBaH W3
HEJJaBHUX B3IJIAJIOB Ha Bhiciiee oOpazoBanue. OH
TaKKe ObLI BIIOXHOBJIEH COBPEMEHHBIM
APXUTEKTYPHBIM TTUCKYPCOM, KOTOPBIiA
NO3UIIMOHUPYET  CTYJNCHTOB  Kak  CIIacUTENeH
npodeccuun cpenu HEeJlaBHEH BOJTHBI
ApPXUTEKTYpHOTO  JIOMaHHWsi PYyK HaJ  CBOMM
OyIyIIuM. Bwmecre OHU Mpeanoiarajiu
IMITUPUYECKOE TTOHUMAHHE- KaK JIFOJM MPHHUMAIOT
APXUTEKTYPHYIO HJICHTUIHOCTD.

ITomumo paborer Kadd, Oonpmas dvacth

HCCIICAOBAHUN MIPOBOJIUIIACH B obnactu
APXUTEKTYPHOTO oOpazoBaHus MOCJIETHUE
TPUAIATh JIET, TBITasCh NeMUCTUPUIIUPOBATH"
(mpaBo Ha PEUHTEPIPETALINIO JTFOOBIX

WH(OPMAIMOHHBIX MATEPUAIOB: XYy0KECTBEHHBIX,
HAyYHBIX, MYOJUIIUCTHYECKHUX) CBOIO KYIBTYPHO-
MEeIarorMYecKyl0 WAMOCHHKPA3Wi0 (T€HEeTHYEeCKH
OOYCIIOBIICHHYIO pEakIMI0 Ha pa3IpaskuTENHN).
Bocnpuanmaemast MOTPEeOHOCTH PacKphBITh
KauecTBa apXUTEKTYpHOTO 00pa3oBaHUs, Kak
NIPaBUIIO, BBITEKAET u3 HECKOJIBKUX
MPENIONIOKEHUI:  apXUTEKTypHOe 00pa3oBaHUE
napajurMaTHuecKy OTIWYAeTCs OT '"CcTaHIapTHOM"
Moziel o0y4deHHs ( 4TO MOKHO MPEAJIOKUTH HE
OCHOBBIBASICh HAa JIM3aiiHE JUCIUIUIMH, HILYIAX
anbTepHATUBHBIE  MOJENHM  MPENoJaBaHus U
o0OydeHHs) W 4YTO B OO0JIaCTH apXUTEKTYpHOTrO
o0pa3oBaHUSI MOXET OBITh YIAYUIIEHO WIH XKe
Jy4llle CIAYXUTh €€ COCTaBIISIIOIIMM, pPacKpbiBas U
pa3bsCcHSS ed CKPBIThIE u HEsIBHbIE
oOpazoBatenbHble npaktuku (7). C  gpyroit
CTOPOHBI, apXUTEKTYpHOE 00pa3oBaHME pa3jessieT
oTpeneNi€éHHbIe BHYTPEHHHE JYyallU3MbI , KOTOpBIC
MNPUCYTCTBYIOT BO BceX (opmax  BBICIIETO
obpazoBanusi. Takum oOpa3om, mpemnoaBaTenn
APXUTEKTYPHBIX  MPOTPAaMM  MOTYT  MHOTOMY
HAyYUThCS Yy JPYrUX JTUCIHUIUIMH, KOTJa OHH
MPUXOAAT K TMOHHUMAHHUIO U COBEPIICHCTBOBAHMIO
o0OpazoBaHwUsI.




wider than this dissertation. Thus, comparing
certain themes between the two projects will at
least imply certain changes over the past
generation to the “metamorphic transformation of
a layperson into an architect”—and what of this
process has been sustained.

7 Numerous critics have noted certain persistent
particularities, like the design jury, the charrette,
and the studio (see for instance Anthony, 2012).
On the other hand, Schén (1990) famously
considered architecture pedagogy as a model for
educating reflective practitioners across a range
of disciplines, wherein learning is accomplished
through doing by following tacit social contracts.

The Boyer Report (Boyer & Mitgang,
1996) presented what its authors considered to be
strange disconnects: 1) between architecture and
other disciplines on campus, 2) between
architecture schools and the profession, and 3)
between architectural practice and the public.®
Each of these three “rifts” continues to frame
dialogue and debates around reforming
architectural education. Similarly, Piotrowski and
Robinson’s (2001) edited volume proposed a set
of contested issues regarding architectural
knowledge and its production: authority; relation
of architecture to other fields; relation between
discipline and subfields; form and content of
education; legitimacy of different voices within the
field in relation to the social responsibility of the
architect; relation between academia and the
profession. In both cases, these themes are not
necessarily issues to be “resolved” but faultlines
inherent to the nature of the field itself that
continue to attract attention, scholarly and
otherwise, from members of the architecture
community.

Whereas the present study is also
intended to demystify architectural education, and
certainly builds on this scholarship, my research
questions are not directly oriented toward

(6) Tem He MeHee, g ObI cKa3ai, 4To e€ paboTy
MOYKHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak COCTaBHOE
MIOBECTBOBAHUE, KOTOPOE MPOCTUPAETCS IIUPE, YEM
3Ta Auccepranus. Takum o0pa3oM, CpaBHEHHE
OTIpeNIeIEHHBIX TEM MEXAY IBYMsI TPOEKTaMH, 1O
KpaifHell Mepe, [10JIpa3yMeBaeT onpeielEHHbIe
M3MEHEHUS MTPOIIJIOTO MOKOJIEHUS K "
MeTaMOp(hUYECKOMY IIPEBPALLICHUIO 0ObIBATENS B
apXuTeKTopa'- U 4TO U3 3TOTr0 IPOLECCA BBIILIO.

(7) MHorouucneHHble KPUTHKH OTMETHIIM HEKOTODbIE
CTOHKHE OCOOEHHOCTH, TaKHE KaK KIOpU TU3aiHEpOB,
mapper u crymus. (cMm., Hanpumep, Anthony, 2012). C
JIPYyTOH  CTOPOHEI, Ilen (1990), kak W3BECTHO,
paccMaTpuBall apXUTEKTYpHYIO MEAArOTHKY KaK MOJIEhb
UIE O0y4eHHUs] peQUEKCHBHBIX NPAKTHK TIO IEIOMY
psny JUCLUIUINH, B KOTOPBIX o0yyeHue
OCYILECTBISIETCSL 4epe3 MPaKTHYECKyl paboTy 1o
COLIMANILHBIM MPOEKTaM.

Otuér boitepa (Boyer & Mitgang,
IIPEJICTaBUII CTPAHHbIE PAa3HOIJIACHS:

1) Mexay apXUTEKTYpol M APYTMMHU KaMIyCHBIMU
JUCLUIUINHAMU, 2) MexXIy apXUTEKTypHOMH
IIKOJIOW W caMoil mpodeccuert, u 3) mexmay
ApPXUTEKTYpPHOU MpPAaKTUKOH U OOIIECTBEHHOCTHIO.
(8) Kaxnaplii u3 Tpéx "paszHoriacuil" npoaoskaet
ocTaBaTbCs B paMKax Juajgora U JebaTtoB o
pedopMUPOBAHUH B apXUTEKTYPHOM OOpa30BaHUH.
TouHo Tak K€  OTPENAKTUPOBAHHBIM  TOM
[Tuotposcku u Pobuncona (2001), nmpennoxuBimii
KOMIUIEKC OCHapUBacMbIX BOIIPOCOB OTHOCHUTEIIBHO
ApXUTEKTYpHBIX 3HAHUW U MX MPOU3BOJCTBA:
IIOJTHOMOYHH, CBSI3M AapPXUTEKTYpBl C OPYTHMHU
o0nacTsiIMM;  CBSI3M  MEXIYy JAMCUUILUIMHOW U
IIPAKTUKAMU; dopmoit " COJZlep’KaHNEM
00pa30oBaHus; JETUTUMHOCTH Pa3HbIX OTHOIIEHUH B
COLIMAJILHOM  OTBETCTBEHHOCTH  apXMUTEKTOPa;
OTHOIIEHUU MEXIYy aKaJeMHYEeCKHM COOOIECTBOM
u npodeccuell. B naHHBIX Temax He 00s3aTENbHO
ecThb MpoOJeMbl, KOTOpPbIE HYKHO '"pa3peiuTs”, HO
€CTb,  OINpPENEIEHHO,  HENOCTaTKU.  KOTOpBIE
MIPOJODKAIOT TPUBJIEKATh BHUMaHHE YYEHBIX U
JIpYyrux peJIcTaBUTENEN aApPXUTEKTYPHOTO
cooOuiecTna.

IIpyauMass BO BHHMMaHHE, YTO HACTOSIIEE
UCCIIEIOBAaHME  TaKKe  IpeJHa3HaueHO Ul
JeMUCTU(UKAMY apXUTEKTYpHOro 00pa3oBaHus,
1, OE3yCIIOBHO, OCHOBBIBACTCS Ha y4€HOH paborte,
MOH HCCIIEI0BATEIbCKUE BOIIPOCHI HE
OPHUEHTUPOBAaHbl  HAIPSIMYIO Ha  BOINPOCHI

1996)




questions of pedagogy, curricula, or knowledge.
Rather, | seek to open up new intellectual territory
within the discipline, turning to themes of meaning-
making and identity transformation by shifting
attention to the voices of aspiring architects. Given
recent and ongoing modifications to architectural
education—much of it intended to address
criticisms raised over the past three decades—I
believe it is time we carefully consider the ways in
which aspiring architects navigate

8 The breadth and depth of the Boyer Report’s
study (including more than a dozen campuses and
firms, by means of ethnography, interviews, and
surveys) was unprecedented and is unmatched
since; thus, it remains the touchstone publication
on architectural education’s challenges and
potential even to this day, succeeding in its aim
to identify the agenda of architectural education,
offer a new language, and shape a debate on its
future. It is also worth noting that the report was
written by two disciplinary “outsiders,” a
journalist and an educational administrator.

the various environments, experiences, and
challenges that constitute the process of
becoming an architect today.

It is important to contextualize the
narratives of aspiring architects presented in this
study within current shifts in architectural
culture. | will briefly discuss some of these shifts
here by referencing recent disciplinary discourse,
whereas the next chapter will review the past
several decades of literature on aspects of
architectural education relevant to this study. In
reflecting on changes over the past twenty years
within architecture education, Stan Allen (2012)
notes that one of the overriding tendencies in

MEeIaroruKy, Y4YeOHBIX NpPOTpaMM WM 3HAHUH.
Ckopee, s CTPEeMJIIOCh  OTKpPBITh  HOBBIE
WHTEIUICKTYaJIbHbIC TEPPUTOPUN BHYTPH
JUCIIUIIIINH, O6paH_IaSICb K TEM CMbBICJIaM H
TpaHchOpMAllMM ~ HICHTHYHOCTH,  IEPEKIIOYast
BHUMAHHC Ha rojioCa HAYMHAKOIINUX apXHUTCKTOPOB.
Y4uThIBas HEIaBHUE U TEKYIIHEe MOIU(DUKAIIUH T10
ApPXUTEKTYpPHOMY OOpa30BaHUIO - OOJbINAS YaCTh
ero TmpeaHa3HaueHa I OTBETa Ha KPUTHKY,
BBICKA3aHHYIO B TCUCHUU IIOCIICIHUX TpéX
NECATUICTUH, S CYHWTAl, 4YTO TMPHILIO BpEMs
TIIATCIIBbHO HU3YUYUTH CHOCO6LI, KOTOPbIMU
HAYMHAIOIINAE APXUTEKTOPBI OPUCHTUPYIOTCS

(8) Illmpora w  rayOMHA  HCCICIOBAHMUSA,
npoBejieHHOro B otdere boiiepa (Bkirouas Oonee
JOKUHBI KaMIyCOB U bupM, C TIOMONIBIO
aTHOTpauMu, HWHTEPBBIO M  OIPOCOB) ObLIa
OecriperieIeHTHOM M He nMena cebe paBHbIX C TeX
nop; TaKUM 00pa3oM, JaHHOE HCCIICOBaHUEC
OoCTaeTcsi MPOOHBIM KaMHEM Jisi MyOJHKalUuh O
npobjieMax W MOTCHIUAE  apXUTEKTYPHOTO
o0Opa3oBaHHUs 10 Ced JIeHb, W YCIICIIHO B CBOCH
[eMd  BBISBISAET Ha TMOBECTKE  JHS MHCCHIO
ApPXUTEKTYPHOTO OOpa30BaHWUs, MpeJyiaras HOBBII
s3Ik M (OpPMHUPOBAHHME  JIUCKYCCHH O €ro
Oyaymem. Takke CTOUT OTMETHUTh, YTO OTYET
ObUT  HaAmUCaH  JBYMs TUCITUTUIMHAPHBIMU
«ITOCTOPOHHUMUY, KYPHATACTOM "
aIAMUHHCTPATOPOM 00pa3oBaHUS.

B pa3J'IPI‘lH01>i cpeac, onbiTa U HpO6J’ICM,
COCTaBJIAIOIIMEC MMPOLECC CTAHOBJICHUSA
APXUTCKTOpA CCTOoJAHA.

BaxxHO  KOHTEKCTyalu3UpOBaTh pacckasbl
HAYMHAIONIUX  apPXUTEKTOPOB, MPEIACTaBICHHBIX
ATOMY UCCJIEIOBAHMIO, B paMKaX TEKYIIUX CJIBUTOB
B APXUTEKTYPHOM KYJIbTYpeE. s KpaTKo
OCTaHOBJIIOCh HA HEKOTOPBIX U3 HUX,

CCBLIIASICh Ha HEIaBHUW  JUCHMILUIMHAPHBIN
JUCKYpC, TOrJa Kak B CIEIYIOLIEH TIJIaBe Mbl
pacCMOTPUM HECKOJIBKO aCIEKTOB APXUTEKTYPHOTO
o0Opa3oBaHus 110 JaTeparype MPOILLJIOTO
JECSATUIETUS , UMEIOIIETO OTHOIIEHUE K JaHHOMY
HCCIENOBaHNI0. Pa3MBIIIIAT O HM3MEHEHMH B
APXUTEKTYpHOM  00pa3oBaHUM 3a  TOCJICIHUE
nBaanate jet, CtdH Amien (2012) orMmeuaer, uyTo
OJTHOU M3 TIpeo0IaaaroNTX TCHACHIINN B 3TO BpEMS
OBUTO «M3MEHEHUE OTHOIICHUI MEXIy mpodeccueit




this era has been a “shifting relationship
between the profession and the school”:

In many cases, passionate academic
debates have brought to light a deeper
anxiety about the changing role of the
architect in society. Architects, as Rem
Koolhaas has pointed out, are at once
immensely arrogant and massively
powerless. That is to say, they are no
longer effective in many areas
traditionally seen as the domain of the
architect, but potentially powerful in
other, perhaps unanticipated arenas. One
task of schools today is to identify these
new arenas and capacities.

This is a task made more difficult by a
climate of increasing pluralism. Clearly no
single design direction dominates schools
today, and while it is possible to map
shifting intellectual agendas, the situation
is not so much that one agenda supplants
another as it is that one is layered over
another, multiplying the possibilities and
points of view. This can be confusing to a
student, who is often thrown back on his
or her own resources. Young architects
need to cultivate intellectual
independence, but students need stable
landmarks as well (p. 228).

This project falls within this discursive context of
architecture’s transforming social identity and a
more cooperative relationship between schools
and professional practice. The myth of
individualism, or the notion that the architect is a
solitary “hero” has been under siege for decades.
Yet scholars maintain that this “hero” identity
continues to inform studio pedagogy, whereas
identities ostensibly needed for effective
professional practice today, such as an
empathetic collaborator, remain pedagogically
marginalized: “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

Y IIKOJIOW »:

Bo MHOTHUX CITy4asix CTpacTHBIE
aKkajgeMuyeckue  aedarbl BBIABHIM Oolee
riyOOKyr0 00€CIOKOEHHOCTh IO IOBOAY
MEHSIOIIEHCST ~ pOJM  apXHUTEeKTopa B
oOmiecTBe. ApXUTEKTOPbI, Kak 3aMeTui Pem
Kounxac, OJHOBPEMEHHO cTanu u
BBICOKOMEpHBI U OecrioMouHbl. To ecTh, MbI
HE BUIUM

a¢pdexTuBHOCTH B 00JIACTAX, TPATUITMOHHO
CUMTABIIMXCS TPEPOTaTUBON apPXUTEKTOPA,
HO TOTEHIMAIBLHO BUAUM CHIY B JpPYTHX,
HEOXKHJAHHBIX, HO OJH3KHX oOnactax. OxHa
U3 3a/1a4 IIKOJ CEerOJHS - ONpPEeIeTIeHUEe ITHX
HOBBIX OOJlacTed W BO3MOXKHOCTEH. OTH
3aJaud, K COXKaJICHHUIO, YCIOXKHSIOTCS
KJIMMAaTOM PAacCTYIIETO IUTopanu3ma. SIcHo,
YTO HE OJHO W3 HaNpaBlIeHUN aU3aiiHa
JOMUHUPYET CEroAHs B IIKOJIAX, H, €CIH
MOKHO 0TOOpa3uTh CMeIlleHne
WHTEJUICKTYaTbHBIX TTOBECTOK THS, CHUTYaIlUs
HE CTOJIbKO B TOM, 4YTO OJHA MOBECTKAa JTHS
BBITECHSIET  JIPYTYIO, CKOJIBKO B TOM, YTO
OJIHO HAKJaJbIBaeTCs HA JIPYroe, YMHOXas
BO3MOYKHOCTH ¥ Pa3HBIE TOYKH 3pEHHs. ITO
MOKET COMBATh C TOJIKY YYEHHKa, KOTOPBIA
4acTo BBIHYXKJICH MOJIaraThCsI Ha
COOCTBEHHOE yMo3akitoueHue. MomoapiM
aApXUTEKTOpaM HY)KHO pa3BHUBAThH
MHTEIJIEKTYaIbHYIO HE3aBHUCUMOCTh, a
CTyJICHTaM HYXXHBI CTaOWJIbHBIC KU3HCHHBIC
OpHUEHTHDPHI (C. 228).

DTOT MPOEKT BIHCHIBACTCS B 3TOT TUCKYPCUBHBIN
KOHTEKCT, TPaHCHOPMUPYIOLTHI COIUATBHYIO
UJCHTHYHOCTh aPXUTEKTYPHI U UX TECHBIC
OTHOILEHHS MEX]y HIKOJIOH M MpodecCHOHATBLHOM
npakTuKoil. Mu¢ o uHIUBUYyaI3ME WU
MPEJICTABICHUH O TOM, YTO apXUTEKTOD -
OJAVHOKHI «Tepoil», MOJIBEPTraiiCh OCAKICHUIO B
Te4YeHUe MHOTUX AecatuieTuii. Tem He MeHee,
yUeHbIE YTBEPIKIIAIOT, YTO 3Ta UICHTHYHOCTh
«repost» TMPOJOJIKAET BIUATH HA CTYIUNHYIO
MearoTuKy,B TO BPEMs KaK JIMYHOCTH, TKOOBI
HeoOxoaumble 17151 3¢ (HeKTUBHON
npoeCCHOHATBFHON TMPAKTHKH CETO/IHS, TAKHE KaK
YYTKUNA COTPYTHUK, OCTAHYTCS MeJarorunuecku
M30JIMPOBaHHBIME: «CTYI¥sI TU3aifHa B TIKOJIaxX
ApPXUTEKTYPHI MO-TIPEKHEMY, B TIEPBYIO OUepelb,
OpUEHTUPOBaHA Ha Pa3BUTHUE OTIEIIbHBIX
3BE3HBIX APXUTEKTOPOB M YHUKAIHHBIX H
OJIapEHHBIX TU3aliHEPOB, a HE Ha MOJITOTOBKY




players” (Nicol & Pilling, 20003, p. 7).

Recent educational reforms in
architecture that address the purported rift
between school and practice operate under the
assumption that the fundamental nature of the
profession has transformed as of late—namely in
terms of how architects relate to clients, to other
members of the design and construction
industry, and to the public. The argument is that
this necessitates that schools overcome their
conservative tendencies to alter the basic model
and aims of instruction (Boyer & Mitgang, 1996;
Fisher, 2006; Friedman, 2007, Gutman, 2007,
Nicol & Pilling, 2000a; Salama, 2015; Till, 2009;
Worthington, 2000).° Critics tend to «call
attention to fundamental shifts in both what and
how architects do and in the very notion of what
constitutes being an architect. For instance, in
their response to recent revisions to
architectural accreditation standards, the ACSA
argued the following:

More than ever, architectural practice
takes place within a network of interrelated
disciplines. As this network expands, the
knowledge needed to practice is becoming
simultaneously broader, more specialized,
and more diverse in scope. This emerging
context translates into a complex, but no less

compelling, portrait of an architecture
graduate: a creative, responsive, and
technically proficient designer, an acute

synthesizer of knowledge, and a deft leader
and collaborator within a multidisciplinary
team (ACSA, 2013).

Schools have therefore claimed their
objective is to cultivate graduates who are
able to traverse and ultimately excel in such a
complex and ever-changing world of practice.

% Salama (2015) encapsulates the main thrust of this
discourse when he writes: “While the practice of

komangHbIX urpokoBy (Nicol & Pilling, 2000a, c.7).
HenaBuue  oOpazoBartenbHble  peopMBl B
apXUTEKType, HampaBlIeHHbIE Ha yCTpaHEHHE
NPENoIaraeMoro paspbiBa MEXAY IIKOJIOH H
APXUTEKTYPHOU MPAKTUKOM, NEUCTBYIOT MCXOJS U3
TOTO, YTO (PyHAAMEHTAIBHBINA XapakTep npodeccuu
B IIOCTIEHEE BpeMs H3MEHWICA, a  HMEHHO,-
OTHOIICHHE apXUTEKTOPOB K KIIMEHTAM H JPYTHM
yY4aCTHUKAM  HUHIYCTPUM  MPOEKTUPOBAHUS U
CTPOMTENBCTBA, a TaKXKe 0O0IIeCTBEHHOCTH.
ApPryMEeHT COCTOUT B TOM, UTO TpeOyeTcs OT
IITKOJIBI JIJISl TIPEOJOJICHHUSI CBOUX KOHCEPBATUBHBIX
TEHOECHIMNA K U3MEHEHUIO 0a30BOM MOJIENHN U LIEIei
B uHctpykuuu (Boyer & Mitgang, 1996; Fisher,
2006; Friedman, 2007; Gutman, 2007; Nicol &
Pilling, 2000a; Camama, 2015; o 2009 r .;
Yoprtunarron, 2000).(9) Kputuku  CKIOHHBI
oOpamate BHUMaHUe Ha (PyHIaMEHTaJIbHBIC CIBUTH
B BOIIPOCAX, YTO U KaK denarom apXUTEKTOPHI , U B
CaMOM TIPE/ICTaBICHUU O TOM, YTO COCTaBISET
OCHOBY cmanognenus apxumexmopa . Hanpumep,
B OTBET HA HEJABHUE W3MEHCHUS apXUTEKTYPHBIX

CTaHJapPTOB B aKKpEIUTAIINH, ACSA
apryMEeHTHpOBAJIa CIICAYIOIIee:
bonee  uyem  korma-muo6o apXUTEKTypHas
MIPaKTUKA MIPOUCXOTUT B cetn
B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIX  aucuuiuimH.  [lo  Mmepe
pacIMpeHus dTOW CEeTH, 3HAHUS  HEOOXOIAMMbIE

JUIsl IPAKTUKH, CTAHOBSITCSL OJJHOBPEMEHHO OoJiee
oOmmMpHBIMHE, 00Jiee CHEeNHATH3UPOBAHHBIMA U
pa3HOOOpa3HBIMH IO CBOEMY OXBaTy. OTOT
BO3HUKAIOMINKA KOHTEKCT MPEBPAIAETCS B
CJIO’KHBIN, HO HE MeHee yOeIUTEeNbHBI MOpPTpeT
BBITYCKHUKA  apXHUTEKTYPHI KpPEaTuBHOTO,
OT3bIBYMBOTO M TEXHUYECKU TIOJJKOBAHHOTO
IA3aiHepa C OCTPOM TeHepauuei 3HAHUH,
BOCIIUTAHHOTO auziepa U COTPY/HUKA
MHoronpoduibHol koMau el (ACSA,2013).

Takum 00pa3om, MIKOJBI 3asIBISIOT, YTO WX IIENb
- BOCIIUTHIBaTh BBIMTYCKHUKOB, CIIOCOOHBIX
YYUTHCS, U B KOHEYHOM HUTOIr€ TMPEYCHETh B
TaKOM CJIO)KHOM W TIOCTOSIHHO  MEHSIIOIIEMCS
MHPE APXUTEKTYPHOU MPAKTUKHU.

(9) Camama (2015) dopmyaupyeTr  OCHOBHYIO
HaIlpaBJIE€HHOCTh 3TOT0 JIUCKYypCa, KOrja MHUIIET:
«XOTs IpaKTUKa MPoQecCuu Ir3aitHa 3HAYUTEITHHO
U3MCHUJIACh u IpoaoIKaACT MCHATHCA,
ApXUTEKTYPHOE U IPaJOCTPOUTETHLHOE 00pa3oBaHUE




design professions has changed significantly and
continues to change, architectural and urban design
education has been slow to react to these changes at
best or resists change or adaptation at worst” (p. 1).
Reflecting a common conception of architecture
school in relation to the “real world,” one alumnus of
Columbia University referred to it as “an insane little
bubble of nonreality” (quoted in Monaghan, 2001)

MOJIyYUJIO B JIYYIIEM CIIy4ae MEIJICHHYIO PEaKIHIO
Ha 3TU U3MEHEHUs, U -CONPOTUBJICHUE U3MEHEHUSAM
WIM ajanrtanuio, B xyameMm »(c. 1). Otpaxas
OOLIYI0 KOHLENIHIO apXUTEKTYpHOW ILIKOJBI IO
OTHOLICHHIO K «PEAIbHOMY MHPY», - TaK BBIPa3HI
OIUH u3 BBIITYCKHUKOB Konymbuiickoro
YHMBEPCUTETAa CBOE  OTHOLIEHHWE K  JTOMY:
«MaJeHbKHI O€3yMHBIH Iy3bIph HEpPEaTbHOCTH
(uutupyercs o Monaghan, 2001)













