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Learning for the Future:

New priorities of Schools of Architecture 
in the Era of Uncertainty

Constantin Spiridonidis and Maria Voyatzaki

To educate an architect is a project. If this analogy is valid, then the project of 'creat-
ing' an architect, as in every project, should be driven by a conception of the ideal 
outcome of the design process of this project. This ideal is analyzed, decomposed, 
cut, deconstructed in a set of objectives, emerging from values, which generate 
priorities giving to these objectives a certain hierarchy. The history of architectural 
education could be defined as the history of changes occurring over a certain 
period of time in the definition of the ideal profile of the architect accompanied 
by the priorities accepted, established and implemented in the process of educat-
ing this architect. 

The quest for rationality in the sixties, revolved architectural education around the 
concern of the development of rational thinking, supported by the definition of 
scientifically defined quality standards for the spaces to be designed and the design 
methods to be implemented. We can observe a radical shift of this attitude in the 
seventies and the eighties when the social and cultural dimension of architecture 
became the dominant value of architectural thinking. Over this period architec-
tural education re-oriented progressively its priorities towards a more contextual 
conception of architectural qualities, promoting the critical thinking as a necessary 
competence of an architect to recognise these qualities in different socio-cultural 
contexts. Under these circumstances, humanities dominated architectural educa-
tion influencing architectural design to be addressed to a human being defined 
no more on the basis of its common natural characteristics, but on the respect of 
its culturally defined differences. In the nineties, we experience a progressive shift 
from an architecture addressed to a human conceived as a cultural being into 
an architecture addressed to the human as an individual. This attitude affected 
educational programs by introducing more options to the orientation of architec-
tural studies and by directing teaching towards the development of the personal 
architectural language of each graduate. 

In all the above cases, the design of architectural curricula was based upon different 
conceptions of the ideal profile of graduates the common characteristic of which 
was the belief that, since it would be created, this profile could preserve its effi-
ciency over the entire career of the graduate. In the last few years from the debates 
in the framework of our Meetings of Heads of European Schools of Architecture 
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it became apparent that we are entering an era in which our capacity to envisage 
and define the profile of the future architect becomes increasingly difficult. 

We are experiencing a world that is changing extremely fast. Structured upon an 
increasingly internationalized knowledge-based economy, facilitated by the already 
powerful media and the extended applications of digital technology in all sectors 
of production, administration, education and consumption, this world is condi-
tioned to be rapidly transformed. The mental and operational landscape of our life 
is constantly affected by unexpected modifications of possibilities, capacities and 
conditions influencing our social, financial, cultural and built environment directly. 
All the activities are profoundly influenced by these new conditions of instability, 
fluidity and interdependence of various, very often unpredictable parameters and 
factors, which rapidly transform our vision of things and of the world. 

In this unconventional and fluid environment of an internationalized economy and 
an information society, architecture, as a cultural statement and manifestation of our 
life in space, seeks its new consideration. It is constantly elaborating a redefinition or 
restructuring of a new framework of values and principles, of knowledge, skills and 
competences, of tools and means, of priorities and preferences, as a new paradigm. 
In a fast changing society architecture is experimenting; an architecture of change.

In this new social project of architecture, creative thinking is, more than ever, a 
fundamental condition. To be at the forefront of this new world, architecture needs 
to become more innovative. There is an urge for a more ambitious and broad-
based innovation tendency. One of the most significant shifts of the contemporary 
architectural thinking in our fast changing world is our strong inclination towards 
an innovative experimentation adaptable to the speed of changes occurring in 
our mind, soul and body. Nowadays creativity and innovation appears as a quality 
of architectural creation introducing a new aesthetic aspect of spatial forms. It is 
presented as a process relocating architectural practice to new forms of expres-
sion and creative paths. It is often introduced as a means-tool to escape from the 
established and to formulate the expected. It is conceived as a window of oppor-
tunities introducing new ideas about experiencing space. In the end it is a value 
transgressing the requested ‘other’ capable of assuring new architectural forms for 
a new social demand.

This condition has direct consequences on the way we have to structure the future 
of architectural education. Educating architects for an unstable, transformable, 
changing, adapting, fluid, sometimes hybrid, and more or less unpredictable profile, 
urges schools of architecture to redefine their educational strategies, to reformulate 
their curricula and to re-establish their principles and values related to their social 
role and mission. In this new educational environment new priorities for schools 
of architecture emerge. Which is the way that European schools of architecture 
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nowadays anticipate the future of their graduates and create the conditions assur-
ing them a sustainable architectural career?

The 13th Meeting of Heads of European Schools of Architecture focused on this 
question. The main concept of the organization of the agenda of this event was 
based upon the (hypo)thesis that to detect, examine and define the priorities of 
our contemporary architectural education system, we must detect: 1. The new 
values from which the new priorities emerged, 2. The impact of the context in 
which architectural education is offered to the formulation of these priorities, 3. 
The way that these priorities influence the competences of the graduates of archi-
tectural education institutions, 4. The new subject areas that these new priorities 
and objectives introduce in architectural curricula in order to assure the expected 
ideal architectural profiles. This is why the Meeting was organised in four sessions 
each one of which was based upon a number of issues proposed to an extended 
panel composed by Heads from schools belonging to different geographical areas 
and architectural education cultures. In this volume the reader can find the texts of 
the introductory panels followed by the extended debates of each session. 

The chapters of the book correspond to the sessions of the Meeting. However, this 
year we made a new effort to change the format of the book in order to make it 
more useful to all participants. All authors have edited their panel presentations 
after the event. Each chapter is framed by a synthesis attempted by the chairperson 
of each session after reading these edited contributions. These texts could be read 
as a post reflection on the presentations and the debates developed during the 
event. The usual debates that follow each panel presentation have been transcribed 
and edited to illustrate the points raised. Last but not least, participants that have 
a long history with the Heads’ Meeting were invited to offer their insights in the 
overall endeavor in written form as introductory texts to the present volume. 

The first chapter is entitled 'New Priorities, new Values. Schools of architecture are 
increasingly dealing with a new set of values emerging from the contemporary 
debate on architecture, the architectural avant-garde, the broader cultural frame-
work, the state of the art of the profession, the national and international political 
and institutional environment. Transparency, flexibility, adaptability, quality, open-
ness, creativity, innovation, mobility, experimentation, diversity, compatibility, com-
parability, parametricism, employability appear to be already established values 
which demand new strategies, new actions and new approaches to the structure 
of school curricula in order to respect the contemporary definitions of quality in 
architectural education.

As priorities emerge from values, which are the new values that affect the educa-
tion offered by our institutions and which is the way they are defining quality in 
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architectural education? How different is this definition compared to those given 
some years ago? Which are the main strategies our schools implement in order to 
reach it? How easy is it to move towards this new version of quality in the existing 
institutional framework? Do some schools consider that their reforms adapted 
their curricula in a way to achieve a high quality education? These are some of the 
issues that this chapter deals with and approaches through the presentations and 
the dialogues they stimulated. 

The second chapter is entitled 'New Priorities, New Context'. This session inspects 
the new expectations and demands imposed on European Schools of Architecture 
and more generally on higher education institutions in the beginning of the 21st 
century. As social and economic development are geared around the concept of 
a Europe of Knowledge, European policies appear to ask for strong, autonomous, 
responsive and inclusive institutions providing research-based education and 
learning in order to meet the many challenges ahead. The increasing speed of 
globalization, the demographic transformation of Europe into ageing societies 
and the rapid pace of technological change generate these social and economic 
challenges. In this context of an unpredictable future, it appears as a necessary 
condition for schools of architecture to become more open and collaborative and 
to establish strong partnerships with public authorities, professional bodies, gradu-
ates’ associations, and of course partnerships and consortia with other schools of 
architecture at local, regional, national and international level to provide attractive 
and relevant curricula. 

Our schools of architecture are asked to embed concepts of initiating access to 
lifelong learning in their institutional strategies; to provide education and learn-
ing to a diversified student population; to adapt their curricula in a way to ensure 
that they are designed to broaden participation and attract the return of adult 
learners; to provide appropriate guidance and counseling services; To strengthen 
the relationship between research, teaching and innovation in a perspective of 
lifelong learning; to consolidate reforms, to promote a flexible and creative learn-
ing environment for all students. The contents and the debate presented in this 
session can be summarized in the following questions:  How ready are our schools 
to implement actions toward the fulfillment of the above objectives? Which are 
their priorities in view of this new situation? How difficult is it to implement all 
these necessary changes? What is the ‘cost’ of these priorities? Are there interesting 
paradigms of good practice to share with the participants of the meeting? 

The third chapter is entitled 'New Priorities, New Competences'. The rationale of 
this chapter is based upon the fact that the architects we are educating nowadays 
will arrive at their professional establishment at least ten years later. Is it possible 
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to preview their necessary profile now? More and more such a prediction becomes 
difficult taking into account the fact that two years ago it was not possible to predict 
that one out of four architects would be unemployed nowadays. This is why schools 
of architecture are actually rethinking the, more or less, fixed profile they tended 
to create over the past years. If there is a question of a new, unpredictable, profile 
of the future architect what has to be our strategy for the learner of today? Which 
are the most significant competences that this architect has to fulfill in order to be 
able to adapt in the fast-evolving society? What is the fundamental knowledge and 
skills she or he has to acquire from education in order to become a competitive 
and successful architect? Which are the strategies of our schools of Architecture 
regarding this major issue? 

The fourth chapter of this volume focuses on the content of studies and is entitled 
'New Priorities, New Areas'. The structure of this chapter is based upon the following 
rationale: In the fast changing world we are experiencing significant transformations 
in all the cycles of production of the built environment, which affect the structure of 
the content of our studies. The strong specialization tendencies in the professional 
practice have significantly transformed the curricula of our schools. For the special-
ized curricula existing subject areas of architectural education obtain gravity or 
completely disappear, while in the general education curricula architectural design 
is under tremendous pressure to assure time for a big number of other subject areas, 
which will in turn assure the generalist character of the offered degree. 

We can detect a progressive reduction from the contemporary architectural cur-
ricula of the urban studies, humanities, sciences, to which one could include math-
ematics, structures etc. On the other hand we can easily recognize a progressive 
increase of the gravity of subject areas related to the environment and sustainabil-
ity, and the emergence of new subject areas like scripting, computation, biology, 
construction management etc. To what extent do these changes affect the profile 
of our graduates? How easy is it to be updated on the new trends and directions 
of the local and international dynamics? To what extent are our schools affected, 
influenced or depended upon the existing centers of (the so called) excellence in 
the contemporary extremely competitive environment of mobility and quality? 

As in all previous publications of the Heads’ Meetings debates, the aim of the editors 
has been to offer material for further examination, reading and consultancy. We 
really hope that this volume also reflects the constructive atmosphere, the posi-
tive spirit, the collaborative attitude and the friendly mood in which the Meeting 
developed; necessary elements for its sustainability and for the impact of its work 
to the future of architectural education.



 

Reflections
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Reflections on the Chania Experience 

Marvin J. Malecha 

Any retrospective analysis of the Chania meetings must begin with the effect 
of the place. The location of this meeting in any other large urban center would 
have certainly diffused the intense feeling of a shared experience. The search 
for the most essential characteristics of teaching and the relationship to societal 
and professional need has continually reminded the participants of the essential 
calling of the architectural educator. Equally influential on the discourse among 
the participants has been the necessity of transformation in the academy and 
the profession and the related expectations for the contributions of the architect 
in society. Influencing all of the discussion underway has been the cold water of 
the economic reality that must be addressed. Resources are dwindling at a time 
of great expectations. In the midst of this are the rising tide of governmental 
regulation and the increasing importance of EU declarations establishing expec-
tations for education outcomes and professional preparation. Among the myriad 
of issues to be addressed are accreditation of programs, the transferability of 
academic units taken across national boarders and of course the ever-fragile 
relationship to the architecture profession. It is upon such issues as these that 
the Chania meetings have solidified the continual discourse that is necessary in 
a time of reconfiguration. 

The Play and the Stage SetThe place is a critical aspect of the possibilities for suc-
cess. Chania provides a place that supports the intense participation of meeting 
attendees in every aspect of the discourse. Focused discussions followed by lunch 
and dinner conversations combine to foster the kind of relationship building that 
is necessary to address the complex nature of the topics raised in the sessions. 
Even for those who have taken a break from the sessions they are sure to be drawn 
into related conversations in more informal settings. This aspect of the Chania 
meetings has been at the core of its success. It is a place of voluntary capture in a 
beautiful place of intense human scale. With the stage set, the program has been 
carefully orchestrated by the capable direction of Maria Voyatzki and Constantin 
Spiridonidis. Dinos sets the action with his continued assessment of the state of 
the teaching context and the profession with his persistent research, analysis and 
sometimes-provocative findings. Clearly Maria is involved with identifying the 
protagonists giving substance to the script and provoking the choir to engage 
the audience. Some conferences have been more intense than others but every 
conference has its memorable moments of discourse. 

Essence A constant among the meetings has been the commitment to the most 
essential aspects of an architectural education. There is more than a tangible 
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sense that to prepare architects, even for the most unpredictable future, there 
must be a sense of materiality and beauty that underlies all of our speculation. 
The very notion expressed best by Per Olaf Fjeld that our charge is not to edu-
cate with the goal of fame but with the aspiration for excellence in architecture 
has charged every meeting. This deep understanding of what it means to be an 
educator and what it means to be an architect of dignity and responsibility has 
resonated in every meeting. Architecture remains about the irresistible urge to 
make and do. It is a discipline often drawn into obscure debates but it is always 
tested by the reality that results from the hand of the architect. New technolo-
gies aside it is what we touch and feel that guides our interaction with an ancient 
discipline. Architecture is across generations, no matter how it is conceptualized 
and produced, no matter what the tools are to accomplish it, the test of a culture. 
This has been the sub-theme for every meeting. 

 

“You can approach the horizon but you can never find it”

        Odile Decq 

Expectation Each meeting has been filled with discussions of the rising expecta-
tions of our time. Lecturers of considerable stature have been invited to provoke 
discussion on subjects as varied as the impact of new forms of technology and 
social media to perspectives on theory and criticism. These visitors have at times 
excited passionate debate and reminded me of an expression my mother used to 
share, “When everyone is thinking alike, no one is thinking very much.” Certainly 
it can be said that those who have come to Chania have done so with the inten-
tion to engage in considerable thought on the practice and teaching of archi-
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tecture. There is considerable awareness of the forces impacting our discipline 
and profession. Environmental pressures, technology and social media, a rapidly 
transforming international culture and the need to address the most basic human 
needs, and the impact of the changing economic situation on the work load of 
architects all together place enormous pressure on the preparation of the next 
generation of architects. This combination of forces enters an academic context 
where the demand for faculty scholarship and research productivity has never 
been greater. The horizon line is changing as Odile Decq observed, and it has 
become clear that we will never reach it. How individuals are prepared to engage 
this world as practitioners and educators will determine if we will lead or follow. 

RealitySince the fourth quarter of 2008 most of the nations of the world have 
been compelled to address the reality of a severe recession. As architectural edu-
cators the participants of the Chania meetings have had to address this reality 
on two fronts, in the context of an educational institution and in the professional 
setting as architects. The economic reality has meant reduced resources for all 
things in education from faculty lines to facilities. Among the most poignant of 
the questions raised in the reflection on reduced resources is the price associ-
ated with values and ideas. How do educators assert the value of an architectural 
education to society as well as to the economic well being of a region? How do 
architects export design intelligence asserting the value of their knowledge? 
These questions raise a new aspect of design education. Perhaps most impor-
tantly it is these questions that challenge the notion of the architectural program 
disconnected from its context. Planning for architectural education in the future 
will have to meet expectations for delivery of course materials in the most cost 
effective and relevant fashion. The reality of cost benefit analysis has entered the 
curricular planning metric. 

RegulationPractitioners and educators alike have come under increasing scrutiny 
and regulation by governmental offices from the nation state to the European 
Union directives. This increasing scrutiny represented by program accreditation 
as well as the governmental licensing of architects has been another recurring 
theme of the Chania sessions. These discussions, particularly on the subject of 
program accreditation, have been passionate demonstrating that there is a sig-
nificant diversity of opinion regarding these matters. Who can ever forget the 
mental image when accreditation processes were compared to the government 
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tanks surrounding a campus with the guns pointed in! Bringing a cooler perspec-
tive is the analysis of Professor Spiridonidis and the working groups of the EAAE 
that have attempted to bring context to these discussions and demonstrating 
that there is much to learn in the face of such movements from each other. There 
have been times in the meeting when the divide among schools and regions of 
Europe have seemed great particularly on the subjects of accreditation and licen-
sure. Other times when cooperation and collaboration moved the discussions 
of EU directives such as the Bologna Accord along with considerable energy the 
vitality of the academy was clearly on display. 

Reflection Perhaps what this meeting has reminded me most of over the span of 
now so many years is that architecture begins with the most human of experi-
ences. I am drawn to the Greek light, the always tantalizing smells and tastes that 
accompany the meals, the ouzo to accompany the sunset, the texture of street 
patterns, the sound of the sea and the two cycle motors of the small boats headed 
out to early morning fishing. It is the time of the lunch in the most ordinary of 
places made extraordinary by the people with whom lunch is shared. It is a place 
of the distraction of blue chairs over conference room chairs in the hot afternoon 
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suffered through with jet lag and ventilation that can never overcome either two 
much wine at lunch or the most joyful distractions that comes with the curiosity 
that fuels us as architects and designers. Yet even in the midst of distraction it 
is the meeting that has brought this incredible group together. It is the meet-
ing that fuels debate and discourse, sometimes passionate in either agreement 
or disagreement as a kind of stage play with protagonists, choir and audience 
members. It is the rich diversity of human experiences that has made this meeting 
continue to live. Over the years it has been possible to follow the development of 
ideas from accreditation to the relationship between the architecture profession 
and the academy. Year after year meeting themes have focused the reflections 
of a diverse group of individuals representing an incredibly diverse academic 
community. The diversity of ideas flowing from an incredibly diversity of people 
and approaches to architectural education and practice has made this meeting 
stimulating. Just as it is the most human of experiences that makes a building 
more than a structure, that gives it the right to be called architecture, so it is that 
it has been the most human experiences of touch and interaction that has made 
this meeting special. 

Perhaps it is this that reminds us that it is not fame we seek but the muse of 
beautiful architecture we all pursue without concern for personal recognition 
but rather as a mission to share with others through our passion to teach, the 
most human mission. 

An Olympian Perspective I remain convinced, buoyed by the many presentations 
and discussions I have enjoyed in the context of the Chania meetings that the 
true power in what we are doing is our commitment to teach people to think 
differently. Design thinking has become among the most important strategies 
among businesses of all sizes to survive in a most difficult period. Our ability in 
the schools of architecture to not only think differently but also to become centers 
of influence will invigorate the profession and provide a light of hope to those 
becoming increasingly discouraged about the future of a life in architecture. It 
is design thinking that accentuates the value of architecture and architects in 
addressing the most pressing problems facing the world. This is the Olympian 
perspective possessed by the designer. It is this faith in our profession and disci-
pline that makes us as architects and teachers able to act in the face of the wicked 
problems of our time. This is the most sustained spirit of the Chania meetings. 

Save me a place among the blue chairs! 

Special Note 

All drawings in this text have been produced by Marvin J. Malecha during the course of the Chain 
Meetings. 
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Pierre von Meiss

New values, new priorities 

Value changes are of course linked to time and major events altering the human 
condition, the society at large. They instruct ethics; they may evolve, but values 
are tenacious beyond expectation. Basic values only change after cataclysms, 
missionary campaigns or tremendous pressure from real life. 

Today such pressure comes from the globe’s population growth and its quest 
for a generalised consumer society – most probably an impossible combination. 
Only political integration and a very careful management of our recently acquired 
scientific and technological capacity offer some hope for cultural and physical 
survival. In this context most schools of architecture and planning appear to 
have understood their role to play. The keyword is “sustainability” and nobody 
argues about that. Few learnt how to deal with it at the design education stage.

If you look at it, architecture, landscape and urban planning are directly con-
cerned. Yet we sometimes behave as if this was a minor issue compared to more 
“conceptual” ideas. How many great Master-Thesis projects did we see criticized 
in a sustainability-perspective? – Very few, unless it was a theme of the particular 
design.

Basic values in architecture (with the exception of sustainability) did not change 
substantially. Of course you always find some freaks who believe in overthrow-
ing the established values by producing their “artistic” or computerized opposite 
(which may be quite healthy to make people think). On the other hand we have 
to admit that the Western set of governing architectural values did not change 
so much. Our history may be their secret guard.

It is thus no wonder that the panel presentations and discussions questions the 
idea of “new” (values) across the board.

To become more specific in our field we might agree with Stefano Musso saying:

“We are full of specific and segmented (or fragmented) specialist 
values, or goals, and we are losing the sense, the significance or the 
meaning of a complete system of human values; we are sometimes 
getting confused between tools, means and goals as the contempo-
rary philosophic reflections shows.” 

                  (S. Musso, Chania-debates 2010)
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New context, new priorities 

"Education is not the filling of a pail*); it is the lighting of a fire."

*) pail > “bucket”, > in French “seau”

             (James Horan citing W.B. Yates, On Education – Chania 2010) 

For heads of schools this issue implies an argument for questioning the philo-
sophical basis involving new curricula, Bachelor and Master degree graduates 
performances and so forth.

To reflect on the subject, I chose this time to operate a personal selection of key-
quotes from the panel and floor discussions. Thinking about them in a critical 
perspective may stimulate the “quick reader” to return to the entire texts. The 
order is not completely random; I somehow tried to install them going from the 
general towards the particular or practical. 

“Humanity, is at war. At war with itself. Even when one casts only a 
shallow glance at the world and the current situation, one cannot 
but admit that we are facing a stacking of crises of the systems we 
have devised for the world: an economical and financial crisis, an eco-
logical crisis, a cultural crisis, a political and institutional crisis and a  
social crisis.” 

            (Chr. Van Langen)

Fortunately A.Oxennar reversed the disaster in citing Hillary Clinton saying 

“Never waste a good crisis”.

 

“We have survived because our way of thinking that brings together 
spatial intelligence with the metaphor of making, predates and sur-
vived scientific analysis and the subsequent instrumental rationalism 
... Thus our educational system may become an “exporter” towards  
other disciplines."

(D.Porter on Exporting Design Experience)

The role of the schools was and is to instruct its students to "think 
architecture" in a way that later leads to the meaningful "making of 
architecture" in professional practice. 

 (O. Atalay Franck)
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“We deal with a change of the paradigm of the architect as builder to 
the architect as transformer. This leads to a shift of the understanding 
of architectural practice from “building” to “caring”. 

(P. Versteegh, session 4) 

 

“It might be a wise idea if at least part of the budgets were set aside 
for risk taking. By this I mean  that in view of some of the challenges 
and the complexities that are coming up some of which we do not even 
know about, I think we have to be prepared to push the boat out a bit 
further and not always play safe with architectural education, espe-
cially at Master’s level.” And further:”the Directive itself is already an 
outline of learning outcomes. If we fragment that even further, there is 
a certain point where you lose a sense of being an architect educating 
an architect: it becomes a box-ticking exercise 

(T. Harris)

“We think that the first three years that comprise the Bachelor’s degree 
should be very focused on skills and knowledge. The entire curricu-
lum coming from the demands of society, of the European Union, the 
Eleven Points and of the national requirements should be covered in 
these three years, in a very concentrated and active way ... we put too 
many experimental activities too early on in their education.” 

(L. Brodersen)

And to finish with a word of James Horan: 

“When I realised that I would be chairing this session this afternoon, 
I felt that it might be very difficult to try and draw a strand out of the 
conversation that might somehow bring the session to a conclusion.”

New priorities, new competences 

“What is the fundamental knowledge and skills she or he has to 
acquire from the education in order to  acquire a position of leader-
ship in architecture?”

(Georgios Panetsos, rephrasing one of the pertinent questions 
put to the audience at Chania 2010)
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Here we address the issue of restructuring curricula, opening ways to deal with 
uncertainties of the future, questioning established professional images and 
values, inventing adequate “university landscapes” and developing appropriate 
teaching methods to enable our graduates to confront unexpected settings and 
problems, rather than merely comply with society’s immediate demand for a well 
performing competent professional.

“Learning how to learn” is a matching aphorism on which we all agree, but I have 
to admit that I still do not know too well how to teach that. Hardly anyone could 
help me in this respect at this conference. 

Reflecting on this session is a difficult endeavour, because the speakers presented 
many interesting general intentions and attempts, most of the participants would 
agree with, but at the same time there are plenty of contradictions, sometimes 
within the same presentation.

On one hand, everybody wants (or has to) comply with the 11 points. We are 
producing architectural designers-managers specifically trained in organizing 
space with a critical attitude in the back of their mind, the ultimate realm of 
architectural expertise (Maeder).

On the other hand, many think simultaneously that architectural education for 
the future should be more open, diversified, offering plenty of optional courses 
(Nyka) or fewer courses of broader scope (Panetsos).

The question is whether all students can do both within a 3 or 5 years time. My 
answer is negative. Time and experience are missing. Therefore most schools turn 
towards some sort of “hybridising”, which may not be the very best thing to do.

Today’s international competitive environment requires excellence of various 
natures. I sometimes wonder why at least some schools don’t dare taking a clearer 
stand for one or the other of these two honourable approaches. Simplifying and 
putting it bluntly: good critical professional design managers versus, perhaps 
more academic, managers of change and future outlooks.

We may not quite know yet how to achieve this, but possibilities do exist. We may 
guide a few of our most performing students to expand their qualification in doing 
both. We may take advantage of the Bachelor/Master structure to achieve one or 
the other in either one of them. We may recruit Bachelors with a different degree 
for our Master as long as their CV and portfolio demonstrate a perfect profile for 
what will be discussed, taught and researched. We also may have new critical look 
at what could or should become continuing and rewarding education.

You may see this as a plea for elitism; in fact it is. If Europe wants to confirm its 
position as a leading place for learning, it has to continue offering an exception-
ally good primary and high school education. At the same time some of its uni-
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versities somehow should get rid of their recently acquired mission to produce 
“immediately useful/autonomous graduates”. 

New priorities, new subject areas

“ The best profile a school can have is an extremely motivated staff 
and enthusiastic students, keen to teach and learn and who are not 
afraid to express what and who they are as architects.” 

(H. Hilti, session 3)

Environmental sustainability makes up the bulk of a package of new and renewed 
subjects areas, knowledge to transmit, research programs and design practices 
introduced in our curricula. It hardly even existed twenty years ago. The scope is 
wide; it reaches from energy efficiency to biology and landscape issues. Thanks 
to computer technology our students are at the benefit of a certain increase in 
“productivity” (in terms of learning). So are we as teachers. There is nevertheless 
just so much and not more that you can learn, discover and train in a limited 
time-space. Therefore some subject areas must have been reduced or have disap-
peared from the curriculum. Which are they? Was it the right decision? Nobody 
talks about it.

In some cases it is maths and structure, elsewhere it is social sciences, often it is 
Arts, sometimes it even comes down to a cosmetic reduction of design-studio 
hours, without reducing the workload of course. In addition, existing schools have 
to handle the inertia resulting from established staff (personalities and “power 
groups”). A lot of this inertia is linked to the European context in which the lack-
ing mobility of staff to move and regroup interests and competences in another 
university remains rather sparse for cultural and social reasons. New staff appoint-
ments foster real renewal, which most often means that they come from another 
academic institution. New schools have a definite advantage, but, unless they are 
at the benefit of a strong “founder-figure”, their democratic structure may quite 
quickly lead to new clumsiness. 

Parametrics is a second new subject area which some participants believe antici-
pating. Nevertheless, as long as parametrics is understood as a means for gener-
ating form, precisely the domain where architects are already performing best, 
its usefulness remains to be seen. Furthermore we teach our students that the 
city does neither need nor want to become a collection of beautiful and fancy 
disconnected objects. There are only very few sites and programs for isolated 
computer-generated complex amalgams of warped veils. To state it bluntly: it 
may be enough to train one architect per million inhabitants to master these 
exceptions...





Session 1

New priorities, new values   
Priorities emerge from values. Schools of architecture are increasingly 
dealing with a new set of values emerging from the contemporary 
debate on architecture, the architectural avant-garde, the broader 
cultural framework, the state of the art of the profession, the national  
and international political and institutional environment. 

Transparency, flexibility, adaptability, quality, openness, creativ-
ity, innovation, mobility, experimentation, diversity, compat-
ibility, comparability, parametricism, employability appear to be 
already established values which demand new strategies, new 
actions and new approaches to the structure of school curricula 
in order to respect the contemporary definitions of the quality  
in architectural education. 

How do schools of architecture define what is in our days quality in archi-
tectural education? 

How different is this definition compared to those given some years ago? 

Which are the main strategies our schools implement in order to reach it? 

How easy is to move towards this new version of quality in the existing 
institutional framework? 

Do some schools consider that their reforms adapted their curricula in a 
way to achieve a high quality education?
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Introductory Panel

Chris YOUNÈS

Professor, School of Architecture Paris - La Villette, Paris, FRANCE

Nature and artifice: towards other architectures of urban milieus

Urban ecologies issues trigger thoughts of milieus and of the city-nature that are not necessarily 
connected but refer to the dynamics of inter-generating and regeneration. “There is not ‘the’ 
milieu but the middle ‘of’”, explains Canguilhem as he points out the links which intrinsically 
bind the living with the milieu: “Take out the milieu and you take out the living. If you take a fish 
out of the water, it will die”. 

Ecology which is the science that studies the environments of the different living beings, 
showcases both how environments determine their lives, and how these beings interact with 
environments1. We are thus invited to think in terms of interdependence, evolutivity, composite 
totalities, and interactions. Concomitantly, the idea is that everything is already here and that 
at the same time everything occurs here without us being aware of a beginning or an end, 
as in the rhizomatic pattern. “We always begin in the middle”, Deleuze used to say. Augustin 
Berque stresses the eco-techno-symbolic nature2 of the ecumene concept, which designates 
the inhabited terrestrial milieu as both encompassing the living and the human, but also con-
cerning issues linked to regenerations which blossom again with generating powers3.

Births, growths and cycles

Everything is born and continues to be in birth. The word “nature” firstly refers to a living nature 
and a repeated genesis as indicated by its Latin etymology natura (from the future participle of 
nascere) which signifies that which gives birth, the act of being born, that which presages the 
thing and which corresponds in part to the ancient Greek word physis (of which the root phù 
signifies growth, growing, blooming and is related to vegetation). Aristotle makes a distinction 
between natural beings and manufactured beings in that natural beings are endowed with 
a principle of self-movement and rest, bearing within themselves the possibility of becom-

 1 Uexküll analyzed how the world of an animal brings into play perception and behaviour, and creates 
a series of events opening the spatiotemporal filed. J. von Uexküll, Mondes animaux, monde humain 
(Animal worlds, human word), Gonthier, 1956

 2 A. Berque, Ecoumène. Introduction à l’étude des milieux humains (Ecumene. Introduction to the study of 
human environments), Belin, 2000

 3 Bergson describes how duration is a generative growth. The being which lasts is the being which finds 
in itself the principle of its development by a movement which is inner to itself. Bergson, L’évolution 
créatrice (The creative evolution) (1907) in Œuvres, Presses universitaires de France, Paris, 2001  
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ing other, growing or diminishing4. They proceed by a continually renewed genesis and by 
metamorphosis.  

This deeply biological paradigm was substituted by a mechanical paradigm of nature. The 
Western modernity of the Modern Times thus arose to oppose man to nature, following the 
dualist representation initiated in the 17th century by Galileo, Bacon and Descartes, of a nature 
external to man, which he could govern from the moment he knew its laws. But the irreduc-
ibility of nature, which haunts urban dwellers today, is more than just nostalgia for country 
life or a rejection of cities or towns. It is linked to the vital natural cycles the impact and desire 
of which develop at the same time as the urban world spreads itself, as if the forces of culture 
should cooperate themselves with those of nature for the world to remain inhabitable. An 
imaginary technicism, which orientated a certain modernism was superimposed by that of a 
resourcing by the “natural of nature”, according to an expression by Heidegger5. Nature cannot 
be reduced simply to metaphors, to green issues, to plants, to the invocation of the countryside 
or to silk-screened signs. This word designates the water, the earth, the fire, the fauna, the flora, 
the rhythm of the seasons, of the days and the nights, of the heart and the breathing, of the 
wakefulness and the sleep, of birth and death, but also the cycles of transformations. “It is in 
us and it bears us in it” explains Merleau-Ponty6 about nature, whose polysemy hatches the 
real, the imaginary and the symbolic. 

Generating and regenerating 

The anxiety linked to the devastation of ecosystems and the growing awareness of the finite-
ness of planet Earth, of its vulnerability and that of humans, insistently leads to questions con-
cerning the sustainable relationships to be established between nature, techne and society. The 
art of human settlements has always established relationships with the natural milieu which 
are both interior and exterior ones, whether it is by controlling it to better use it to the point 
of blindly exploiting it, by keeping it at a distance due to fear or respect, or by attempting a 
symbiosis7. The current debate concerning the regenerating capacities of urban milieus, their 
resilience, reveals most particularly the crucial issues of reconfiguring these territories. If being 
modern, as deemed by the Athens Charter, was to favour the ‘tabula rasa’ and to free oneself 
from the context, the challenge from now on is to understand and to imagine other possibili-
ties from the resistances and resources of the milieus: different types of alliances aiming to 
capture, to reveal, to treat with care and to revive whilst at the same time taking into account 
the geographic, tectonic, atmospheric, biological, cultural elements. By notably reflecting on 
the place of the fundamental biophysic elements which are water, air, earth as well as that of 
artefacts. In Les trois écologies8 Félix Guattari insists on the need for an ecosophy, in other words 

 4 Aristotle, Physics II, 1-192
 5 M. Heidegger, Hebel, l’ami de la maison (Hebel - friend of the house) [1958], Questions IV, trad. Julien 

Hervier, Paris, Gallimard, 1966, p.58
 6 Merleau-Ponty, La nature. Notes de cours du Collège de France (Nature. Notes from lessons at the Collège 

de France), Paris, Seuil, 1995
 7 These different positions were clarified in Médiation architecturale entre l’homme et la nature 

(Architectural mediation between man and nature), by C. Younès and M. Mangematin in Ville contre-
nature (Unnatural Cities)(ed. C. Younès), Paris, la Découverte, 1999

 8  F. Guattari, Les trois écologies, l’espace  critique (The three ecologies, the critical space) Galilée, 1989
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“the environmental ecology which is an integral part of the social and mental ecology via an ethi-
cal and politically-based ecosphere”, given the irreversible nature of technoscientific creations.

Thinking about inhabited milieus, is thinking about the balance between nature and artifice, 
agricultural and urban cultures, ecosystems and anthropization. In fact, there are paradigmatic 
changes in the ways of apprehending the relationships of humans in life environments, which 
we are committed to, or whether it is by Hans Jonas with the Principe Responsabilité9, Michel 
Serres with Le Contrat Naturel10, Augustin Berque with the ecumene11, Peter Sloterdijk with 
biosophy12 or Henri Maldiney who thinks that only the existential dimension is to be able to 
open the world13: “When I talk about an animal, it’s simple; its nature is its life. And nature is its vital 
space. This is not the case for humans. It is more than the biologic and the historic dimensions. Man 
arises by existing…the entrance in the presence of art and of man in art results in man recogniz-
ing himself in the moment when, truly in the presence of the oeuvre, he goes beyond his biological 
dimension without alienating himself historically”.14

Time in relation to physis and time in relation to tekne are not the same, but the common princi-
ple to both these modes of production which are nature and tekne (of which the Indo-European 
root ‘tik’ signifies generating) is the principle of generation. But what are these generations? 
What cycles and recycling are at stake? Doesn’t production in the technical sense have its 
possibility in nature first? Aristotle explains that there is an initial power in Nature. But there is 
also a becoming other than what comes from nature. It is the law of becoming (metabole15). 
Heidegger wrote that technique does not have the privilege of adding a human world, but that 
modern technique restricts nature to its impossible, in other words that which it could never 
do itself, because it is its destiny to settle as the master of the land. Thus, artificial milieus act as 
a substitute or become competitors of the natural milieus. In the artificial, which means “made 
by art” (arte facere), designating skill, know-how, craftiness, there is the possibility of an exces-
siveness, a violence, a violation, a promethean desire which steals something from the gods.

But there are possible choices. Beyond representations which consider nature as a lost para-
dise or a hostile environment, and humans as disturbers or masters of the world, the quest 
for appropriate natural-artificial rhythms constitutes an aesthetic oeuvre and a critical ethic: 
establishing a lively relationship between nature and culture, life and tekne by exploring dif-
ferent paths of regenerating synergies. 

 9 H. Jonas, The responsibility principle [Das Prinzip Verantwortung, 1979], trad. J. Greisch, Editions du Cerf, 
1990

 10 M. Serres, Le contrat naturel (The natural contract), Champs Flammarion, 1992
 11 A. Berque, Ecoumène. Introduction à l’étude des milieux humains (Ecumene, Introduction to the study of 

human milieus), Belin, 2000
 12 P. Sloterdijk, Sphères I. Bulles, trad. O. Mannoni, Pauvert, 2002, Sphères II. Globes (yet to be published) 

and Sphères III. Ecumes, trad. O. Mannoni, Maren Sell Editeurs, 2005
 13 H. Maldiney, Ouvrir le rien. L’art nu (Opening nothing. The naked art), Encre Marine, 2000
 14 H. Maldiney, Unnatural cities, op.cit., p.28
 15 Heidegger, “Ce qu’est et comment se détermine la Physique” (What is and how is Physics determined) 

(translation in French of the German text: “La physique d’Aristote” (The physics of Aristotle), “Qu’est-ce 
que la technique” (What is the technique) [1953], Essais et conferences (Essays and conferences), Gal-
limard, 1958
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Stephano MUSSO

Dean, University of Genoa, School of Architecture, Genoa, ITALY

It is increasingly difficult to speak about values and especially about new values while we are 
not sure of possessing or expressing old ones or even values in general. Everything could have 
a value, on different levels, for various goals, meanings or interests. This does not mean, on the 
other hand, that everything is, or can be, a value, in the real and broader sense of the term.

Let me begin this brief public reflection facing a more general field in which the word “value” 
and its possible meanings and consequences should be analysed. Carlo Olmo, in a recent book 
published in Italy and devoted to the existing relationships, in his opinion, between “Architec-
ture” and “Democracy”, proposes to us, in a very clear way, a general and crucial question: “is 
there any value, or system of values, that can not be “negotiated” or treated? That is: are we 
agreeing that some “values”, in our present societies, should not be, let’s say, “exchanged, sold, 
avoided, denied, ignored, forgotten …” and so on?

I think that, if we want to speak about priorities and values, we cannot escape from this very 
basilar question. In my opinion, the answer is or should be “yes”, these values or systems of 
values exist and must exist for our own safety. Some of them are of a very general, ethic and 
civil nature: the rights related to the health, that of a free expression and mobility, the right to 
be educated and informed. Another one is the right to speak about the future of our students, 
the right to have a job. We, as educators, cannot forget or ignore the previous ones and this 
last in particular. That is to say: the destiny of those we are now educating in our schools, their 
professional future lives.

Nevertheless, we must be very careful: we have in fact to avoid or to avoid the risk, that sev-
eral times emerged in our recent and ancient history, that a system of values can give life to 
very cruel and selective processes affecting human beings. “Blond heads and blue eyes”, “the 
capability to gain money or to make things”, in any way and independent from their characters 
or consequences, there have already been “values” for someone, sometime and somewhere. 
It was not a good thing!  

Do not misinterpret me. By arguing in this way, I would only like to invite everyone to be 
conscious that this is a very delicate topic and that, perhaps, we are here neither to “select” 
nor to “impose” values, rather to discuss about the role of the different values that exist in our 
societies can have in the construction and management of our schools.

Going back, at this point, to the brief description of the arguments proposed for this panel, I 
can say that among the various words used to identify capabilities, competences, abilities or 
intentions some could be, perhaps, values but others can not, at least in my opinion. “Flexibility” 
is, above all, an attitude that we certainly must reinforce or enhance in our students. In a very 
wide sense of the term it could also be interpreted as a “value”. On the contrary, “parametricism” 
appears to me as a word that recalls an instrument or a tool that can be adopted/used within 
the design process: not the only or exclusive one to be adopted to build the future we desire.  
Of course it can be argue that “the word” is often used within the didactic programs or the 
presentations of several Schools in a positive way, with regard to its connotative aspect that 
overpasses its simple denotative content. But, in this way, everything could be interpreted as a 
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“value” and, if everything is “a value” at the end nothing will really be “a value”. On the contrary, 
we can all agree that “honesty” and “seriousness” are values that can help and must support 
our didactic activity and our students’ future work.  How difficult is it to pursue these values is 
very well known and tested for each of us: in fact, they cannot be “taught”, but only proposed 
through our daily action.

As for what regards the other question posed to the panel I must say that, to be sincere, my 
school never explicitly discussed about “values”, whichever they could be, old or new.  Is it a 
mistake, a lack of consistency or of awareness of our role and goals? It could be, but it hap-
pened and I really do not know how to face this argument without falling in a reductive and 
formalistic discussion.  We have in fact to avoid, as a dangerous risk, any rhetoric attitude or 
behaviour in this delicate and fragile field. “Fault, convenient or instrumental” values are lurking 
always around the corner, ready to be proposed or imposed for several reasons that, usually, 
have nothing to do with our goals, provided that they are sincere, of course. On the other 
hand, I think that we are not the ones in charge to define, select or impose any value. Rather, 
we can and we should “propose” and “respect”, first of all anyone else, with our behaviour and 
work, some general and “human values” that cannot be declined or misidentified as simple 
“technical” abilities, competences or pragmatic priorities. 

Architecture is made “by man” and “for men”: we can no forget this very banal but true circum-
stance! It can help us facing the crucial topics proposed by this thematic section of the meeting.
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Johannes KAEFERSTEIN

Head of Department of Architecture, Lucerne University of Applied Sciences and Arts, 
Lucerne, SWITZERLAND

The seat of the soul is where the inner world and the outer world touch each other.”  Unfortu-
nately, it was not I who said this; it was the German Romantic writer and philosopher Novalis in 
the eighteenth century.  The soul of architecture actually lies in this picture.  There is structure, 
materiality, tectonics, space, light and shadow, a certain comfort, or discomfort.  I feel there 
is an emotion in there and that there is something very human: it is man-made.  I think that 
in this space, this in-between or window space, the inside and the outside touch each other.  

The question is: is this an old value, or are we talking about searching for new values?  Are we 
in a world with completely different values and insights from those of our counterparts five 
hundred years ago?  I myself am not quite sure. There are certain values in architecture which 
are just there and that we recognise. I therefore think that it is important as a school - and I 
am just coming to my school - that, when we think about quality and values, we set goals and 
that we are very precise about the context in which we are acting and teaching. Let me just 
explain the context. The School of Lucerne is a very small school, with a small Architecture 
Department, but with other departments linked to technology. Under the same roof we have 
engineers, building technicians, architects and those dealing with electronics. The school has 
had, we believe, a tradition of construction for fifty years now, and this is something I am trying 
to carry on as a value, not trying to change everything, but to work with this heritage. I think 
that the matter of goals is extremely important and to me, one of the relevant goals within 
the context we have set is the whole question about energy and in Switzerland we have this 
concept towards a 2000 onwards society. 

Thus, as an overall framework this is already enough with which to go forward and to set the 
perimeters of teaching in these directions. I totally agree that we have to have an open system, 
in which we have to open up the minds of students and to educate them to think. We need, 
however, to have students with skills, not only in drawing and thinking, but also in making. 
So we are very much oriented towards the making of things, working with the hands and 
with crafts. We therefore put a lot of emphasis on our workshops and the work space which 
we will have from next year where we will be able to do one-to-one structures. At the same 
time, we are co-founders of the material library, which is part of the material archive, where we 
are partners with different schools and institutions in Switzerland. We are trying to establish 
a few focal points where the students and also the teachers can connect and come back to. 
Inter-disciplinarity is one of the main issues, a key goal to reach, one of the goals of contem-
porary society. As architects, we cannot reach this alone; we have to work with engineers and 
technicians. We have to work with historians; we have to do research; we are trying to bind 
the research back to education as was explained earlier. It is extremely important that we have 
this two-way situation: that knowledge from the research goes back into education and vice-
versa. We have students who are working on research projects but who had already started 
these projects during their studies.  It is therefore also extremely important to work with the 
industry because on the one hand we need the money to do these research projects; on the 
other hand we are not working alone. We are building these products that go on the market 
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and I feel that we can influence these products from a very early stage if we start talking and 
working with these people in the industry.  

Last but not least, we have to take care of and profit from this kind of network. There is so much 
knowledge here. As a small school, we focus on construction and on energy and the other 
subjects are not that strong in our school. I think that is fine. We send our students abroad; we 
send them to new schools. They get a basic education in urbanism, but we are not specialists in 
this; there are other schools that can do this. The students also have a choice of which school 
they want to go to. So we try to focus on our strengths. The five questions I have more or less 
answered. What we have had to do in the last five or so years is to come up with a redefinition 
of our academic approach, of the didactic approach, asking the question: how do we teach? 
I think this is something everyone is now doing. We have started to make smaller groups, to 
interlink the modules and so forth. For us, this change of curricula has been very positive. This 
is because our school has in its fifty years progressed but this change was good for the school 
in terms of redefining itself and of restructuring itself, so I am quite optimistic and positive 
about this. To finish, I believe we have to educate students to become thinkers, people with 
skills but who can think and who are open to the idea of knowing and of searching.
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Mujdem VURAL

Vice Chair, Yildiz Technical University, School of Architecture, Istanbul, TURKEY

What is new for us may not be new for you, because our priorities are to integrate our 4 years of 
bachelor program to 5 years and the accreditation of our program (national and international). 
The presentation wishes to share the studies*16we have done in this context. 

Yildiz Technical University (YTU) is one of the well-known, top universities with 100 years of 
history in Turkey. YTU Department of Architecture has started its bachelor program in the 
academic year 1942-43 and graduate program in the academic year 1959-60. Each year 120-
150 students who pass the central university exam have the opportunity to be a student of 
the department. The education is carried out by 113 staff for the total 945 bachelor students 
and 369 graduate students. 

As YTU Department of Architecture we are mainly dealing with the reforms for the Bologna 
Process. In Turkey with the higher education law, the duration of university education is set to 
be 4 years except medicine. Graduate programs of 2 years are arbitrary. In the present case our 
first priority is to have 5 years of architectural education since Turkey is in the Bologna Process 
and the law will be changing in the near future. As architecture schools we are preparing our-
selves to 5 years of education while waiting for the prospective legislation. Turkish architecture 
schools are discussing 5 years of architecture education in the meetings of Architecture and 
Education Assemblies of Chamber of Turkish Architects, MOBBIG (Communication Group of 
Heads of National Architecture Schools), MIDEKON (Deans of Architecture School Council). 

Studies of YTU for 5 years program

While preparing the 5 years program the existing program called USIS was first overviewed. 
During the restructuring of the educational program of YTU Architectural Department at 2003, 
with EKSIP (Project of Continuous Development in the Education Quality) USIS program had 
put forward with 180 credit-224 hours -240 ECTS. USIS is consisting of 1 year of mandatory 
English prep and 4 years of undergraduate degree. The distribution of courses is;

   • 18% of general issues,
   • 12% of history, human behaviors and environment issues,
   • 32% of design, 

 * Unver, R., (2008), YTU Mimarlık Fakültesi Eğitim Semineri 2, 15 Şubat 2008, İstanbul, ISBN: 978 975 461 
443 5, s.46-59 (Panel). (in Turkish)

  YTU Mimarlık Fakültesi Mimarlık Bölümü Akreditasyon hazırlık Komisyonu Raporu (Report of Prepara-
tory Commission for MIAK- Accreditation), February 2009, İstanbul (Commission Members: Rengin 
Unver, Çiğdem Polatoğlu, S.MUjdem Vural, Ayşen Ciravoğlu, Ebru Erdönmez, Almula Köksal, Uzay 
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   • 20% of technical systems, 
   • 3% of application issues,
   • 15% of elective courses.

Outcomes of the program USIS with the above distribution are aiming to fulfill the student per-
formance set in 27 criteria (integration of NAAB and RIBA criteria). Each and every course was 
explained / edited / composed in this context. The program USIS was organized as to fulfill the 
increase of quality and efficiency in education and the preparation for national or international 
accreditation process. As a matter of fact YTU Department of Architecture applied to National 
Board of Architecture Accreditation (MIAK) with the four-year program of USIS and started 
the process of accreditation laboring by January 2009. By March 2010 our department was 
established the first and only department that got the full accreditation for 6 years in Turkey.

YTU Department of Architecture has started working on an education program for 5 years in 
2 cycles in light of the foregoing European models on November 2008. 

The 4+1 model developed and was presented by Prof. Dr. Rengin Unver (head of Architectural 
Dept.) during the studies of 2nd Education Seminar at YTU (2008).

The proposed model is as follows;

At least 5 years education,
   • Two steps,     
   • Full time,  
   • First 4 years of continuous education (Bachelors)
   • 1 year graduated education (Master of Architecture) 
   • 1 year graduated education, arbitrary (Master of Science)
   • at least 52 weeks of professional practice
   • lifelong professional improvement
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The Bachelor and Graduate Education Commissions continue working on the new 4+1 educa-
tion program of YTU Department of Architecture. The two commissions are benefiting from 
the data of the Preparatory Commission for MIAK- Accreditation. During the studies of the new 
proposed program, institutional memory, steps and development studies of USIS were helpful. 

The main topics to accomplish the purpose of studies are given below.  

  1. Over viewing vision and mission of the Department together with the institutional 
and educational aims of the Department

 Institutional Aims;

    • To make a merit of contemporary education concepts where individuals learn how to 
access knowledge, develop themselves continuously, adjust to the dynamics of the 
era, sensitive to the changing needs of the public and environmental conditions, have 
an intellectual point of view 

    • To create a platform where faculty and students can develop themselves in accordance 
with their interests and abilities by conferences, exhibitions, workshops and excursions 
in collaboration with institutions that are in various fields of architecture

 Educational Aims;

 To educate global, prospective architects who can; 

    • Solve architectural details at analytic, conceptual and practical levels, develop indi-
vidual approaches to different architectural context, reflect ideas to practice and reach 
an independent decision within the professional ethics

    • Contribute to the production of architecture practice in social, cultural, economical, 
scientific and technological fields, using their knowledge for the furtherance of public 
welfare

    • Be involved in decisions such as education, researches and practice on an equal foot-
ings internationally, share experiences with younger generation and be pioneers when 
graduated.

   2. Explicating USIS program with other equivalent programs of Architecture Schools 
(itemization of the existing state)

 In quantity and quality, 6 equivalent programs of Architecture Schools in Turkey expli-
cated. Overlapping and decomposing sides of existing programs are determined. In the 
determination step each program was taken in groups of design, presentation techniques 
/ design courses, structure / technology / professional knowledge, history / theory, general 
education and elective courses. 

 This evaluation shows that YTU Department of Architecture has an equivalent program to 
the other departments of architecture in terms of credit and hours. Differences between 
the same courses in different universities compose the richness among the programs.      

   3. Evaluation of USIS program by internal and external shareholders

 Evaluation of USİS program is made in 5 stages.
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    • Evaluation of courses and teaching staff done by students (questionnaires for evalu-
ation of courses are handed out at the end of each semester and the results of these 
questionnaires are circulated in the department),

    • Evaluation of all education programs done by the students that attend the graduation 
studio (Report of Preparatory Commission for MIAK- Accreditation, February 2009),

    • Evaluations of University, Faculty, Department and the program done by the graduates 
(first graduates of the program),

    • Evaluations of the program done by the teaching staff,

    • Evaluation of University, Faculty, Department done by the teaching staff (Report of 
Preparatory Commission for MIAK- Accreditation, February 2009).

Together with the data from these studies, criteria of MIAK and aim of a five-year education 
were helpful for the draft program of YTU Department of Architecture. In this program 35 
criteria of MİAK that a graduate has to gain are classified in 5 subject/course groups as design 
/ history / technology / professional studies / general. 

In the draft program of YTU Department of Architecture five-year education is held in 3 mod-
ules of criteria and presented in Table 1.  

In our department, in its 70th upcoming year in education, formal education has always 
been supported by informal studies. Our students and professors that take part in national 
and international activities with success have always thrilled us. While working on accred-
itation and five-year education for the past 3 years, the department wanted to highlight 
the strength / potency of our students. The students started a design week where many 
studios are offered for a free design stage, no ECTS, no grading or so during the midterm 
break for the past 3 years. This week is called “off the record”. Professors were voluntary 
for opening a design studio in this week organized by our students. Students decide on 
the theme for each year and open the registrations for design studios about the theme 
and students choose from those design studios in which are the full interactions.  Our 
“off the record” week is quite popular in Turkey, taking place in architectural press and 
the event is known not only among the architecture schools but also in all universities. 
In the early years it was vise versa; students were voluntary for the studios organized by 
professors. With the rise of Erasmus exchange program international workshops take the 
leading role for informal studies. Because of the department education program, there 
is no possibility of giving grades and ECTS for these workshops, which entails voluntary 
work again both for the students and the professors. For the past 3 years we are hav-
ing workshops that are programmed for long-term series and intensive programs with 
institutions in Europe and the United States. By these activities, students are not only 
gaining professional knowledge and skills while they interact socially.  
An integrated program is needed to fulfill dynamics of architecture. As a result, we 
accept that in realization of our five-year conceptual program informal studies should 
strengthen formal education. 
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TABLE 1

Three Modules of YTU Draft Program

1st MODULE / 1st and 2nd years 2nd MODULE / 2nd and 3rd years 3rd MODULE / 5th year

Gaining knowledge  
and skill

Using the gained knowledge  
and skill

Producing new knowledge 
and skill  

from the gained ones
 [1] Communication Skills

 [2] Critical Thinking Skills

 [3] Graphical Presentation Skills

 [4] Research Skills

 [5] Formal Composition 
Systems

 [6] Design Skills

 [7] Teamwork Skills

 [12] Use Of Precedents

 [13] Human Behaviors

 [14] Cultural Diversities

 [15] Accessibility

 [16] Sustainable Design

 [17] Ability To Prepare A 
Comprehensive Program

 [18] Site Conditions

 [28] The Role Of Client (User) In 
Architecture

 [6] Design Skills

 [7] Teamwork Skills

 [8] History Of Western 
Architecture

 [9] History Of Entire World 
(Excluding Western 
Architecture)

 [11] Preservation Of Historical 
Environment And Restoration

 [14] Cultural Diversities

 [16] Sustainable Design

 [17] Ability To Prepare A 
Comprehensive Program

 [19] Structural Systems

 [20] Environmental Systems

 [21] Safety

 [22] Building Envelope Systems

 [23] Building Service Systems

 [24] Building Systems Integration

 [26] Control Of Building Costs

 [27] Technical Documentation

 [28] The Role Of Client In 
Architecture

 [29] Comprehensive Design

 [30] Architectural Practice & 
Project Management

[31] Practice Management

 [29] Comprehensive Design

 [30] Architectural Practice & 
Project Management

 [31] Practice Management

 [32] Professional 
Development

 [33] Leadership

 [34] Legal Responsibilities

 [35] Ethics And Professional 
Judgment
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Debate

Maria Voyatzaki, Thessaloniki, Greece

I would like to open up the debate as a way of responding to the points made in the three 
interventions that preceeded in relation to the themes Constantin Spiridonidis and I had in 
mind when were setting up the agenda of this meeting. It is undoubtedly true that there are 
some values that are eternal, perpetual and ever-lasting. Therefore, to talk about values, would 
at first glance appear irrelevant and pointless. However, what is intersting to observe is that 
some values have always been acknowledged as such but the way they are perceived in the 
history of the humanities is not the same. Flexibility, no matter how adamant we would be 
today about its importance, has at times contrasted rigidity that was in turn synonymous to 
consistency and loyalty to certain ethics. That leads me to my second point which is, in fact, 
connected with the first one; stability has been historically associated with morality. Nowadays, 
instability, change or transformation the linguistically opposite terms to stability govern con-
temporary philisophy and architecture. While taxonomy was a way of grouping things based 
on their similarities, nowadays things are distinguished on the basis of their differences. The 
building industry strove to achieve mass production and it has been in the last ten years that 
construction researches efficient ways to achive mass customised products that are similar 
and yet different and unique. The third point I would wish to make is on the discussion on 
precision regarding the context in which we operate. However, when on the other hand the 
context itself is not precise by nature and on the other hand each of us individuals perceives 
it differently, what is a precise attitude to context, I wonder. Last but not least, there seems 
to be a distinction between research and design and often no intention of seeing design as a 
research activitiy and vice versa, the so called research-by-design activity. 

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

Of course, I agree with Maria because the problem she proposed is quite important and  it is, 
in some way,  a trace of the history of humankind, dealing with how man enacted the word 
of values and some of those values are still there, but much of it has changed the perception 
that we have of them, that is true.  I was only suggesting that before we start thinking about 
particular values that are based on some framework we have to keep in mind that some values 
for specific areas of architecture are only part of a more general and complex  set of human 
general values. If there is a lack of something in our present world, and there might be, it is 
about this second family of values. We are full of specific and segmented (or fragmented) 
specialist values, or goals, and we are losing the sense, the significance or the meaning of a 
complete system of human values; we are sometimes getting confused between tools, means 
and goals as the contemporary philosophic reflections shows. 

If I have the chance to look briefly at what kind of general values I try to adopt and also to 
imagine the curriculum for our students I must recognize that, of course, it is important because 
it is the box of how we organize their time, and time is important for the life of students for  
the resources that they have are limited as are ours. So, how we deal with their curriculum is 
quite important. Yet before trying to solve the problem of finding or proposing “new values”, 
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inventing in the meantime new courses with new titles, which are only the boxes for the con-
tents we think as important for their future professional life, or a simple formal solution, there 
is a whole set of values, let’s say “eternal” we have to take in mind and consideration. Values, 
in fact,  are not simply or exclusively mine. Howard Gardner, in one of his more recent books 
entitled  “Five Minds for the Future”, says that, for the future, we need a different kind of intel-
ligences in respect of what was intended even in the recent past. In my opinion, as educators, 
we must cultivate the intelligence of our students and we must help them in learning, more 
than simply teaching them what we already know and consider important or essential. There 
is not only one general or absolute intelligence, in fact. We have, according to Gardner, at least  
five different intelligences.  The first one is “disciplinary”: to know the things, to be consistent, 
to be serious, to be rigorous, to know the rules of anatomy (if you are a physician), the rules of 
technology of architecture or of structural design. All that is quite important: it is the basis for 
their education as architects. You cannot do anything useful if you are not a disciplined person, 
but it is not sufficient. For discipline must reproduce itself, dig inside itself and enclose the 
known world of knowledge we already possess. So, another kind of intelligence is needed, the 
kind that Gardner called “synthetic”: the capacity to put together things belonging to different 
disciplines, and then we can use the word inter or multi disciplinarity. Nevertheless, the problem 
is that we cannot be only analytical, even if we have to be rigorous.  We also have to be able 
to be synthetic which, again, is not enough, because if you only put together things that have 
already been developed, in different fields of human knowledge and behavior, then you can go 
on, but not very far. We also have to be “creative”.  But creativity does not come from nowhere; 
creativity is not an invention in itself: it is always the result of something more that you have 
while you are able to synthesize things that someone achieved in those different fields. This is, 
again, not enough for our future needs.  Gardner thus invited us to look for a “respectful intel-
ligence”. This means that each man, or each scholar, teacher, student or future architect must 
be respectful of the age, the capacities or the competences of the others, because only with 
respect does this enable you to build a better world. Even then this is still not sufficient. The 
last, but for me, very important intelligence, is what Gardner called the “ethic” one: our action 
must, indeed, be profoundly ethical. That does not mean any new proposal of an ethical state, 
but the dimension that brings us to conceive our creativity, to see our aesthetic intelligence, our 
capability to do what we are thinking about, to think about what we are doing, in a collective 
and shared context. So these five words - and we could deeply analyze them even if not in this 
occasion - for me are crucial. Not only in building a new study curriculum, choosing the amount 
of hours for each subject or teaching matter and so forth, but in the way in which I consider 
my hours of teaching, in my room or in my class, the discussion that can be developed in our 
environment, even if it not so easy, because we are killed by quantitative parameters, rules, 
laws, every day new directives from our  Ministry for University and so forth. Yet, I think that 
each of these five words that describe five kinds of intelligences can be translated into actions, 
into the didactic activity, into the pedagogy of our teaching  action and can be formed and 
give substance to each content of it, in each framework we can imagine to develop it trough. 

These, in my opinion, are some sort of “lighthouse in the night” that can offer us a direction, or 
better, several directions to follow. But if you like, if you do not want to choose Gardner, you can 
choose other cultural or intellectual references for the mental knowledge for the future. You 
could, for example, read a very interesting book by François Julien, the French philosopher, in 
touch with the Chinese culture, who discusses the difference between efficiency and efficacy. 
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He makes a comparison between the Western world and culture and the Eastern one, not to 
decide which one is the best or worst, but trying  to add to the results of centuries of devel-
opment of Western culture that has its basis here, in the Greek ancient thought upon which 
the contribution by the Jewish culture was added and also the Arab one joined to arrive at 
the present state of the facts; and we can notice the different results achieved in the Eastern 
world, in the world of the Far East. He says that the savant, the wise man has no idea; yet this 
seems a very contradictory sentence.  It does not mean that the wise man has no ideas; he 
has several ideas, but not one alone, because he has no - not the prejudice because prejudice 
exists, prejudice is now in our everyday life, prejudice is not wrong in itself, it can be wrong 
in the consequences that we have using the prejudice in the relationship with others.  The 
idea that the real wise man has no idea presents the risk that we choose every time changing 
under the pressure of external work our values system, choosing only one direction, because 
this leads to ideology, to fundamentalism, closure of openness and capability to accept the 
stimulus coming from outside. The capability to build a new world using these five crucial kinds 
of intelligences  is, in my opinion, extremely important if you want to preserve something of 
our civilization, hoping it will evolve in a positive way and not repeating things only in a very 
technocratic way, a start for a search for a real peaceful coexistence  in between ourselves.  

Chris Younès, Paris, France

I think the question about values in time is very important because it is a question of time, 
which puts things in context. We have to interpret it in different ways. I think it is a big challenge 
because science has to have universal results and that is the power of science: to go through 
the borders with a universal language and it is possible to solve it. That is the value of science. 
Yet at the same time, for sustainability we know that we must work with politics, with ethics, 
with aesthetics and so on, so it needs to have diversity of culture. What I find very interesting 
today is that in the beginning a sustainable context required us to be more scientific, more 
technical on the environment, but today it requires us to have diversity of culture and it is very 
interesting because what we can see is that with architecture - what we love in architecture - it 
is always local and universal; it is not only one. It interlinks with the milieu and it is something 
extremely vital.  I think that it is very interesting to try to stress this question of diversity and 
universality. It is very interesting to see that universality: we are now trying to be universal, 
seeing diversity as a new value because of the diversity of culture. I would like to insist on this, 
because if we want to take care we need to preserve the diversity because this is not so easy 
to do. It needs a lot of power to coordinate it. That is my first point.

My second point - I think it is a huge challenge for research in architecture, it goes for a teacher 
as much as for someone practising architecture, is to develop a collective culture and not an 
individualistic one. I think this is very new because we know it is important to have discussion, 
to have a dialogue. The question of value requires a dialogue; we need to exchange different 
points of view. I think it is of paramount importance to humanity. The sustainability context 
is so different, even in philosophy because we can see that the question is about humanity. 
It is not only about one culture; it is about the different cultures of all of humanity. The big 
question is to stay in touch with intimacy, individual questions and at the same time operate 
in the global world. This is a new challenge and it is very important to have a good education 
in order to have this new way of looking at education, but at the same time it is not enough. 
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We need to have what we have today, this possibility to have a dialogue between diversity 
and diverse cultures. It is a way we must cultivate because it is an extremely important way to 
invent the future world and I hope it will be a sustainable world.

Hilde Heynen, Leuven, Belgium

I just wanted to react to Stefano Musso’s observation about putting things in boxes versus 
interlinking them. I think the observation is very correct, but I want to point out - and that 
was one of the points of my presentation this morning - that accountability is also a value. 
Accountability, transparency, we are asked for these. In a school like ours where we operate 
on public funding, I think it is quite correct and fair that they ask us to account for what we 
do. So accountability is I think a value that we have to respect. I could not go to my university 
superiors and tell them, we do not want to be accountable. We want to be accountable. But 
that translates into this thinking in boxes, because how can they impose a system on us that 
accounts for what we do by specifying you have to do this and that? So I cannot, as a Head of 
School, say I do not want to be accountable: I have to accept this value. But in fact, the way that 
this value is translated into requirements which are imposed on us, this thinking in boxes, goes 
against the grain and you are absolutely right about where we have to go. The way we try to 
struggle with this is that on the one hand, we to try to work in accordance with the performance 
indicators that are required of us - we have to or we do not survive - and on the other hand, 
always insisting that this is not enough, we need to interlink, we need to go with synthesis, 
the direction of these values is very important. But it is something of an uphill struggle, so 
you can say on the one hand, the contemporary situation is this asking for interlinking, a new 
value system, but the accountability that we have inherited from the first modernity is still a 
value that you cannot do away with. As long as administrations and bureaucracies continue 
to put forward this accountability in the way they are doing right now, I think we will be faced 
with this challenge of answering to both the thinking in boxes and the thinking in terms of 
quantities and measurements and the thinking in terms of quality. I think that is where we are.

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I would like to make some clarifications about the concept which was behind the description 
of the content of the first session. I would like to start from something which is very simple. 
If we have a look on the Internet at the presentations of the Schools of Architecture or at the 
school brochures circulated, we will notice that one of the typical phrases that appears almost 
at the beginning of the description is that this institution offers a high quality architectural edu-
cation, without exception. The question is, what does this phrase mean exactly?  What is the 
content of this? You cannot easily find a clear description of what this quality is about. So, if a 
researcher of education is interested in continuing to look for that, you will find in the different 
descriptions some hints about it. The idea behind this session is to investigate what we mean by 
quality nowadays in an educational system and to share amongst us our concepts, conceptions, 
understandings and views about what quality of architectural education is. That was the idea. 
Coming back to the question of values, I would like to make two comments. The one is that, 
in the description about the educational activities of the schools, someone cannot find them 
explicitly recognised as values, some notions appear there. On the contrary, you can find words 
with connotations. What we describe here was not words defined as values, but words which 



47

Session 1 New priorities, new values  

appeared with a positive connotation, not just the notations like, for example, that Stefano 
Musso’s reading offered on parametricism, because of course it is a tool if you read it as a tool, 
but if you read it with the connotation that appears there, saying that our school is following 
parametricism and so forth, then it means something more. So there is a value, a positive indi-
cation of that. What we tried to map here was this kind of connotation. On the basis of that, I 
think that there is an interesting question that we have to tackle, which is the following: Is the 
education system that we apply in our schools a simple reflection of the value system of archi-
tecture or does the educational system have its own value systems?  These are probably a little 
bit different from the value system that exist in architectural practice, architectural debate or 
architectural theory. I personally believe that the educational system as such has its own worth. 
Of course, the main values that many of the panellists introduced are reflected in the system, 
but this system generates its own values. For example, there is transparency: an old value in the 
modern movement.  It was a value for architecture, but it was not a value for the educational 
system in the era of Modernism. However, transparency has become a value in the educational 
system in recent years, which is not necessarily the dominant value in architectural debate or 
in architectural theory. So it seems that there is a kind of autonomy in the educational system 
and because in this millieu we are speaking about architectural education, I think that it would 
be very interesting to define the values, or, let us say, the connotations of our job, which is to 
educate architects. All that was to give you the background of this description articulated in 
the general title.  We are living in an era which is changing very fast, so the question is, which 
connotations do we have to incorporate in our educational practices? And at the same time, 
how could these connotations be translated into strategies and precise actions in order to 
assure our graduates that these connotations are conscious values? 

Alexandros Tripodakis, Chania, Greece

I would like to go back to some of the comments made by Stefano Musso and Johannes 
Kaeferstein about assessing the intelligence of students, a respectful intelligence and an 
ethical intelligence; Johannes mentioned the problems of educating students as thinkers. I 
think these are very important points. Firstly, because we are dealing with the human material 
we have in our hands. We want to transform or help them become architects, that is, creative, 
imaginative with a strong initiative, originality and so forth. But the question is, what material 
do we have in our hands when our students enter our schools? In Greece, we have a very 
serious problem. We are dealing with a second-rate secondary education and a family value 
system that produces children and teenagers who think uniformly, act uniformly and dress 
uniformly. This is not only apparent in our own country. Our school is only five years old, but 
quite soon it became clear to us that if you do not deal with the human material as early as 
possible, then it is very difficult later on to expect high goals to be reached and high quality 
results to be achieved. The question on the way to deal with this was focused on how to 
enhance the initiative and the critical mind of the student; how to make him or her participate 
in discussions and debates; how to test their own judgement, how to be aware of what is 
around them, to examine the meaning of sustainability from the political, social, human point 
of view and so on. For we found that our students were lacking fundamental information 
and sensibility in respect to these areas. They were also lacking a cultural background, which 
may not be the same in other countries, a contact with drama, music or literature. What was 
happening here last night could have been of educational value. We decided to inaugurate 
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a course for the first year entitled “Introduction to Architectural Thought”. With this course, 
we are trying to provoke students into open discussions, to challenge them, to take a stance, 
to state their ideas, fight their agoraphobia, develop their skills in speech and expression. 
All these things are very important because, after all, we are trying to build human beings, 
beings of thinking potential. The second thing is to strengthen these connections between 
architecture and other arts, and not only arts. So we expose them to a piece of music and try 
to ask them to translate the composing principles of music, drama or dance into architecture, 
in an attempt to try and break down these walls.  So far, it has been satisfactory, if I may say 
so. I think it  is going well and we will try to continue with it. My question is, are there similar 
concerns in other schools?  I believe we have done similar things; I am very anxious to share 
similar experiences. 

Johannes Kaeferstein, Lucerne, Switzerland 

I do think that we face the same problems in other countries. In my experience, over ten years, 
when they stopped education on this level, some go far, some not so far, but at the end of 
the day, it is quite similar and everybody has his own individual qualities. I think it has been 
said. What we try to do is to find these qualities, to address the students personally - we have 
the luxury of being able to do this in our school, it being small.  However, I think the most 
important thing is to give responsibility to the students very early and to show them that for 
instance, in a project design, the building as a result is maybe not that important, but rather 
the process of building, how to get there. If you can engage in a task like this, I think it is pos-
sible to activate the students, to help them grow. They have to grow.  But I do not think you 
are alone in this problem.

  

Pierre von Meiss, Lausanne, Switzerland

I would like to come back to what Constantin Spiridonidis introduced into the discussion. The 
question was, what does the school really mean when it talks about “high quality education”? 
I would suggest that we may be attacking a very, very difficult question here because maybe it 
is not even possible to be precise on that issue. The quality of the school is made by the quality 
of the people who are in that school. It is not a matter of declaration, it is a matter of what these 
teachers and students really are. In this respect, I have to say I have tried in several European 
schools to define what the profile is of this school, as opposed to the profile of another one. 
It is an extremely difficult undertaking. Now you are posing an even more difficult question, 
what lies below the expression of quality? When the school talks about a certain quality it 
is even more difficult than to define the profile of the school. If I think back over my experi-
ence, not just as a teacher but also as a teacher among other teachers, it is more that which is 
important. I notice that one can answer many of the questions that are the basis of this panel 
discussion for a single person, but to answer it for the school is another question. Perhaps it 
is not really possible. 

Trevor Harris, Helsinki, Finland

There are a couple of things I would like to bring up that were mentioned by the panel. I 
think that in an age of uncertainty, we need a little bit more clarity of direction all round. 
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That is irregardless of whether our schools are in art colleges or universities or in some other 
institutions. I think we have to ask ourselves the question, regarding the values that are 
propagating or generating within schools, how far do they actually contribute to the even-
tual creation of inspiring, sympathetic and sustainable places, both in architecture and in 
cities? At the moment I think that a lot of our schools are encapsulated within themselves 
and seeing themselves as ends in their own right. I think one indicator of this is the “publish 
or perish” syndrome which has, to put it mildly, got a little bit out of control. I think we need 
other performance indicators. The biggest indicator is perhaps to follow what is happening 
to our graduates after they leave the schools: what kind of jobs, what kind of activities are 
they engaged in? To this end, I think each school should have some sort of alumni set up to 
follow up what former students are actually doing. The other thing I am finding that I have a 
lot of difficulty with is this over-emphasis on research and design. To my mind, I cannot really 
put them into two camps, because I think they are part of one and the same activity. It is 
rather like talking about science and art as two entirely distinct and separate activities: they 
are both creative in their own right. As far as schools of architecture are concerned, we have 
to move away from trying to force ourselves into a pseudo-academic and pseudo-scientific 
approach to education and to get more in tune with the way that architects actually think 
about problems, how they analyse them. More importantly, what is the level of synthesis? We 
seem to be very good at producing people who are very good at defining problems, analysing 
them and even conceptualising them, but in this world at the moment we have a great lack 
of people who can actually make great cities, great places and great buildings. I think that 
is the direction we need to get back into, irregardless of what the Rectors of our universities 
are telling us they want us to do. I believe we have to stand firm on this one, because I think 
architectural education is very much losing its grip. To that end, I would ask the panel, do 
you see it as a possibility that schools of architecture should make it clear whether these 
architectural studies an end in themselves, an academic subject or whether they are indeed 
the preview to practice?  

Hilde Heynen, Leuven, Belgium

As far as the situation in Belgium is concerned, up to a couple of years ago, the answer to that 
last question, whether we are offering an academic education or whether we are preparing 
graduates for practice, was rather clear because we had university qualifications that were 
supposedly academic and then we had more professionally-oriented schools that prepared stu-
dents for professional life. Now, however, the picture has become much more blurred because 
all these schools formerly defined as professional are turning themselves into academies, 
upgrading themselves to become part of the university system, so they are also becoming 
academically-oriented, or expected to be so. This, indeed,  poses the question to all of us as 
to whether there is still a difference between them. My own answer for my own school as 
it came out of the process of preparing for the self-assessment report - our answer to this 
would be that we do not educate future architects, but we do educate students in the field 
of architecture, which is a much broader concept than just preparing graduates to become 
architects. We also want them, if they want to orient themselves in other directions, if they 
want to become urban planners, administrators, researchers, engineers or such like, to be 
prepared for that too, so we define it as an academic education in a broad field and not just 
as a professionally-oriented education. 
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Johannes Kaeferstein, Lucerne, Switzerland

I think both have a place alongside each other; we educate our students for the profession 
very clearly to work as architects but still try to introduce academic culture, so I do not really 
see where all the tension lies, all this difference that you are perhaps seeing.

Mujdem Vural, Istanbul, Turkey

During the four years of the Bachelor degree, we prepare graduates for professional life but if 
we want them to be academics, they have to have two years further postgraduate study. This 
does not mean that four years of education in architecture will not let a student or graduate 
devote him or herself to research, but we try to give the fundamentals of architecture in our 
education. I think that more or less all of the schools are dealing with the same curriculum. We 
have 240 credits that we have to give the values to, the existing values which are not changing; 
the challenge, I think, is that the new values are actually not connecting with the people who 
are working as lecturers and professors. So I feel that we have the boxes, as Maria said, in our 
curriculum and we also have some boxes in our lecturers, so we are trying to be flexible in both 
cases, regarding students and regarding lecturers.  

David Porter, Glasgow, Scotland

I would like to return to Consatntin Spiridonidis’s question about defining quality, particularly 
in terms of accountability, which was mentioned. I’ll approach it sideways. How many people 
have an i-Phone? When you buy an i-Phone, it simply tells you how to turn it on. From then on, 
you are on your own, you find your own way. You talk to your friends who have got an i-Phone 
and you say, “that’s really cool, how do you do that?”  I’ll take this a little closer to architectural 
education. I have been told that Google, when they take on a new member of staff, do not give 
them a big handbook on how to be a Google employee. What the new employee does is that 
he starts, he opens the door and he enters. Then he sees around him lots of people, working, 
interacting and talking; he sees the furniture they have got. This is called “Googlisation”: you 
learn by watching all the people around you and what they do. What someone is aware of 
when he goes into those Google offices is of just how bright those people are. How do you 
know about how bright they are? You pick it up. Now onto accountability and definitions of 
quality. The money we get comes from the Scottish Funding Council. Every time there is a 
new chairman or director of the Scottish Funding Council, within three months they are in my 
office. We stand and talk about quality of education and research, but within five minutes we 
take them to the studio. We have a very active studio; when that particular person comes sees 
some very bright students and some very bright staff talking to each other, they have draw-
ings, computers, models around them. These funding people do not know what is on those 
computers, they do not understand architecture, but immediately the discussion about quality 
stops. You know it when you see it. You can come close to it with numbers, you can come close 
to it with words, but if you think you can define it, you cannot with numbers and words. That 
is why we have other senses and other ways of understanding. We just have to hope that the 
revolution comes through us and will eventually get through to the bureaucrats so that they 
can then make a judgement just like the director of the Funding Council when he says, “This is 
really great!  More people ought to know about this.” What he is talking about is lots of students 
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clearly working together on projects, talking to each other, sometimes talking to staff, doing 
things, intelligibly and creatively. It was palpable: they could see it.  

Deniz Incedayi, Istanbul, Turkey

It has been summarised very strongly and emphatically that now we are facing a new iden-
tity in architecture and a new role for architects. In this context, we are defining more social 
responsibility in the role of the architect and also a more ethical context. What I would like 
to ask the heads of schools is whether there are some changes in the curriculum regarding 
the new architectural identity, which is increasingly facing human rights problems, issues 
and ethical responsibilities? It has also been suggested that architectural criticism is very 
important. However, this not only aesthetic or environmental criticism, it is also to be trans or 
interdisciplinary, as well as having a philosophical, social or cultural level of criticism. In that 
case, perhaps we need some more experts from other disciplines involved in architectural 
criticism. So what I would like to ask is whether you have new courses dealing with human 
rights, the public rights of architecture and with multi-dimensional analysis of architectural 
work, such as environmental or social issues, not only the tangible, but the intangible world 
of the environment. In this new changing era, are there some new additions in this context?  

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

It is very difficult to answer in a general way to this question; I can say something about my 
school and the schools in Italy I directly know. I would like to say first of all that in the discus-
sion about the curricula, as I said before, it is not sufficient, but it is important.  We should 
start with the idea that this aspect or content could be interesting, or this other one could be 
necessary, or  useful; we could feel obliged to fill the curriculum with studies in architecture or 
in anything because if there is something, among the human expressions, that is a synthesis 
of a lot of other things, this is exactly Architecture. We know it, starting at least from Vitruvius.  
There is a difference between knowing and recognizing that some arguments, some contents 
are important, that they are changing the responsibilities of our profile, our value, its role in 
society, and yet within that new house of teaching independently those hours must be put in 
the curriculum. Also because we know that there is a big difference between “teaching ethics” 
and “being ethical”. In some schools, of course, there have been for several years courses on 
philosophy, on aesthetics or on ethics, taught in Venice IUAV by Massimo Cacciari, for example.  
But that does not mean that all the students studying these arguments or topics are as clever 
as he is, or that they are cleverer than those studying in a school where there is no specific 
course with the same title and content, but where there are a lot of other professors that 
put these same contents into their teaching in a sympathetic way, yet in a non-organized or 
explicit way. I think that we have to avoid any wrong idea that before we get the system, we 
must have all the boxes already prepared and checked, all the courses titles fixed and only 
afterward there will be the final result of our efforts. Education, in reality, is a long, complex 
and interactive process that must, in some way, be kept free in its premises, development and 
objects. What we have to do is to give explicit meaning to the words we use, to the limits to 
which they have meaning, the reason why, because, of course, on the levels of the schools 
those phrases are written.  
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Unfortunately, sometimes we behave as if we are selling merchandise, attracting students to 
our school instead of the others and we are always inventing some new instruments to do this. 
This attitude could be, nevertheless, very dangerous. Let me give another example. You said you 
are beginning to realize that there is now much more social responsibility in any architect’s  job 
and that this circumstance could mean that we need to activate in our schools some specific 
courses such as sociology, for example, but sociology, at least in Italy, was already the result of a 
big student revolution in the sixties and seventies of the last century. In all our schools a course 
on sociology actually exist for that period. We can of course  add other hours of teaching this 
subject but, perhaps, this is not in itself so important. I think that the educational process and 
the curricula must be perceived like instruments, flexible, to be changed, to be adapted to the 
students personality and because it is true that students are now coming from the secondary 
school in a different way and with different preparation from before. Yet we cannot reduce 
ourselves to the level of those who complain because the students are coming to our faculties 
less prepared and less advanced. 

We have to react, because, at least  in Italy we have no chance to continue without taking care 
of these new conditions or simply complaining about them. Those students, these are our 
principle reasons of existence, our main resource  and  we have to be aware of  the situation  
in Italy now, with all its lights and shadows. Sincerely, I think that the quality of what we are 
doing will only be judged “in” and “by” the future, by the students that will go out of our schools 
and after some years will remember or not, be happy or not, and by society in its wholeness, 
of course. Always taking into account, of course, the big problems that the speaker put on the 
table: the stupidity of bureaucracy, the difficulty of dealing with some arguments  that, to be 
sincere, nobody in the world seems to care apart ourselves as teachers. Architecture is a crucial 
question for developers, it is state property or a vehicle to transfer other contents and will.  But, 
as was said before, if we limit ourselves to listing the mistakes, the errors, the risks, what is not 
there and lose the love for architecture, we lose the hope and with it we lose also the capacity 
to adapt and to change what we are doing in a flexible way in order to contribute to build a 
better world and society. In this sense, flexibility is always there. I would just lastly like to make 
two very brief points. I agree with the need to separate, to cross the mountain between science 
and art, but we must also have in mind that these definitions are also profoundly historical 
that also means relative and certainly not absolute. They are the result of the thought of the 
nineteenth century that divided the “sciences of nature” from the “sciences of spirit”. But, art is 
exactly a creative way of showing man and to enhance his own potentialities and this means 
that we have to move on and to pass over these traditional definitions and categories with 
their historical and philosophical limits.

Katerina Dyrssen, Goeteborg, Sweden 

I would like to comment on the previous remark which I think is extremely interesting. I would 
say it does fundamentally challenge the educational system. It is not a question of adding 
philosophy or adding sociology but I think over the last years we, at Chalmers, have started; 
we are still struggling with this.  But as I see it, it needs a fundamental change of perspective 
from an individual, sort of heroic architect road to us stressing engagement in society, com-
munication and cooperation. In Chalmers our experience is that where we previously had art 
sessions as independent ones, we are now bringing them into the project work as explorative 
artistic experiments, instead of adding art. It means we define project issues in a much more 
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complex way than just designing beautiful buildings. So there is this fundamental change in 
perspectives in the sense of turning architectural issues into problems for students. We try to 
do this from the first day. I think the trigger for this was sustainability so we are passing on, 
as both Chris Younes and Hilde Heynen said, these real changes, the attitude in architecture 
and as I see it, this makes it much more fun. 

Gunnar Parelius, Trondheim, Norway

I would like to make one comment on the fundamental values of being in an academic institu-
tion, the reason why we need people to come to the university and why we protect people 
in the university. It is because they have a very important mission which is to discover about 
the world; we do not control the people here because it is necessary to take the risks of going 
out to transcend our preconceptions of the world and to discover things. The first thing is the 
scientific approach to find the truth. This is a fundamental value of all universities and we need 
to take care of that, to find the truth.Then there is the artistic point which is to find singularity, 
simple expression, transcending everything that has been done before in order to understand 
the specifics of the situation and really put culture in and see the singularity of a new thing that 
has not been seen before.  For this is what can connect things and this makes it really funda-
mental in pulling the world together for us.  This artistic singular expression is what anchors 
the world. This is the only way to do it. The third point is to transcend your own culture, to be 
able to talk to the people around you, to understand what they are trying and what you need 
to do is the aesthetic aspect, to transcend your own country, which is the third academic value. 
These values are what makes us academic institutions. We need to take care of this.  

Chris Younès, Paris, France

I would just like to speak about this and about all the comments made. The question of quality 
is a very big question for every school today. What we can see is that most of the time - and 
we have done research into this - what is accredited as quality is a question of quantity. This 
is a problem. I understand that accreditation is important, it is a value to develop, but how 
do we keep the question of quality and not transform it into quantity, because everywhere 
we are not speaking about quality in a way but about quantity. This is something very impor-
tant. Aristotle made a big difference between quantity and quality as two aspects and the 
way they make a kind of schema. I would also like to insist on and to emphasise the issue 
of the fragility of art. I think the power of art is its fragility. This power of art, which it has 
because it is fragile, has a power to interlink. I see this also as very important in architecture, 
especially sustainable architecture because what we can see is that a lot of knowledge about 
the environment, biology, physics, geography is very important to understand the present 
context. We need this and we need new tools to represent all this complexity, but today all 
scientists agree that nobody is able to deal with this complexity, so we must trust the power 
of humanity which has existed since the beginning of creation. It is very fragile, but it is 
something that has the power to give emotion and to interlink people of different cultures. 
I think, as well as being very important, that it is our tradition in architectural education to 
deal with this; we have to be extremely careful not to give this up because the wonderful 
thing about creation is that it is a way of resisting. We have to resist when we create. I think 
we resist against technocracy, we resist again all we want to devise things. Art is a way of 
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speaking to our spirit and to our heart; it is able to go through the ages, to be diachronic. I do 
agree that it is fun and that it is exciting now in schools to have the challenge of interlinking 
science to other things and of learning about the environment. It is important and it is in the 
curriculum in our schools which resists, but we must be very aware of it and to take care of 
this fragile thing with the art of humanity. 

Hansjoerg Hilti, Vaduz, Liechtenstein

After this discussion, I tried to recall what I remember from six years studying in Berlin - that 
was after 1968, to give a sense of the time period. What I can really remember is that most of 
the professors stayed at home and we worked on our own. We also had very few very authentic 
people or professors who coached us: they did not teach, they coached because nobody would 
accept teaching any more at that time. So I can say, after forty years - maybe I am getting old! 
- but after forty years I can remember people, not the subjects. That is one thing. What then 
made me really suspicious was when you remarked about youngsters who come in uniform 
clothes. May one ask how many people have an iPhone? I believe most architects have an 
iPhone. So I believe that the “stuff” in architecture is much more uniform than the youngsters 
who come into the schools. Just to sum up, I believe the most important thing is that staff 
appreciate the students who come in. Whatever they are like, they are at least as good now as 
they were twenty or fifty years ago. 

Adrian Joyce, Architects’ Council of Europe

I am here on behalf of the profession. There is a lot that I would like to say, but since Trevor 
Harris made his intervention a while ago, I have been thinking about what I could say that 
relates to this session. The first thing I wanted to say is to Per Olaf Fjeld. I was struck when you 
read the short introduction from the programme that you left out in the list of values such as 
transparency, flexibility and so forth, the word “employability”. In a certain sense, for a student 
going into a School of Architecture, one of the key values that he wishes to leave the school 
with is employability. As a spokesperson for the profession, I feel this is a key aspect which 
has been absent from the debate so far. I would also say that the question Trevor Harris asked 
about whether the schools teach the discipline of architecture or whether the studies are a 
prelude to practice is a very keen question. I would posit that architecture exists through built 
works and that we cannot afford to drift into an academia that trains people to intellectualise 
or philosophise architecture and which does not train students to build architecture. One might 
say that that is a natural thing for a spokesperson for the profession to say, but I think that it is 
a keen issue. At the same time, and maybe in a contradictory way, I fully agree that Schools of 
Architecture should explore what are in fact moral, philosophical, ethical and academic values 
and to have an intellectual approach because it is true that when we end up in the real world, 
we get submerged by realities, generally economic realities or regulatory realities and we no 
longer have the time to consider these very important aspects. We totally agree in the Archi-
tects’ Council of Europe that architecture has lot more value for society than just the monetary 
value that constructing new buildings brings so we do have to have ways and means of not 
only instilling those values in the students but also of maintaining those values throughout 
the career of the architect. What the profession would like to explore more is whether continu-
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ing professional development can contribute to maintaining those values, an academic or an 
ethical value, for example, throughout the career of an architect.  

My last point, which was also mentioned by Chris Younes, is the question of accreditation. This 
links back to what Constantin Spiridonidis asked about quality, the question of what quality is 
in relation to a course in architecture. One measure of quality in architecture is obviously that 
it is listed in the professional qualifications Directive of the European Union. At the present 
time, ACE has been undertaking a study of how many countries across Europe have accredita-
tion systems that accredit qualifications for listing in the Directive. It is remarkable how few 
there actually are who are doing this in a structured way. I know that ten years ago there was 
a theme of accreditation, but I think that accreditation is coming back and it is something we 
should look at more closely again. 

Manuel Nikolau, Brandão, Porto, Portugal

First of all, regarding the question that Constantin Spiridonidis posed about values in the 
educational system, when we say that we offer better architectural education, what is the 
general concept of architecture that is behind this? I think the problem is about the concept, 
not about the architecture, but about what architects are. This is quite different because this 
has something to do with ethics, with professional training and so forth.  I think that schools 
nowadays, after Bologna, should be concerned about architectural training because now in 
almost every country in Europe we have Bologna, we have five years of school and at least 
two years of professional training. So the professionals take care of it: two years is more than 
enough. Of course, I know that the two years are general work and there is not necessarily any 
kind of professional training done there, at least not in Portugal. It is two years of exploitation, 
a new system of slavery that the professionals, the architects use to exploit the ignorant and 
those absolutely blind in terms of the profession. This is what has resulted from Bologna in 
Portugal. This is of course done on the quiet, because the architects are very clever and they 
use the system as efficiently as they can. In the old system in our school for instance, and I do 
not want to dwell on this too much, we have a year of training, supervised by the school, with 
real problems. We have real clients and we have simulation of the professional exercise but 
controlled by the school. At the end of that, we evaluate the students. Just to finish, I was also 
in the battles in the sixties and I am not ashamed of it. I know that in our school nowadays we 
put sociology and anthropology and so on because of that but also because we do not trust 
the teachers. In the past, we had teachers who submerged us into the exercises in a project, 
they put the real problems on the street in the exercise but nowadays we do not have this.

 

Marvin Malecha, Raleigh, USA

Regarding the discussion of employability and whether it is a discipline we teach or a profes-
sion, to me - in my experience as President of the American School of Architects in the last 
couple of years, I spent a great deal of time with professionals in offices and because they 
knew I was an educator they spent a lot of time either trying to lecture me or engage me in 
this discussion - I think it is a false argument. I think what we teach in the schools certainly 
cannot be practised because practice is something that you do and the nuances of what you 
do and how you do it with new technologies and new forms of contracts and just the rapid 
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pace of change in the profession makes teaching it literally impossible. You simply cannot. So 
you have to rely on the very mature relationship between those who practise and those who 
teach and frequently they are the same people. What we are really talking about, however, is 
the culture of practice that we can teach in the schools, a way of inquiry, a way of appreciating 
design thinking as a way of not just some abstract concept, but thinking as making, thinking 
as doing, reflection in action: these are all things that we can teach in schools that can prepare 
people. We can open domains of knowledge. The two biggest single issues that principals 
of large firm practitioners in the United States told me they needed from education was the 
ability to do solid research because of the number of new materials that are coming into the 
field. They themselves cannot read the literature and tell whether or not they can put these 
new materials into buildings for which they will be legally responsible if they fail, so they need 
people who know how to do and read research before they put these materials into use. This 
is something we could teach very well in schools. 

There is another thing I hear from a lot of practitioners in the United States, particularly right 
now. In San Francisco very nearly 90% of the commissions of the large firms in San Francisco 
are not within the boundaries of the United States so they want their employees to understand 
comparative religion, comparative culture; they want them to have studied abroad, they want 
them to speak more than one language. This we can also do very well in our schools. But the 
notion that somehow schools are in this theoretical place and the profession is in another 
place is entirely wrong. Firms are doing serious hypothesis-based research and they want 
people who know how to do it.  On the other hand, we need to be able to teach people in 
the schools about the culture of practice to give them the perspective of why they are com-
ing to our place to begin with. There is a last point I would like to make.  There was a group of 
about thirty people that I commissioned during my term as President. They represented the 
accreditors, the licensing people, practitioners, educators and I commissioned them to come 
together and do a culture of practice study. You can find that on the AIA website. I encourage 
you to go to it because it makes some very specific recommendations about what the schools 
can do to teach culture of practice. One of the things we do not teach in the schools, at least 
in the United States, and I have wondered about it, is the history of the profession. It is an 
incredibly interesting evolution of how the services architects provided have come to be the 
way they are and have come to be like this in our various countries. Yet we do not teach it. It 
seems to me that we are not being responsible for that teaching; we are being irresponsible. 
I think the schools that do should become the case study for how to do it. Those are my com-
ments, but I really think it is an old argument that leads us down - what I call in my southern 
operation - too many bunny trails; it seems to me we are running down a bunny trail looking 
for a conflict that does not exit.  

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I would just like to make a very brief remark concerning the question of similarities. When 
we count the number of iPhones in this room and we create the group of people who have 
iPhones, I think that it is not correct to stay there. We have to go a little further to the fact that 
each one of those iPhones, even if there are only two colours, black and white, have completely 
different ring tones, completely different wallpapers, completely different applications. That 
is to say that they are being personalised from the very moment of being purchased. So there 
is a personalisation process alongside the common, that is, the different and the common 
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co-exist nowadays. If one would like to relate this to the question of the schools, one could 
say that during the 1950s and 60s, the schools advertised their similarities, the fact that they 
belonged to an international version of architectural education. In the 1970s and 80s, the 
schools advertised their localities, their specialities. Nowadays, what we are seeking is to define 
our European and international version together with the particular local culture and so forth. 
This is the difficult task that we have: to be internationalised and at the same time to be local. 
This is what we are trying to formulate in this kind of discussion. 
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Reflections
Per Olaf FJELD

Almost a year has passed since the last meeting in Chania, and having the opportunity to reflect 
and digest the discussions presented at that time has allowed for some interesting perspectives 
and distance. The material produced has a complexity and a variety of subjects that requires 
time in order to fully comprehend its content and context, and as so often before, the sentences 
or phrases that gained the most applause at the time are not necessarily those that seem the 
most interesting or challenging now. Yet, if one takes time to study the material, one is struck 
by the breadth of the work the event produced. Having participated in the Meeting of Heads 
for many years and well aware that it is difficult to escape repetition, I would argue that each 
meeting has a mood and an identity of its own which makes each event unique and as such 
important for European Architectural Education.

Since we are not dealing essentially with facts, but rather an understanding and an awareness 
of our present day platforms and their capacity to take on change, the way we treat this mate-
rial and in particular our ability to also read between the lines is of importance. Our thoughts 
seldom reach concrete conclusions, but rather suggest or initiate a response to a given topic. 
To discover traces of innovation or freshness of approach in each meeting is a form of creativity 
we should strive to encourage and appreciate. To return and review past material and initia-
tives is part of this process.

Not just in the session I had the honour to chair, but in most of the discussions at the last 
meeting, there was a stronger focus on human issues, social behaviour, and an effort to com-
prehend how we adapt and take on change. This was rather new as the human aspect, the 
way we act and live, has been treated with respect but almost always as a separate issue, but 
not in this last meeting where it seemed to have filtered into all the other issues and subjects. 
How our body reacts towards environmental changes, to war, immigration and economical 
downturn, we can only make assumptions. In relation to this “human aspect”, the need or desire 
to find new content with a capacity to revitalize or redirect architecture’s focus seems to be 
critical. At the same time, despite the growing complexity within architecture profession and 
its educational institutions, the forum was more open for discussion and eager to address the 
content of this complexity. 

The notions of values both inside and outside architectural education were debated with vig-
our, and it was a discussion that was not able to escape the human aspect, rather this became 
a focal point. Chris Younés argued that “we must trust the power of humanity” as this more 
than any other power has the capacity to connect and communicate. It is a strong force, but 
also fragile. It is important for architectural education to include human aspects and their 
contexts as a core discussion area in the establishment of new content. To some degree this 
is occurring, but the platforms for discussion are not only broad, but multi-layered, thus it is 
often difficult to penetrate and comprehend not just the greater picture, but also where and 
how one has entered the discussion. To mix values with qualities as occurred in these sessions 
added another layer of complexity to the discussion.

Over the past few years some directions related to architectural education in general have 
gained more clarity. The notion of competences is one of them. In other areas of education a 
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common agreement or understanding is less apparent. The question that still pops up is what 
are the roles of the architect and the education of an architect. What is the link between our 
new content and its space, and the physical spatial result as related to context? How do we 
understand the connections between content and the inspiration and creative act that will 
form the new spatial situations?

Taking into account the challenges mentioned above, each school’s pedagogical approach is 
still a vital instrument. Now with a somewhat clearer picture of content the focus should return 
to how do we teach. If we do not take the “do it yourself direction” the capacity of the teacher 
and his/her ability to act as a mediator will have more impact on the success of a school’s 
pedagogic. In this scenario, the direction of a school and the manner in which new content 
is understood and treated will be very dependent upon the teaching staff. It is so simple and 
so brutal, and reflects what Kahn said 40 years ago “you can only teach what is already within 
yourself”. A pedagogical approach must have the capacity as an instrument to revitalize content 
spatially. This is a challenge that architectural education is still facing. 

Today, most of our schools offer an education that has an academic base rather than purely 
preparing the student to enter an office situation and be an efficient member of the work 
force from day one. The relationship between education and profession continues to pull in 
different directions, but our discussions are more open, or as Johannes Kaeferstein remarked, 
“I do not really see where all the tension lies.” The relationship between academic curriculum 
and professional needs or skills is not a black and white situation, and each school will have 
to find its own path in balancing the qualities of its available teaching staff to meeting the 
short and long term needs of its students.

My last remark goes back to the discussions we had a few years ago dealing with educational 
institutions and their profile. It is imperative to go back and review our notes, as we now 
have a stronger background material and understanding of what we mean by a school and 
its profile. It is clear that this profile can not be discussed independent of the staff’s ability to 
use the content in an inspirational and creative way. Therefore, it is important for each school 
to identify the strengths of its competencies as well as its weaknesses, and through this proc-
ess gain as true a picture of the school as possible, and from here form an academic profile. 

Chris Younés quoted Deleuze, “we always begin in the middle”. In present situation I would 
argue that our information society, strangely enough, has a tendency to begin at the top, 
lacking both the middle and the bottom, as we are in many ways losing a layered access to the 
relationship between past and present. We tend to simplify complexity rather than embrace it 
for what it has to offer.  In a world of immediate, ongoing change, flexibility, and diversity, it will 
be increasingly difficult for schools to be á jour in all areas within architecture education and 
equally important meet the needs of a very diverse student population. If a school is able to 
understand its specific potential and set a direction, it is giving itself a focal point from which 
to project, to actively meet, use and transform new content spatially.
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In the twenty first century new expectations and demands are 
imposed on European Schools of Architecture and more generally 
higher education institutions are mounting rapidly, as social and eco-
nomic development are geared around the concept of a Europe of 
Knowledge. European policies appear to ask for strong, autonomous, 
responsive and inclusive institutions providing research-based educa-
tion and learning in order to meet the many challenges ahead. These 
social, and economic challenges are generated in particular by the 
increasing speed of globalization, the demographic transformation 
of Europe into ageing societies and the rapid pace of technological 
change. In this context of an unpredictable future, it appears as nec-
essary condition for schools of architecture to become more open 
and collaborative and to establish strong partnerships with public 
authorities, professional bodies, graduates’ associations, and of course 
partnerships and consortia with other schools of architecture at local, 
regional, national and international level to provide attractive and 
relevant curricula. Our schools are asked to embed concepts of wid-
ening access and lifelong learning in their institutional strategies; to 
provide education and learning to a diversified student population; 
to adapt they curricula in a way to ensure that they are designed to 
widen participation and attract returning adult learners; to provide 
appropriate guidance and counseling services; To strengthen the rela-
tionship between research, teaching and innovation in a perspective 
of lifelong learning; to consolidate reforms to promote a flexible and 
creative learning environment for all students. 

How ready are our schools to implement actions toward the fulfillment 
of the above objectives? 

Which are their priorities in view of this new situation? 

How difficult is to implement all these necessary changes? 

What is the ‘cost’ of these priorities? 

Are there interesting paradigms of good practice to share with the par-
ticipants of the meeting?
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Introductory Panel

Oya ATALAY FRANCK

Head, Faculty of Architecture, Zurich University of Applied Sciences, Zurich, 
SWITZERLAND

How ready is your school to implement actions toward the fulfilment of the objectives set 
by the agenda of session 2?

The answer to the first question depends not primarily on the qualities listed as necessary 
to meet the challenges of today and tomorrow. These qualities are indeed hard to dispute, 
because they are self-evident. They describe what every school – implicitly or explicitly – will 
always want to achieve. Every school wants to be strong, autonomous, responsive, open and 
collaborative; every school wants to establish strong relations with public authorities, profes-
sional bodies, alumni organizations; every school wants to have partnerships with relevant 
schools nationally and internationally. Every school wants to offer attractive and relevant cur-
ricula, widen the participation and attract highly qualified students. And of course we need to 
promote flexible and creative learning environments – after all, who would want to provide 
for an inflexible and uncreative environment? 

The challenges of globalization and of an increased international competition amongst nations 
and businesses are well known, and they are valid – at least in principle – for architecture and 
building as well. There are certainly many architectural firms and building companies who act 
internationally, even globally. The largest part of a nation’s building production, however, still 
serves local or regional purposes. In this sense, architecture – and building culture as a whole 
– are not really global goods such as consumer electronics or IT services. Building economy 
and building culture of the different countries of Europe still show strong differences and 
peculiarities. These differences, it must be assumed, will stay with us for a while. A Swiss archi-
tect will face here unknown difficulties when building in, say, Greece – and not just because 
of problems of language or of admittance to the market, but because the legal, economic, 
and technical differences between these countries in the building sector are still remarkable.

We should not neglect these differences when we discuss strategies for matching teaching 
and research to the – changing – needs of the professional environment. The realms of our 
architectural profession  – the organization of the planning and building activities amongst 
the different players and stakeholders, the role of the architect in the building process, the 
structures of the building economy, the legal framework – is not homogeneous.  

In Switzerland, we pride ourselves on an outstanding culture of building and an architectural 
production of international renown. This may be particularly astonishing when considering the 
fact, that architect is not a protected professional title in Switzerland. To work as an architect, 
you do not need to have a matching university degree, nor do you have to be member of a 
chamber of architects or of a similar professional institution. As a matter of facts, there may be 
a strong argument that precisely this lack of regulation may have strengthened the particular 
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qualities of architecture in Switzerland, because this has led to a constant critical dialogue 
and a fruitful competition of sorts between what may be called „practitioner architects“ and 
„conceptual or theoretical architects“. But conditions of production change in Switzerland, too. 
The work of the architect in the comprehensive, integrated form it once had –the unshared 
responsibility from the first phases of the conception of a building to the supervision of its 
realization – has become more and more compartmentalised, specialized for each phase. This 
has an impact on quality, and not always for the best.

The Bologna Process was – and still is – of considerable relevance especially for the schools 
of applied science in Switzerland. On one hand, the Bologna reform provided these schools 
with an opportunity to match up to the large architecture schools at the universities and the 
polytechnic institutes – in Switzerland the two Federal Institutes of Technology. This, however, 
put the schools of applied sciences at the risk of losing their traditional professional basis, such 
as the draftsmen, for example, who were always of particular importance to the architecture 
schools at the Swiss schools of applied sciences.  As you may know, Switzerland is amongst 
the countries relying strongly on a dual education system for many areas of basic professional 
education. “Dual” means that professional education is a joint task of vocational schools and 
of commercial companies. Up to now, the schools of applied sciences recruited a considerable 
share of their students from the technical and crafts-related trades. Most of our students come 
from the building sector and return to it after successful completion of their education. This 
is still visible in our programs and our recruiting strategies, in that our main aim is to educate 
high-potential persons of different background to become practice-oriented architects. 

Key to all this is our common belief that the architect still is ideally a „generalist“ and not a 
„specialist“. It is our understanding that generalists were, are, and will be needed to solve all 
kinds of problems in increasingly diverse and complex environments. We think that a person 
well trained in a generalist way will most likely better prepared for the “unknown” and “surpris-
ing”, and for solving complex, up-to-then not encountered problems. Also, we think that the 
foundation for a lasting architecture is quality – in all aspects of building. Richard Sennett, the 
well-known sociologist, pointed out that every thing only finds meaning in itself, in its well-
thought-out conception and its careful execution. In order to produce such an object, thereby 
contributing in a sustainable way to society and to the culture of building, imagination is a 
prerequisite. The role of the schools was and is to instruct its students to „think architecture“ 
in a way that later leads to the meaningful „making of architecture“ in professional practice. 

Which are your school’s priorities in view of this new situation?

There definitely is economic pressure on the universities: resources are more and more tight, 
competition increases, controlling is increasing, and academic liberties are more and more 
reduced.  

On the other hand there still is a social and cultural responsibility tied to the work of the archi-
tect as designer of our built environment. This responsibility must also influence our academic 
strategies. So we ask ourselves: What are the competences that our graduates ought to have 
both to succeed in an increasingly competitive environment and to contribute in a meaningful 
way to building culture and to society?
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At ZHAW we try to keep and strengthen our core competences, which, we think, are design 
and construction as inseparable entities. We provide for a practice-oriented education with a 
teaching staff strongly rooted in professional practice. Basically all our lecturers in the archi-
tectural and urban design studios are successfully working as independent architects. One of 
their key tasks as teachers is to relay their professional experience one-on-one to the students.

This in itself, however, is not enough. What we need additionally – and where we currently 
put our focus specifically at the master level – are new models of collaboration between archi-
tectural practice on one hand and theoretical conceptual aspects of architecture including 
academic research on the other. 

How difficult is to implement all these necessary changes?

Switzerland has a population of about 7.5 Million and 10 schools of architecture (3 university/
technical universities and 7 university of applied sciences) with a total of ca 4500 students.

In order to succeed in this competitive environment, we cannot rest on our laurels but must 
continuously question our strategies and our operative processes. Resources and funding are 
– of course – central problems. At our schools there is still a lack of experience in organizing 
third-party funding, especially where industrial sponsoring is concerned. Collaborations with 
partners in the industry are not always easy, especially if you want to keep such partnerships 
“at eye level” and not let the terms of collaboration be dictated to you by your partner. 

Challenges also lie in the need for increased efforts in academic architectural research. This is 
first of all a definite problem: What is architectural research, especially in an academic – sci-
entific – environment? What is for example – to pick a „hot topic“ – research by design? If we 
have clear, comprehensible, and communicable answers to these questions, it will be much 
easier to increase our efforts and define research programmes plausible both to our students 
and researchers as well as to our sponsors. 

In all this: Keeping administration and controlling at bay is a necessity – and a difficult task 
in its own.

What is the ‘cost’ of these priorities?

All these changes come quite necessarily at some cost. These are:

   • Loss of autonomy: By becoming more and more dependent on third-party funding, we 
lose a considerable part of what was a cornerstone of academia for many decades: The 
autonomy to pursue our activities – teaching and researching – according to our own 
priorities, “selbstbestimmt”, with little or no necessity for Rechenschaft vis-à-vis Dritten.

   • Loss of diversity of education providers: Size matters more and more; the numbers of 
students count for resource allocation etc. Especially small schools may find it increasingly 
difficult to finance their programs.

   • Loss of diversity of content: The loss of autonomy of actions may – on one hand – lead to a 
homogenization in our behaviours and a unification of the educational landscape. Stronger 
control and controlling by others of our activities may – on the other hand – increase the 
quality of the work we do.
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Are there any interesting paradigms [examples?] of good practice you could make refer-
ence to?  

I hope this doesn’t sound to immodest, but – as a matter of fact – we try to establish our own 
paradigm of good practice with the dual focus on urbanism (GUL) and construction-integrated 
design (GKE). And we have not given up on the idea of a „cross-fertilization“ between architec-
ture and civil engineering by providing joint basic modules for both disciplines.
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Karl Otto ELLEFSEN

Chair, Oslo School of Architecture and Design, Oslo, NORWAY

It is perhaps hard to find what is meaningful to say right now to a learned audience. What I had 
thought about doing was to talk a little about my interpretation of important factors in the 
so-called context and maybe talk a little about how our own school is trying to adapt to this 
question of context.  But there is something I would like to mention first. Sometime ago, I talked 
to some leading Dutch figure and he told me that the production within the Dutch sector of 
architecture had dropped 44% in the last year, which is an enormous amount. Sitting in a Greek 
context right now, it is hard not to think about it.  It is really strange that nobody mentioned 
it during the morning.  The economy changes and times could be better, however I think a 
very important thing that has changed and which is important to Schools of Architecture is 
that the production of the environment, the process of production, the system of production 
of the built environment has changed.  This is a fact, and the role of the architect in the proc-
ess of production in the environment has also changed profoundly.  We, the schools,  have to 
adapt to this.  I am in no way saying that everything has changed in the building industries. 
When I landed in Chania yesterday, I saw workers wheeling a wheelbarrow with bricks in it. 
Probably they were going to put these bricks on top of each other, in the old way, making a 
piece of architecture. It is not that everything has changed; we deal with timber in the same 
way that we have always done, up in the north, but as a industry for production these things 
have changed greatly and the architect’s role within it has changed. These facts have some 
impact on the way we teach our students. In my opinion til leads to a situation where  we 
must put a lot more effort into the students’ ability to carry out investigations; and a lot more 
emphasis on their ability to look into other disciplines. We need to teach them how to validate 
their proposals and how to put an argument across for their proposals or for architecture as 
a whole and the scholls need to put a great deal of knowledge into the basic education. In 
our school, however, our attitude is that the new situation does not change the fundamental 
way we teach architecture. It changes our curriculum a lot, it might change our emphasis on 
different parts of the curriculum, but our studio work basically follows the lines that it has 
always done, and our plans are to continue in this way.

The second thing regarding the changes in context that I would like to mention, is very rel-
evant to governmental procedcures and the aspects of documentation and accreditation. At 
the moment, I think we have to treat these things as facts: they are hard to dispute, we have 
to deal with them and get to know how they work in reality. This does really not present a 
particular problem: we have to do it and we do it, and have even learned how to do it. But 
there is another aspect of government policy, which is very interesting and might even be 
promising. For some time now quite a few governments and municipal government in cities, 
working more through “agendas” and drawing up “policies” for different parts of societies, have 
established policy documents or agendas for architecture. This is an interesting development 
in the relationship between politics and architecture. Firstly this indicates - and which I think 
is under-communicated - that there is a vast interest in architecture out there, a vast politi-
cal interest and a vast public interest. The interesgoes together with and combines with the 
current environmental interest of the public. Architecture is much more on the agenda for 
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policy makers today than it used to be ten years ago. This important fact means that we are 
not engagned in a fringe activity, we are at the core!

These agendas - at least in our school - influence the way we are working. As the leader of an 
institution, I find my work to a great extent influenced by governemental programs. Quite a 
lot of my work is related to trying to interfere with and influence the setting of political agen-
das, whether in Norwegian architectural policies, the tailoring of Norwegian large scale and 
infrastructural projects, the use of architects in Norwegian building industries, the way the 
Foreign Ministry presents Norwegian architecture abroad, or even how the Defense Ministry 
uses architecture in their development.I am stressing and exemplifying this point to illustrate 
that the role of the school in a political setting has changed. We have to be politically active, 
as this has been going on for nearly a decade. We cannot sit back and simply be academics; 
we have to take part in political discussion. 

The changes in the industry or production of the environment and the changes in policies are 
the two factors that mostly influence the policies or strategies of the school. We have tried to 
adapt to the situation in two different ways. Firstly we try to adapt by sticking to what we are 
good at. We like to look upon ourselves as caretakers of a tradition of a Norwegian architecture 
that has some value and try to look after that tradition and to keep it gloving. It is a tradition 
of working with wood, a tradition of working with the relationship between architecture and 
landscape; a tradition of looking at architecture as mainly a spatial phenomenon and so forth. 
This is what we believe is a very important part of our heritage and it is our job to develop and 
keep it. Then - and these are the most difficult strategic decisions in our school - we also have 
to make choices as to which other parts of the discipline of architecture we are going deeply 
into. We have made som clear strategic selections as to which part of the area of knowledge 
we are putting our efforts into. For example we are developing a centre for hstory and theory, 
which we have been doing successfully for a number of years, called OCCAS, the Oslo Centre 
for Creative Architectural Studies. We are working with urbanism, very much in relation to 
landscape urbanism, and we are working in construction and tectonics through our Center 
og Architecture and Techtonics - CAT . These are selections that we have partly decided upon 
because they both tend to support a Norwegian agenda for architectural policies while at the 
same time being within our capabilities. I do not think that these changing contexts really 
change the core of architectural education at all, but they change the way in which we work. 
They change our priorities and makes it necessary for us to do pedagogical changes.  In, our 
Bachelor’s education as an example, we put much more effort into quality assurance than 
we used to a few years ago.  This is because we know that after three years, people might do 
something else and start to choose their own specialty. I really feel things have not changed 
basically in our school, we are however adapting to the new contexts based both on a discus-
sion of social relevance and of course on a discussion of economic potentials.
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Leif BRODERSEN

Head, KTH School of Architecture, Stockholm, SWEDEN

This year we have had a lot of discussion about how to prepare for the future context. Since 
we started re-writing the curriculum for the first three years, we have been discussing what 
future challenges we will need to adapt to. To begin with, we had this discussion about the 
future role of architects. We realised that there is a kind of delay in the culture of architecture. 
The students we get in our schools are still very highly qualified; there are ten applicants for 
each place. When they are admitted they have very high self-confidence. But at the end of the 
five years, they question this self-confidence and we think that one of the reasons is that we 
still have this old modernistic-artistic image of the architect that everyone wants to become. 
At the same time, our society asks for the skills that we have such as the intellectual skills that 
are characteristic of the architectural discipline and profession; skills such as communicating, 
criticising, analysing and synthesising. So in reality, the things we learn at school are some-
thing that society is suddenly asking for, much more than previously. This means that when 
we re-write our curriculum, we want to address this. We also feel that there are around ten 
percent of top students who will become excellent architects and maybe fifty percent who 
will be very good architects; there will still be however students who have a Master’s degree 
who could work in society as leaders or new directors of companies, and this is a new role for 
architects becoming leaders, furthering society. There is also a demand for this. Hopefully we 
will change and adapt to this. We started to discuss how we could do this. To start with, we 
think that the first three years that comprise the Bachelor’s degree should be very focused 
on skills and knowledge. The entire curriculum coming from the demands of society, of the 
European Union, the Eleven Points and of the national requirements should be covered in 
these three years, in a very concentrated and active way. Moreover, students should have 
theses abilities. One criticism that we make of ourselves is that we put too many experimental 
activities too early on in their education. At Master’s level, there will then be plenty of time 
to focus on interdisciplinarity, looking at other subjects and the time for students to choose 
their own path going off into society and into the marketplace. Moving onto new priorities, 
we need to examine the following questions: how can a school become more open to society? 
How can we create strong partnerships with authorities as well as with the market?  How can 
we enhance and improve the lifelong learning process? 

We have not been very successful as yet, but we are acting in order to improve in these areas. 
We have set up some academic platforms in the field of urban design and also building material 
industries.  These platforms comprise meetings with the students, practitioners, teachers, as 
well as with people from the authorities and the building industry. We meet about six times 
a term where hundreds of people attend these meetings. It also starts to become something 
of an activity whereby students might also meet people for the future and start projects. We 
are also trying to improve digital tools, working with industries and having industry-specific 
PhD students whose studies some architectural offices would sponsor. This also means that 
the market and the profession are getting more academic research and knowledge from the 
school, which is beneficial.  This is also a new requirement: many of the architectural offices, 
especially in Stockholm, are suddenly asking for PhD students. Another change regards the 
fact that they want this higher qualification because commissions often ask for such a require-
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ment. Additionally, the students in the fourth and fifth year are becoming more and more 
inter-disciplinary in their studies, working with engineers, sociologists and such like. 

We also think that the studios in the fourth and fifth year could be a foundation for research 
projects where we put in more academic research as well as more design-oriented research. This 
is a good way to use what is produced in the studios, to be more sustainable. Finally, we have 
also talked about lifelong learning and with it some kind of profession voluntary certification 
in Sweden because we are an unprotected profession. We think that we would adapt to this 
proposal to have two years of practice and that the schools could meanwhile provide students 
with the courses to get this certification, possibly in cooperation with the professional bodies. 

Finally, I would just say that at the school, we also made a statement when we were work-
ing with this question of future challenges to make it clear that the school is of course both 
academic and professional at the same time. There is no use in making a distinction between 
these two aspects and I think most schools share our thoughts on this. The other things related 
to pluralism that we want to provide is a wide range of opinions and in relation to architec-
ture, aspects in terms of methodologies and tools, diversity, inter-disciplinarity and also that 
architecture is an adductive science, which is something many other sciences are interested in.
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Hansjörg HILTI

Dean, Technical University of Liechtenstein, Vaduz, LIECHTENSTEIN 

I will try to outline how the University of Liechtenstein acts upon the following key points 
mentioned in the agenda of session 2: 

 1. Europe of knowledge 

 2. Unpredictable future

 3.  Become more open and collaborative

 4. Diversify the student population  

 5. Build strong partnerships

 6. Create a relevant curriculum

 7. Strengthen the relation between research and teaching 

 8. Promote a flexible creative learning environment  

1. Europe of knowledge

The media make us believe that Europe’s future is the society of knowledge and that production 
will be outsourced to Asia or elsewhere. To convince our politicians to give us more funds, this 
argumentation plays into Universities’ hands. However, my personal experience of China, India 
and Brazil as economically rising states tells another story.

2. Unpredictable future 

I am sure that the so-called developing countries are going to play a role in a society of knowl-
edge in the future. They will not simply remain places of production, as we seem to perceive 
them today. These societies are very pragmatic and incredibly eager to join the round table 
of today’s industrialized countries. They do not care about ideological, moral or even esoteric 
debates, as we often do in Europe. We have to look very carefully at what is going on outside 
Europe to understand what our profession has become outside our comfort zone. How does 
this affect our education? We should be prepared to do not only the fancy projects as certainly 
not all of our graduates will have a place in the design heaven. We have to teach them all 
steps of the architectural production. In our opinion it will remain as important to know the 
production and craftsmanship of architecture as well as lovely object-based design processes. 
As a reference to craftsmanship in education I recommend you our recent yearbook entitled 
Architecture Liechtenstein 2010.

3. Being more open and cooperative

Nearly everybody is convinced by the advantages of interdisciplinary approaches in architec-
ture, but where are the schools that really implemented it throughout the curriculum?  Maybe 
we can look at international or trans-national companies and learn from them. During one 
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of our University board meeting, a banker said to the faculty members of economics: “What 
we need in our banks are people who have an intercultural education and language skills. If 
necessary, we can teach them all the business administration skills they need on the job”. I ask 
myself, what does this mean for architecture? What is the real market in architecture? As far as 
I can tell, architecture becomes more and more an international service industry.

I believe that among other skills, intercultural training is key. Our response to it was to open up 
our school to the world. This means that every one of our students has to study or practice a 
semester in a language and cultural distinct society that is foreign to him. That way, we believe 
our students adapt more easily to any future international working environment.

4. Diversify the student population  

A second result of this process was the influx of an international student population, first in 
exchange and later as regular students. Students in the bachelor studies originate from all 
German-speaking countries, the ones in the English spoken master studies come from all over 
the world. At the moment we have between 5-10% national students compared to ten years 
ago, when nearby 100% of students attending were from the region. Today, the student popu-
lation is almost entirely international. The schools values and priorities are also changing very 
fast: academic staff is challenged by the variety of educational backgrounds and architectural 
training the students bring with them. Yet on the other hand these people bring completely 
different cultures into our school. This teaches us not to concentrate only on the European 
way of thinking. The experience for students to work and learn with and next to others from 
different cultural backgrounds will be treasured for a lifetime.  

I believe we should look at the challenges facing us in a very non-ideological way, as we are not 
the only ones in this situation.  All it takes is a look across the street to the building tool company 
“Hilti” from Liechtenstein; at their main plant and headquarters the 1500 strong workforce is 
made up from about forty to fifty nationalities. We, in our University, are close to this: among 
the 1000 students you will find between thirty and forty nationalities. In a way in terms of 
cultural mixture we are representing a globalized economy. 

5. Build strong partnerships

EAAE has provided a great deal of genuine cooperation between our European Universities. The 
Erasmus Program has helped us with student and staff exchanges across Europe. Erasmus Mun-
dus offers the same across the world. Thanks to all the bilateral agreements, contacts between 
Universities are being intensified step by step to build a fruitful partnership for the future. But 
is this enough? Do we need to extend our collaborations and partnerships to authorities and 
private enterprises? In our institution we have a long-standing tradition, an educational model 
we call “knowledge and technology transfer”. Public and private institutions often approach 
our school and ask us for feasibility studies and design proposals for a very real problem such 
as local planning or architectural projects they need solutions for. These tasks will then be 
explored in our design studios and a fee will be charged for the outcomes. This has provoked 
a great deal of discussion amongst our staff as to whether this is a good practice or not. From 
a didactic point of view, I believe students learn quite a lot by having direct contact with a real 
client. Our politicians oblige us to become more financially self-sufficient. So this is how we 
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take on the challenge. The productive exchanges with local authorities and private enterprises 
prepare us for our professional future and thus I believe are to be encouraged and intensified.

 

6. Create a relevant curriculum

We have all been – or are - going through an accreditation process. This results in our cur-
ricula getting more and more similar. However, it is our task to widen the horizon within the 
academic framework. At the moment, it is imperative to develop answers to a lot of questions 
regarding socio-ecological sustainability. Thus, we teach students right from the beginning of 
their career that the future is not a low-energy building but an energy-gaining building. On 
a master level we concentrate on sustainable building design, on sustainable urban design 
and in architectural design theory in three study specifications. Research in ecological sus-
tainability is complemented by the reflection about our critical position within architectural 
theory. With this we hope our graduates know who they are, what they are doing and why, 
as well as what their role in history and society is. Through assessed internships consisting 
of 10% of the required workload we train graduates for practice. In addition, we open up the 
ordinary curricula through yearly workshops: for an entire week students are able to explore 
all different kinds of other disciplines like dance, film, industrial design, poetry, theatre, music, 
cooking, literature and many others through socially engaged themes, 

Over the last ten years we had many discussions about how schools should have a unique 
selling proposition (USP). I am not so sure about this issue. I believe the best profile a school 
can have is extremely motivated staff and enthusiastic students, keen to teach and learn and 
who are not afraid to express what and who they are as architects.

7. Strengthen the relation between research and teaching   

Here are a few research examples from our Institute:   

  a) Our sustainable building chair is trying to combine a heating radiator with a window. We 
are very close to resolving the problem and to producing a window prototype, which 
can gain energy from the sun, can heat and cool the buildings when required. This is a 
technological approach.  

  b) The sustainable urban design chair together with 5 other Universities pose the question 
if and how we can live regionally without imported energy as well as developing ideas 
for the consequences to the built environment and transport systems.  

  c) Another group researched a very real parking problem in residential areas. At our Univer-
sity we have the common problem of too many cars on our campus during busy events.  
Adopting systems from airport facility management and learning from airlines like Swiss, 
Lufthansa or Olympic Air we could increase the prices for parking at peak times and have 
drivers informed by SMS about availability. We have developed the technology in col-
laboration with a specialized company and we now promote the system in the region.  
This means that if we can manage parking through “dynamic park-pricing”, we could save 
about ten million Swiss Francs for 200 planned covered parking places and could even 
earn money with this system. 
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These three examples show the sort of research we work on. Unfortunately, the knowledge 
gained is not yet being successfully communicated and applied in society as well as our teach-
ing. This challenge still lies ahead of us. 

8. Promote a flexible creative learning environment

Sometimes images say more than many words...
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David PORTER

Head, Mackintosh School of Architecture, Glasgow School of Art, Glasgow, 
UNITED KINGDOM

Exporting Design Intelligence

Can architecture become a net exporter of ideas and ways of thinking rather than an 
importer? Or, put another way, can we reverse our balance of (intellectual) trade?

We architects have imported from philosophy, linguistics, critical theory, science… the list 
goes on. People from other disciplines are often interested in architecture and how we do it, 
but we don’t export our way of thinking to them, despite their interest in us and in what we 
do. In fact, we are really bad at explaining what we do.

My proposal is this: that we can export architectural thinking and do it as a form of design 
intelligence. But I want to firstly explain what I think Design Intelligence might be and then, 
why there might be a market for it.

To set the scene for talking about Design Intelligence I want to go back 6.5 million years and 
look briefly at the evolution of human intelligence in general. This was the moment when 
chimpanzees and humans split as species from the same ancestor. We then evolved as human 
beings and were, in almost all respects, what we are now when we emerged from the last ice 
age about 11,000 years ago. At this point we were one species among many – interesting 
but not a dominant one. For a visitor to Earth at that moment there was little to indicate that 
we were about to inherit the world. Our population explosion was yet to come, let alone the 
increasing dominance of our species above all others and we were yet to start of the adventure 
we call “civilization”. 

Our ancestors in the new (post-ice) age of relative climate stability had, to all intense and 
purposes, the same limbs and sense organs that we have now. Despite the exhortations of 
unfettered modernism that each new technological invention from the wheel to the mobile 
phone would radically transform us, we have, in biological terms, remained pretty much the 
same. Our relationship with the world has been mediated through organs that have, in evo-
lutionary terms, changed very little since the “dawn of civilization”. 

In physiological terms, our ancestors who set about creating civilization – writing, domesticat-
ing animals, inventing agriculture and increasingly sophisticated tools – worked pretty much 
with the same brains that we have now. But since then, we have learned to use them very 
differently, progressively exploring and utilising the huge brain capacity that we inherited.

The brain we had 11,000 years ago (and have now) is, however, very different to the one we 
had when we split from the chimps. It is four times bigger. It is so big that it absorbs 20% of 
the calorific value of our food intake although it makes up only 2% of body weight and it 
consumes energy at 10 times the rate of the rest of the body.
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We know how this radical increase in brain-power took place – evolution through natural 
selection – but we can only guess at why. What is sure is that the evolutionary advantage of 
our brains placed us in a position where we could take the process of evolution into our own 
hands (or hemispheres). For the consequence of evolution’s gift to us of hugely increased 
brain-power was the ability not just to learn, which many organisms can do, but to learn how 
to learn, indeed, to learn how to learn how to learn. Not just to think, but to think about think-
ing, and think about thinking about thinking. We grew the means to evolve without biological 
change, and to evolve much more quickly. I will make the case that we developed what I will 
call design intelligence: the means to anticipate changes in the world through making new 
things in it and for it. 

Two hundred years ago we began to develop our analytical skills with increasing speed pre-
dominantly through the use of written and printed words and numbers, our most important 
analytical tools. The ideas of a small number of what we began to call scientists spread beyond 
boundaries. We interbred one analytical skill with another as we evolved. We invented science 
and the speed of our evolution grew massively shifting our whole relationship to the world. We 
started the industrial revolution. Again, it spread and proved impossible to stop.

Our ability to analyse far outstripped our ability to synthasise for which we still relied on art, 
magic and religion and architecture too which, in its essence, predates the enlightenment and 
still, like the other arts of synthesis, maintains a hold on our imaginations through our relatively 
unchanged senses. Our response to ancient buildings remains, at a deep emotional level, intact 
even if our interpretation or rationalization of the emotion is new.

Our ability to analyse the world far outstripped our ability to organize ourselves socially within 
it – the American Constitution comes at the beginning of the scientific revolution and has been 
amended but not fundamentally reconsidered. The means to organize our civil society and 
body politic come from the Enlightenment, which provided the fertile ground for an increas-
ingly voracious bureaucracy. The tools for social synthesis were developed for the past and are 
struggling to cope with the present, let alone the future.

Then, sixty years ago we invented computers – another evolutionary step – and massively 
increased our ability to store, exchange and organize complex data, and communicate it. As 
we invented artificial intelligence, our own natural gifts came under the spotlight - we invented 
Intelligence testing – we started studying our own thinking and measuring it – our IQ or Intel-
ligence Quotient. It was first thought that intelligence was a single measurable characteristic 
but Howard Gardiner at the Harvard Graduate School of Education proposed there are in fact 
multiple intelligences1 that we all have in varying degrees and with varying degrees of over-
lap. Each of these “multiple intelligences” conforms to a single definition but in different ways. 
Gardiner’s definition of an intelligence is this: the ability to solve problems or create problems or 
create products that are valued within one or more cultural setting.

Gardiner has identified seven types of intelligence: Linguistic; Logical-mathematical; Musical; 
Bodily-kinesthetic; Spatial; Inter-personal and Intrapersonal. The first two were, in the early days 
of IQ testing, seen as one. They comprised the major analytical tools that came to dominate the 
18th, 19th and 20th century, so it is unsurprising that they were seen as the singular measure 
of what a brain should be able to do in that era.

 1 Howard Gardner: Intelligence Reframed, Basic Books, New York, 1999.
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The final two have been popularly considered together as “emotional intelligence”. But where 
does this leave the three in the middle? As designers we can feel a little envious of musicians 
for being able to claim an intelligence of their own. Clearly the bodily-kinesthetic intelligence 
of a ballet dancer or soccer player would seem to have little transferability into the realms of 
day-to-day designing. That leaves Spatial Intelligence that Gardiner defines as follows:

“features the potential to recognize and manipulate the patterns of wide space 
(those used, for instance, by navigators and pilots) as well as the patterns of more 
confined areas (such of those of importance to sculptors, surgeons, chess players, 
graphic artists, or architects). The wide-ranging ways in which spatial intelligence 
is deployed in different cultures clearly show how a biopsychological potential can 
be harnessed by domains that have evolved for a variety of purposes.”

Leon van Schaik, professor of innovation at the RMIT, suggests that architects skills reside 
within Spatial Intelligence2. A good argument, but it suggests reducing our interests and 
our claims, including claims made through our emotional reaction to the physical nature of 
architecture, not just the spatial. It seems to me that spatial intelligence would down-play the 
importance of making, as a physical activity that, like a ballet dancer’s understanding of the 
world, is partly through muscle and movement. The experience of making leaves a residue of 
things experienced through the hands in particular and the body in general – it is embodied 
and helps us make sense of our world. The fact of making is the fact of adding something to the 
world – however small and seemingly trivial. Making something in the world adds something 
to the world – it makes a difference. If this is the case, then spatial intelligence may contribute 
to design thinking but does not fully encompass it. 

What I therefore suggest is that there is an 8th Intelligence – design intelligence – that includes 
within its scope architectural design. It is a form of intelligence that combines the spatial with 
the lingering sense of physical making that is capable of reconciling an otherwise irreconcilable 
set of human activities. It does so creatively, where the metaphor of making encompasses the 
aesthetic dimension of physical engagement with the notion of adding to the world. 

In suggesting design thinking as a species of intelligence I want to make a point about the 
boundaries of this intelligence. Within this boundary lies the extraordinarily diverse range 
of activities that comprise normal architectural practice such as the range of competencies 
demanded by EU Professional Qualifications Directive. This is what we normally talk about here 
in Chania, but we do so without recognizing what a really strange and incongruous list this 
really is. To remind us, the list includes knowledge of the following: the history and theories of 
architecture and the related arts, technologies and human sciences; of fine art; of urban design, 
planning and the planning process; the relationship between people and buildings and build-
ings  … and so it goes on, through to structural design and environmental science; economics; 
management and law. 

We have grown used to this list. We take for granted that the list makes sense. We have grown 
so used to the idea that these very diverse areas of knowledge and expertise somehow belong 
together “naturally”. But looked at more closely, we have to ask: “What does management and 
law have to say to fine art, or fine art to management and law?” Outside the world of archi-
tecture I suggest there is little or no discourse between fine art, management and law. “What 

 2 Leon van Schaik: Spatial Intelligence: New Futures for Architecture, John Willey, New York, 2008.
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does structural design have to say about the relationship of people to buildings and buildings 
to their environment?” Again, for most of the rest of the world, I would suggest they are simply 
incompatible. Studied analytically, I would suggest that the only common link between the 
things listed in the Directive to say that architects do them. We have developed, over a long 
period of time, a form of intelligence that can reconcile areas of knowledge and practice that 
are, at any level of deep thought, simply irreconcilable.

It is as if all that makes architecture – it’s alchemy – is the part of our intelligence that predates 
and has survived the scientific and bureaucratic revolutions – it is the “magic” that makes 
reconciliation possible. It has only survived into the modern age because, like magic, religion 
and the other arts, there seemed to be a need for it and so it has remained, albeit in a state of 
increasing marginalization. We have survived because our way of thinking that brings together 
spatial intelligence with the metaphor of making, predates and survived scientific analysis and 
the subsequent instrumental rationalism. 

It is this design intelligence that allows us to perform magic. Working with us, our students 
develop this intelligence too, so they too can find a creative reconciliation between these barely 
understood parts and, more than that, they master this list well enough to “create architectural 
designs that satisfy both aesthetic and technical requirements”, and do so in around five years. It’s 
a miracle - we would say that such a thing is surely impossible, except our students somehow 
do it! I call this an intelligence because it does what Gardiner asks of an intelligence, it shows 
the ability to solve problems or create problems or create products that are valued within one or 
more cultural setting. If we do not call it an intelligence then we perhaps should call it magic 
or alchemy?

The evidence that we can perform this alchemy resides in the evidence of practice. If considered 
as magic then it cannot be advanced let alone transferred into other areas of human activity 
where it could be useful: social organization, environmental policy and politics for example. 
But if we consider it as an intelligence, then we have the tools, for example through cognitive 
science, to understand better what we do, what our intelligence is capable of, and do so in the 
terms of our own practice. And do so in a way that helps us explain to others what we mean by 
designing, what we can achieve with it and its potential, not to answer all the problems of the 
world, but to contribute to a better understanding of them, and to suggest modes of action.

We have something to tell the world and sell the world beyond wonderful buildings.

Postscript:

On the flight back from the session, I read Marvin Malecha’s contribution to last years confer-
ence where he said this :  “I think the true power in what we are doing is to teach people to think 
differently… you cannot pick up a business magazine today in America without understanding that 
it is design that is important, that it is the creative process that separates one project from another. 
The Harvard Business School is writing more about the creative design process now than any other 
educator in the United States”. 

As we used to say in the 1960s – Right on Brother!
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Christian VAN LANGEN

Head, Rotterdam Academy of Architecture and Urban Design, Rotterdam,  
The NETHERLANDS

The subtitle of this meeting points at a very true fact: we are living in an era of uncertainty. 
Of course, the current situation asks for lifelong learning and creating space in our curricula 
for a diversified student population and adult learners that return, as is put forward in the 
discussion paper. But before we even start to discuss those rather easily achievable matters, 
we really have to widen our perspective.

In fact, stating that this is an era of uncertainty is just putting it mildly. In fact one could claim 
that the world, or better still: humanity, is at war. At war with itself. Even when one casts only a 
shallow glance at the world and the current situation, one cannot but admit that we are facing 
a stacking of crises of the systems we have devised for the world: an economical and financial 
crisis, an ecological crisis, a cultural crisis, a political and institutional crisis and a social crisis.

All these crises together, and their effects on each other, form the most relevant new context 
of architecture, urbanism and landscape architecture, thus for architectural education. To hint 
at just a few aspects, one could think of the fact that the economical crisis will result in less 
architecture and thus less architects. But also in the need for interventions in existing building. 
The ecological crisis also hints at re-use, but at the same time asks for smart buildings and cit-
ies. This smartness demands a stronger focus on process, which at the same time is needed in 
regards to the institutional crisis. I could go on like this, defining effects of the crises, for hours.

In short, the stacking of crises demands an intelligent response from mankind. As I firmly 
believe in the power of architectural landscape, architectural and urban design, I really do 
think that designers, making use of the creative and fuzzy intelligence of design, can and 
have to contribute to facing the current crises. At the same time I am convinced that the 
contribution of designers, no matter how relevant it may be, only forms a small part of the 
possible solutions. Besides being proud of the power of design, the acknowledgment of the 
enormous width of the crises leads to the necessity of modesty among architects, urbanists 
and landscape architects. The new contexts defined by the crises of the systems indeed urge, 
as is stated in the discussion paper, schools of architecture to become open and collaborative.

Architecture, urbanism and landscape architecture, and thus schools of architecture, have to 
become open to the mechanisms and consequences of the economical, ecological, cultural, 
political, institutional and social turmoil. Open in a very instrumental sense: we have to invite 
the knowledge of these mechanism and consequences, or better still: reality, into our curricula.

This is crucial for two reasons. On the one hand it will help our students to develop a firm 
awareness of and sensitivity for the societal crises, the mechanisms underlying them and their 
consequences. From there on, and from there on only, they as future architects, urbanists and 
landscape architects, will be able to define the true impact of reality on their work and to oper-
ate fruitfully and effectively within this new context. On the other hand it is crucial to be able 
to develop new architectural tools, instruments, strategies and ways of thinking to deal with 
the (spatial) tasks arising from these crises. At the centre of this openness, which will have to 



80

Session 2 New priorities, new context   

go beyond a preconceived idea or judgment of good and evil, lies the concept of design as a 
tool for thinking the possible through reality.

First and foremost it is, or should be, totally clear that within the current complex situation, 
where the different crises are interrelated in manifold ways, just as the underlying mechanisms 
and the consequences are, and understanding the modest, but relevant role architectural 
landscape, architectural and urban design can and must play in dealing with those crises, it 
is crucial for our disciplines, and thus for schools of architecture, to collaborate with a wide 
range of others: professional practitioners in our own fields - because nowadays a large part of 
disciplinary inventions are made hands on within reality -, representatives of other disciplines - 
like economists, sociologists, ecologists etc. etc. -, representatives of public and private bodies 
and, of course, the daily users of buildings, cities and the landscape.

Together with them, we have to work on redefining and constantly testing our curricula, in 
order to soak them in reality. But during this process we must never forget that the only way 
architecture, urbanism and landscape architecture can contribute to facing the current crises 
is through and by making use of the tools of the disciplines. So, the starting and final point in 
defining our response to these new and ever changing contexts should be the design crafts-
manship within the domains of architecture, urbanism and landscape architecture. But the 
current crises make clear that the content of this design craftsmanship has to be enriched. 
My hypothesis would be that we, within our curricula should strive for what could be called 
embedded design craftsmanship.
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Koen van de VREKEN

Dean of Department of Architectural Design, Artesis University, College of Antwerp, 
Antwerp, BELGIUM

Trying to answer the question how the school delivers the education programmes and the 
demands of what architecture has to do, I would like to draw your attention to the question 
that has been posed: “what are you doing in your school?”. This evolution in Belgium is the 
consequence of three important decisions made by the authorities. The first is that education 
in architecture is henceforth classified as an academic discipline, which means research-based 
education, whereas in former years it was seen as a professional education. The graduates 
obtain the diploma of Master of Architecture and at the same time we have seen the profes-
sional degree start to disappear. In fact, the Diploma in Architecture that was intended for the 
profession of architect has now disappeared. A decision taken a month ago by the authorities 
was that all Schools of Architecture formerly known as the Higher Institutes have to integrate 
with the universities. This means that due to this new policy, Schools of Architecture will be 
able to focus on their core business; for us that means design of the built environment and 
architectural research. This also means that there is no longer a focus on the profession of 
architect. On the other hand, there is a trend towards greater diversification in the profile 
of the graduates. When we look at the ratio of professional architects to Master’s architects, 
then we can see that there is a decreasing ratio in the former and an increasing in the latter. 
This means that more graduates are interested in working as civil servants, as contractors, 
business people and so on. 

Another trend is that over the last years we have seen a huge increase in the number of inde-
pendent architects who drop out after five or ten years’ professional practice. So we have the 
assignment to look at these types of future positions for our graduates. At the moment we 
are negotiating between the Schools of Architecture and our Order of Architects. The Order of 
Architects has three assignments. The first of these is the registration of all professional archi-
tects, but not those with a Master’s in Architecture. The second, which is the control of ethics, is 
not so important in this discussion. The third is very important and considers the organisation 
and control of apprenticeship in professional experience, which lasts for at least two years. 

The subject of negotiation that we now have to agree on is the division of tasks between 
architecture and business; this means the task of education for the schools and the task of 
formation, which is a task for the Order of Architects. The basis for this agreement is a list of 
competences made by ACE and also other professional bodies such as the British and Irish. 
This list forms the basis of these negotiations. First, we translated it and then adapted it to 
a Belgium context. The list consists of a number of competences found in different fields of 
knowledge, such as culture and human sciences. Next is the level of competences, of which 
there are seven levels. The level of competences is now directed by the negotiations: we have 
levels from A to F. When there is no difference between the levels, clearly the knowledge has 
to be given by the schools. For the professional practice, when we looked at the field of busi-
ness and professional practice, we saw there was a large difference between the competences 
graduates have to fulfill and the competences after two years of professional experience. 
So this data showing the difference between the school and the experience programmes 
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now becomes the programme and the task for the Order of Architects. This is very important 
because specialised courses can now be delivered by professional bodies, management schools, 
engineering schools and research institutes but now, at last, the Schools of Architecture can 
apply for some parts of the formation, but now on the basis of free choice. This will probably 
be in collaboration with others. 

In this collaboration, experience and research output will be gathered while the institutes can 
manage the cost of lifelong learning. The value of lifelong learning is, in my opinion, under-
estimated. What are the possible results of this new evolution?  Schools of Architecture are 
able to make more priorities in the development of the nexus between research and design 
education, which is for our school a very important priority. The second result is the relaxation 
of the curricula due to the omission of occupational training: we will no longer be responsible 
for occupational training. The third and perhaps most important result may be the increase 
in student motivation because there are many students who are not interested in a future as 
professional architects. These students will no longer be judged on formation in professional 
practice. A fourth result will be that the professional practice changes, now using a framework 
not only by the school where authorities or clients use teamwork and so on. The system is 
also adaptable to lifelong learning, which is an important advantage. Finally, the schools is 
not obliged to offer the two years from professional training to PhD programmes.  I think that 
they concluded that it is not possible either for the schools or the graduates themselves to 
take this on. 
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Debate

James Horan, Dublin, Ireland

We can see that the area of this context is complex. The impact on the work that we do as 
educators in architecture is growing in this level of complexity. 

Jorgen Hauberg, Copenhagen, Denmark 

There has been variety in this complex situation and I really enjoyed the fact that they have 
been exploring this in different ways. We are, like many of you, in the process of looking into 
the crystal ball and thinking about what our challenges may be and how we should deliver 
education in architecture for the next ten years and even a hundred years. I would like to raise a 
couple of issues. I would like to go back to the context of global challenges. My previous rector 
at Imperial College in London claimed that a third of all the students we are educating today 
will have to work with global challenges: energy, natural environment, water, housing and 
habitation. I am not sure if we are truly focusing enough on this area, if we are preparing our 
students for this.  Another of the issues a number of people have mentioned is that we need 
an interdisciplinary approach. As part of a large university, we feel that we can claim to have an 
interdisciplinary approach in the field of architecture. We see that we have to cooperate with 
other specialists and with other fields of knowledge where we can have a fully interdisciplinary 
approach across the disciplines. There is a number of issues. 

We see that we really have to develop this understanding, this interdisciplinary approach both 
to education and research. Normally you need a thorough and solid basis with a specialist in 
this in order to do research with a lot of dedication to a multi-disciplinary approach. I think 
we should focus more on this issue. One of the challenges for those of you who are Head of a 
School is to recruit the correct people. People have also spoken about the fact that the quality 
of a school is based on the students and not least the staff, the professors and those teaching, 
based on their knowledge and their enthusiasm and their attitudes. I think that as for staff and 
recruiting, I see from the department and the faculty that it is very important how we build 
up a basis of competences for the staff who might be staying for ten, twenty, thirty, forty or 
even fifty years. They belong to the faculty. We must be very active in this area. The dynamics 
we see within the changes in society are not really reflected when we come to choosing the 
staff, so I think that is something which should be added to this discussion. 

 

Trevor Harris, Helsinki, Finland

What I wanted to say, especially to Rogier van den Berg, the speaker from Rotterdam, is that 
there is another ingredient that we should put onto the agenda and that is the idea of risk 
assessment. All too often, both our research programmes and architectural programmes are 
all the time making the fairly sweeping assumption that they should be aimed at making 
the perfect course, the perfect agenda, the perfect curriculum. I think that it might be a wise 
idea if at least part of the budgets were set aside for risk taking. By this I mean that in view of 
some of the challenges and the complexities that are coming up some of which we do not 
even know about, I think we have to be prepared to push the boat out a bit further and not 
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always play safe with architectural education, especially at Master’s level. This idea of treating 
educational processes in the same way that maybe the business world treats risks is something 
worth considering because I do not think we have all the answers and I do not think we ever 
will have. Our search for some ill-defined and very hazy idea of what the truth is, is I think 
something of an illusion. That is why today’s education needs to tackle and incorporate risk as 
a factor in our educational system.

  

Alexandros Tripodakis, Chania, Greece

I would like to go back to the point made by Christian van Langen concerning reality. I also 
tend to think that architecture and architects have been away from reality for quite a long time 
and that their contact with society and the public and with people at large has not been the 
warmest one in the last decades. In some countries, like in my country for example, people 
know very little about architecture in the world: they have not been moved or they have only 
been moved to a very small degree by architecture and what architects think, plan or design.  
But things have changed so drastically now. To this economic crisis one can add a couple of 
other things: the price of values, the price of ideas and so forth. We no longer have the luxury 
of abstaining from or of acting like mere spectators to what is happening around us, secluded 
in our academic worlds. It is a matter of moral and social responsibility to participate, to be 
critical, to be active. Of course we plan and design for the future, but before the future comes 
the present. There are things happening in our countries, in my country, every day. Tremen-
dous decisions are being taken every day, every week and the Association of Greek Architects 
reacts only up to some point. The Schools of Architecture react only up to some point and 
society wonders more and more: what is an architect? What are they doing?  Where are they? 
All that affects the curricula, it affects the role of architects and their future. The way we are 
going to treat our students is to make them firstly aware of this crisis and how strongly they 
affect architectural education because there is also this fallacy that we design buildings, but 
we do not have anything to do with the ideas, the values, and corruption and morals and eth-
ics. But it is the other way around: we cannot be architects if we are not humans, if we are not 
ethical! We cannot design for people if we do not feel what is right and wrong for people and 
for society. So I believe that we have to turn from an architecture of the isolated object, the 
self-centred narcissistic building, to an architecture for the community. That leads to a series 
of other repercussions like, for example, the fact that urban design and architecture could get 
closer and not be separate fields. They belong together, one is directly related to the other. You 
cannot design a good building if you do not have a sense of the common context. That is only 
one example concerning architectural design. More importantly I think the general framework 
of how a student thinks about architecture should be broadened and made more sensitive to 
society, its priorities, values and concerns. 

Juri Soolep, Tallinn, Estonia

My complaint is about learning outcomes. This is a personal experience that I had to go through: 
over the last year we all went through writing, re-writing our curriculum into learning outcomes. 
I suddenly felt that I had been doing a full year of work that is very scholastic. Of course we 
can do it but the Directive itself is already an outline of learning outcomes. If we fragment that 
even further, there is a certain point where you lose a sense of being an architect educating 
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an architect: it becomes a box-ticking exercise. This is my complaint and I would like to warn 
you about it that we cannot fragment it. The other thing about it is that it is trying to turn us 
towards consumerism: instead of old-fashioned teaching and learning, we are coming closer 
to providing and consuming. This is right, of course, if we think of knowledge and skills, but it 
also takes us away from that essence of being an architect, of being educated into becoming 
an architect. 

Karl Otto Ellefsen, Oslo, Norway

Talking about crises, I think it is quite right to say that there are lots of crises and we could talk 
about them in different ways. Yet what is important is - and here I come back to these policy 
documents that different kinds of governments, cities and organisations develop in most 
countries - that these policy documents do not talk about what architecture means, which 
we used to talk about quite a lot, but they talk about what architecture can do. I find a much 
more optimistic attitude towards the potential of architecture than I find talking to architects 
or to Heads of Schools who are very pessimistic at the moment. I feel that this is the way you 
view the world, the way you make your choices. Yet you could even say that we are currently 
in a position which may be compared to the situation after the Second World War in Europe 
where the tasks were enormous and money very scarce. But there was a huge demand for 
the knowledge in architecture: that is the situation right now as I see it. We can call it “design 
intelligence“, we can call it whatever we want, the word “intelligence” is fine, but I would add 
to that our ability to read society; but “design intelligence” is a very good phrase.  Architecture 
can do many things for society, we may not always be paid, but we have a potential here 
which is enormous in the situation in which we find ourselves right now. The environmental 
crisis creates a situation where there is an enormous need for architects with the right kinds of 
skills and knowledge. This is the situation and this is another way of looking at it. Perhaps it is 
because I come from a country flowing with money, perhaps that is why I have this optimistic 
attitude, but I think this should be the general European attitude at the moment. 

James Horan, Dublin, Ireland

We have heard a series of comments from many people, both this morning and this afternoon. 
To me it is clear that the complexity of what we are dealing with is increasing. It is increasing 
both in terms of impositions from the outside and also the rigour that we ourselves bring to 
the job. When you add those two together, we are dealing with an exceptionally complex 
environment. When I realised that I would be chairing this session this afternoon, I felt that it 
might be very difficult to try and draw a strand out of the conversation that might somehow 
bring the session to a conclusion. Yet I am going to try to do that. Before that, however, I want 
to explain a word in the English language which has fallen into disuse and which is one we 
do not come across very much any more. This is the word “pail”, which is in fact a bucket. It is 
a word you do not hear very much.  In the last century you might hear about the milkmaid 
going down with her pail to milk the cows. The reason I am explaining this is because I want 
to use a quotation to finish off in which that word occurs.  

Before that, having heard a very broad spectrum of comment and having realised the depth 
and richness of the subject we are exploring, there seems to be a single strand that I can just 
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about grasp in the middle of all this.  I believe it is the strand that will be true, irrespective of 
the context and how complex it becomes and how much it changes. This morning, I referred 
to the comments from Hansjoerg Hilti that he remembered people, not the lesson. I think that 
we remember our colleagues and students of architecture remember their teachers.  In some 
ways, the message may change slightly from time to time, the context in which the message is 
delivered changes all the time, but the people who are delivering it can very much be the same. 
The impact that they make on others can be just as significant, irrespective of the complexity 
of the message. With that in mind, I think that as educators, we have this extraordinary respon-
sibility to interact with those we are assisting in the educational process. I even hesitate to use 
the word “teaching”, because teaching implies that somebody knows something and they tell 
it to somebody else. However, that is not what is really happening.  What is really happening is 
that there is a dialogue going on between those who think they are teaching and those who 
think they are learning. Out of this teaching and learning interaction, it is a two-way street. The 
quotation that I would like to finish on relates to the importance of the people delivering this 
task. I refer to W.B. Yeats’s comment on what education is. Earlier I said that education is what 
is left over when you have forgotten everything else that you have learnt. Yet Yeats was much 
more specific because he was talking about  the enthusiasm, the intensity and the commit-
ment of the people who are involved in being educators. He said:  “Education is not the filling 
of a pail; it is the lighting of a fire.”  
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Reflections
James F. HORAN 

Looking back on the Chania meeting of 2010, and in particular on the Second Session deal-
ing with New Priorities, New Context. It is quite clear that this is a multifaceted topic which 
can be perceived from many different positions, and the opinions presented at the Chania 
meeting reflect this.

There can be no doubt whatsoever, that decisions which may be made regarding the context, 
the priorities and the future of architectural education will be complex and will involve changes 
in both how we think and how we implement those thoughts.  It should be borne in mind 
however, that there is always a danger of confusing forward thinking with trying to second-
guess the future.  We need to retain mental agility around this subject.

The various speakers during the Second Session provided gems of wisdom and words of advice, 
and a variety of indications of what might be appropriate for the future.  They were cautious 
not to attempt to make a type of homogenous architectural education across the European 
Higher Education area, and to cherish the differences and the richness that currently exists.  
They asked us to consider developing a greater sense of social responsibility and interac-
tion with wider communities, addressing real problems in the studios of the Schools, thereby 
preparing our graduates for a life in the real world.  We were reminded of the importance of 
the political aspect of education and the need to be aware that “Ivory Towered” Academics, 
while interesting from an academic viewpoint, are perhaps not the best placed educators to 
engage with the type of problems that the world, and by extension architectural education 
is currently encountering.

While being conscious of, and appreciating this changing landscape, it is also necessary for 
educators to remain continuously aware of what they are good at - teaching in a unique way - 
and to continue to do this albeit in a changing context.  We must not lose sight of the aspects 
of our educational programmes that have stood the test of time and old ideas should not be 
merely abandoned because new ones have come along.

The way we think and the way we teach is of prime importance.  The mental processes associ-
ated with designing allow conclusions to be reached in areas where the influencing factors 
are both numerous and complicated.  There is a real opportunity for the thought processes 
which have been traditionally associated with architecture and architectural education to be 
communicated more widely to other disciplines, thereby sharing these unique ways of thinking 
with the larger community.  Architects and Designers have always thought in a way which is 
different from many other disciplines and that thinking process is being continuously refreshed 
through dialogue, and the sharing of ideas within the architectural community.  It is important 
that these ideas go beyond that small community of individuals into the wider society.

The academic can no longer regard themselves as stand alone entities that do not need to 
engage with others outside of their immediate community.  Society is almost demanding of 
those involved in design to communicate and share their thinking and their working meth-
odologies.  Architecture should become an exporter of ideas rather than producing thoughts 
intended only to be consumed by the ’home market’.
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The architectural community should develop synergies and strong partnerships.  The interac-
tion with other groups can only serve to strengthen and reinforce the thinking processes.

The Canadian Philosopher, Bernard Lonergan, refers to the thought processes with which 
humans engage as “second order reflection”.  This is what David Porter refers to when he speaks 
about “thinking about thinking”.  I would go further and say that the lateral thought processes 
that are so commonly found in the work of Architects and Designers is a further development 
in how to deal with multifaceted and complex situations and concepts.  The problems that face 
society today are numerous and extremely complex, and these problems appear to interact 
with each other to make them more complicated still.  The thought processes and the taught 
processes within architectural education can be of significant benefit if we were prepared to 
share them with a wider community.  Perhaps we are guilty of believing that we must keep our 
ideas to ourselves if we wish to preserve our position.  This is like the architectural student who 
does not wish to share his project with others for fear that his ideas may be stolen.  This can be a 
type of stagnant thinking.  Invariably the discussion about those ideas and the sharing of them 
with others will result in improving, strengthening, and bringing more clarity to the original 
thought.  Our best bet for the future lies in partnerships, partnerships in thinking, partnerships 
in teaching, partnerships in practice, partnerships between teaching and research, partnerships 
between practice and innovation, local partnerships, national partnerships, international part-
nerships, multicultural interdisciplinary partnerships.  Let’s celebrate what we have and share it.
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The architects we are educating today will arrive at their professional 
establishment at least after ten years. Is it possible to preview their 
necessary profile now? More and more such a prediction becomes 
difficult taking into account the fact two years ago it was not possible 
to predict that one out of four architects will be unemployed today. 
This is why schools of architecture are actually rethinking the more or 
less fixed profile they tended to create during the past years.  

If there is a question of a new, unpredictable, profile of the future architect 
what has to be our strategy for the learner of today? 

Which are the most significant competences that this architect has to 
fulfill in order to be able to adapt in the fast evolving society? 

What is the fundamental knowledge and skills she or he has to acquire 
from the education in order to become a competitive and successful 
architect? 

Which are the strategies of our schools of Architecture regarding this 
major issue? 
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Introductory Panel

Richard FOQUE

Professor Emeritus and Honorary Dean, Chairman University Press Antwerp Antwerp, 
BELGIUM

Introduction

Over the last decades the profile of the future architect has changed dramatically and will con-
tinue to do so at an increasing pace during the years to come. There are several reasons for that. 
They all have to do with fundamental shifts on the socio-cultural and economical level, which 
occur simultaneously, having a synergetic effect on a global scale.  There is the accelerating 
technological innovation and the growing ecological and environmental consciousness, which 
goes hand in hand with the internationalization and globalization together with irreversible 
political and economical power shifts. There is the popularization of information via internet 
and their direct socio-cultural implications.

It calls for a changing view on the architectural profession: from a micro level to a global macro 
level. It necessitates an evolution towards integrated practices and integrated design processes 
based on an interdependence of research and practice. As a consequence new competences 
will be necessary. The schools of architecture must be aware of this and have a great respon-
sibility to produce graduates, who are mastering those new competences. 

New competences for the next decades

I can see five domains in which new competences are needed to fit the changing profile of the 
future architect. These domains are:

    • The domain of professional attitude

    • The domain of transdisciplinarity

    • The domain of global awareness and contextual thinking

    • The domain of research based design and research by design

    • The domain of Leadership

Professional Attitude

It is fundamental that the future architects must have an increasing awareness of professional 
knowledge, which is at the same time case-based, evidence-based, and performance-based. 
It involves continuous learning and research to build an adequate knowledge-base.
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It is important to learn to think as an architect: contextual, inductive, intuitive, pragmatic, 
analytical, and synthetic, and to know that architectural design is at the same time problem 
seeking and problem solving.

A professional attitude demands at the same time for a strong ethical conduct.

Transdisciplinary Approach

A transdisciplinary approach should be based on a collaborative culture and intellectual atti-
tude: the ability to rise above one’s own profession and engage with the global issues.

It calls for a systematic Interaction of knowledge and understanding of approaches and meth-
ods of the several disciplines involved. But at the same time it needs the competences to 
incorporate specialized knowledge into a comprehensive body of integrated knowledge, 
thus creating synergy.

Moreover, a transdisciplinary approach can only be successful if it relies on a global system of 
values and choices and is driven by critical and reflective thinking.

 Global Awareness and Contextual Thinking

Integrated design thinking is based on integrated design knowledge. It involves awareness of 
economical, environmental and social sustainability. It involves the competence to evaluate 
and judge the design impact, and the capability by the architect to search for maximum added 
value for all stakeholders. At the same time the architect should be aware of all the relevant 
relationships and responsibilities and be able to put one’s own position into perspective.

 Research-based Design + Research by Design

The architectural discipline distinguishes between different modes of research: Basic research, 
applied research and use-inspired research.

This research can be technical: research for design; can be social: research into design; and can 
be embedded: research through design. At the same time it can be fore-grounding as project 
based research, back-grounding as practice based research and a combination of both, profes-
sion based research. Current ongoing research belongs to four domains:

    • Domain of architecture: such as architecture theory, urban planning, user needs, building 
occupancy.

    • Domain of the humanities: such as history, psychology, social and environmental sciences.

    • Domain of building technology:  such as building performance, energy, new materials, 
construction methods, product development.

    • Domain of information technology: such as BIM, digital fabrication, simulation and virtual 
reality, gaming, integrated project delivery.

But new domains of research are emerging. They have a much more  interdisciplinary character, 
a growing complexity of changing variables, and a global perspective.
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Examples are: Adaptive re-use, bio-inspired architecture, interactive skins, self-organizing sys-
tems, temporary structures, off site fabrication, urban ecology, building automation processes, 
data-enabled technology, design of social space, and parametrics.

 Leadership

True leadership is based on both IQ and EQ. It needs courage, imagination, and ethical conduct. 
It involves the capability to envision the future, think strategically, frame opportunities, create 
possibilities, and define directions.

A true leader teaches by example: he is a mentor and role model for a future generation.

Changing Architectural Education

If architectural education wants to grant that its graduates have the competences needed to 
face the changing profession, it must be research based and professionally anchored. Moreover 
it should be sensitive to the changing value systems in a global world. This means that it should 
provide for competences enabling the understanding of individual and societal value systems 
and to understand cultural differences, underpinned by a strong ethical conduct.

With respect to the discipline related knowledge and skills, the graduates must know that this 
knowledge is multilayered and they should have the competence to understand and build 
own expert knowledge on the one hand and on the other hand to understand the relevance of 
knowledge belonging to other disciplines and the ability to Integrate and apply these knowl-
edges in a design situation. This means that they should have the ability of Interdisciplinary 
and transdisciplinary thinking and be aware at the same time that architectural knowledge is 
not universal but subject to individual interpretation.

With respect to the design process the future graduate should understand the systemic char-
acter of a design problem and have the ability to operate within it. He/she should understand 
the relevance of the design context and ability to integrate it, be aware of the pragmatic and 
contextual character of the architectural design process and have the skills to use the proper 
methods of design communication and the ability to apply them in changing environments.

Designing is alternating between analytical exploration and synthetic problem solving, it is 
innovative, heuristic and experimental, and at the same time it is problem seeking, problem 
transforming and problem solving. Therefore architectural education should provide for the 
understanding of the transformational character of architectural knowledge, its value sensitiv-
ity and its bipolar character. It must train the graduate to be able during the design process 
to alternate between internal reflection and external validation as a prerogative for critical 
design thinking.

Finally the young graduate should have the competence to understand the methodology of 
both science and art and have the ability to integrate these into design thinking in parallel 
processes. 
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Loughlin KEALY

Emeritus Professor, School of Architecture, Landscape & Civil Engineering, University 
College Dublin, Dublin, IRELAND

This session is inevitably focused on learning, and by way of that, on the activity of teaching. 
It is well recognized that the focus on learning is something of a challenge for many educa-
tional institutions. Curricula are most often defined and understood in terms of their subject 
matter and the presumption is that the curriculum describes what is on offer – that a student 
will learn what is described in the syllabus. It is also “natural” that teachers want their students 
demonstrate learning in areas that the teacher knows – what the teacher has processed from 
their own studies, their research and their experience. When the focus moves towards to what 
a student learns, the ground becomes more uncertain. And when we introduce the uncertainty 
that characterizes our time - the uncertainty concerning what knowledge will be useful in the 
unknown future - then another imperative emerges: that the learning process has to be such 
that students can move beyond what they have learned and are able to address situations 
that, at the time they are learning, cannot (or perhaps only vaguely) be anticipated. This is not 
a new dilemma, nor is it confined to architecture. We know all this already.

In thinking about learning (as a way of thinking about kinds of teaching) I find myself reflect-
ing on the nature of knowledge in architecture at present, even as I try to imagine whether 
it might apply to the future. Even before it became commonplace to discuss the existential 
uncertainty underlying education, there was a developed awareness among educators that 
knowledge gained today would be out of date tomorrow. That one had to continue to learn 
throughout life is a truism that derives from that realization. And that truism is accepted (at 
least in theory) across all disciplines today. So our discussion is not just about the ability to 
continue learning throughout life. 

In this assembly we think about a future we do not know, although it has already cast its 
shadow. As soon as one goes beyond what one knows one is inevitably talking about what 
one believes or hopes. 

So let me state my belief: the core competences of architects for the practice of architecture 
in the foreseeable future will not be radically different from what they are today – what will 
change and is already changing is how they can be exercised. Some commonly accepted core 
skills: literacy in the craft and culture of architecture; ability to discern necessities underly-
ing a brief; to translate requirements into built form; to use appropriate tools for thinking 
and acting; to ensure that the intervention respects the social, cultural and environmental 
contexts – these are fundamentals that endure because they are an integral part of the kinds 
of qualitative judgments that architects are required to make. However, how they are to be 
given expression - whether or in what way the future situations of students will allow them to 
exercise these skills - these questions bring our attention back to the question of underlying 
competences in a more profound way. 

One of the interesting aspects of the writings of the English Franciscan scholar Roger Bacon 
(1214-1294) is that he wrote about the utility of branches of knowledge, not so much in terms 
of their content, but rather in terms of the capacities that particular areas of knowledge fostered 
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in those that mastered them1. It is a perspective that was echoed in the concept of “deutero-
learning” articulated by Gregory Bateson (1904-1980, one of my personal gurus), cyberneticist 
and author of the books Steps to an Ecology of Mind and Mind and Nature. Bateson drew atten-
tion to the fact that, when one learns something, at the same time one is also learning a way 
of learning - an abstract ability to conjugate concepts and associations2. He instances the way 
one learns how to do crossword puzzles generally, as distinct from solving this or that puz-
zle. It is a way of thinking about learning that has clear echoes with learning in architecture.

I am trying to see if I can express in what way learning in architecture is recognizable as having 
a character of its own. Does it? Perhaps the key characteristic of learning in our field is that 
its purpose is to enable the learner to act – to enable the learner to develop the capacity to 
act, and to act appropriately. At present, the primary focus in architectural education is on 
the quality of the end result (and with a limited set of criteria for the assessment of quality) 
rather than on how the ability to act appropriately is developed. This characteristic of learn-
ing in architecture is one shared with other creative disciplines. In architecture however, we 
have learned that it means more that the exercise of creativity within the sphere of action as 
described by the competences listed in the Directive. We have learned that the future requires 
that we work with others, and that fact means that we need to have more than one way to 
understand the world. Acting appropriately means being able to integrate and draw from 
diverse perceptions and formulations when exercising judgment. This is not just a question 
of incorporating the inputs of disciplines, although it does include that. It means bringing 
the essential “metaphoricity” (to use Dalibor Vesely’s word) of architectural thinking to bear 
on disorderly problems. So in responding to the invitation to consider what “competences are 
likely to be most significant, given the uncertainty of the future” – this is what I believe to be the 
core competence – a type of transformative thinking that embraces environmental provision.

I am not sure whether this sets learning in architecture apart from learning in other fields – that 
question does not trouble me. If pedagogical strategy is directed towards enabling students 
to act appropriately in the sphere of architecture, the subject matter that forms the core of a 
particular curriculum is potentially variable. So when we come to the idea of competences we 
have to look below the obvious skill sets to see the basic characteristics of what constitutes 
the “know-how” of the architect. I have suggested one description.

Beyond that, the invitation today is to consider the position of the school as it tries to address 
this challenge. Are there implications to be drawn for the character of the school, the way it 
engages the learning experience of the student with the inheritance of the culture of archi-
tecture, its practices, its position in society and its role in the management of social change?

I believe that the most important factor is the culture, the ethos, of the school – the learning 
environment as a whole. Many years ago I worked with second level schools in an environ-
mental education programme, encouraging the development of project-based learning in 
the context of a curriculum dominated by discrete subjects taught in rigidly timed teach-
ing sessions. In time I could recognize, within five minutes of entering the door of a school, 

 1 Bacon wrote extensively about methods of teaching and learning and the importance of the environ-
ment for learning: see references to Bacon’s writings (eg. Summulae Dialectices) in works on medieval 
thought and the philosophy of science.

 2 Bateson, G. (1972) Steps to an Ecology of Mind. Chicago, and (1979) Mind and Nature: a Necessary Unity. 
Hampton.
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whether the teachers were likely to take up the challenge. One could sense the atmosphere in 
the demeanor of students and staff – the presence or absence of a sense of purpose, engage-
ment and adventure. At the centre of that atmosphere was the head of the school – always.

The responsibility of the head of a school is to create a culture within the school that fosters 
the development of the core competence I described. I would describe this task as the creation 
of a culture: 

   • of enquiry and reflection

   • of exploration

   • of respect

   • of production/ realization

and a culture that embraces the challenge of collectivity in the context of competition.

Every head of school understands the particular context of their own school – as a laboratory 
for the exploration of change, and as the specific context within which this agenda could be 
explored and given reality. After all, the uncertain future is already present.
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Lorraine FARRELLY

Associate Head, Research Director, University of Portsmouth, School of Architecture, 
Portsmouth, UNITED KINGDOM

What is the fundamental knowledge and skills a student has  to acquire from education in 
order to become a competitive and successful architect?

For contemporary education, learning is not just confined to being in the University, it is 
about an attitude. It is important to ensure that the student takes responsibility for their own 
education and learning. The new digital environment learning has become a much more 
fluid experience. The term ‘net generation’ refers to the notion that students are part of a new 
way of engaging with information, but also with their education. Don Tapscott in his book 
‘Net Generation’ recognizes that  there is a new generation who think and behave differently 
as they have been shaped by their experience of information and knowledge on the web.

This is an important consideration for all educators, to understand the dynamic nature of 
knowledge and information. Our students need to be able to adapt quickly to information and 
knowledge and take responsibility for their education and direction. Our students need to be 
able to continually update skills, to be adaptable. This requires an education that promotes 
problem solving skills and also  ‘critical thinking ‘skills. We are educating architects of the 
future and their education needs to cope with the unpredictable social, cultural and economic 
aspects of contemporary society.

If there is a question of a new, unpredictable, profile of the future architect what has to be 
our strategy for the learner of today?

We need to teach attitudes and skills. The most significant competences that this architect has 
to fulfill in order to be able to adapt in the fast evolving society are :

to Think …. Innovate… Create.

What is the fundamental knowledge and skills she or he has to acquire from education in 
order to become a competitive and successful architect?

The most important consideration is that students need to take responsibility for themselves, 
to constantly challenge their knowledge base and to continually update their skills. In today’s 
society students need to be adaptable to all external conditions around them, it may be their 
client, the environment, both physical and conceptual and they must respond to these chang-
ing conditions.

We are educating architects of the future and their education needs to prepare them to cope 
with the unpredictable social, cultural and economic aspects of contemporary society.

They need to think creatively, to analyse and understand what exists.

To model and make, to have specific skills such as creating CAD drawings and more general-
ized analytical skills.
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To understand the Process of design

To communicate complex ideas

To work in teams

To present ideas
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These are all  transferable skills. They are relevant for students if they become architects or if 
they have other career paths. Critical thinking in particular is important for an architect, but 
for many other professions.

Strategies  of our School of Architecture regarding this

In our School relationship to the practice of architecture professionally has always been a key 
strength. We  have decided  to develop possibilities for employment and to focus on aspects 
of employability as a key consideration for our students. Over the last year we have developed 
a Project Office: http://www.port.ac.uk/departments/academic/architecture/projectoffice/ 

This office is an Architect’s Practice with RIBA chartered status which is part of our School of 
Architecture. It is staffed by an Architect who has some teaching duties, but primarily manages 
the Practice. The office is supported by the framework of the University in terms of administra-
tion. To implement projects, members of academic staff are brought out of teaching to deliver 
projects. In addition practitioners from outside are contracted in, to deliver projects as well. 
Its purpose is to connect our teaching and learning with research possibilities that emerge 
through the practice of Architecture. The benefits are there for the students, as they are working 
on real projects and are paid to deliver presentation work through the academic year. We are 
working to ensure that the projects carried out with this office develop into research areas as 
well as income generation for the School of Architecture.

The office uses the connections the University has to the city and regional development agen-
cies. Projects completed so far have been with local community organizations such as St Francis 
Church, Portsmouth Diocese. This project included some community participation work  which 
was a very useful experience for our students and formed part of the core curricula for our 
post graduate architecture students.
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We have run on site design charrette with the community , client and other stakeholders to 
find some solutions for redeveloping some local churches, this involved  an Exhibition of stu-
dent ideas. Subsequently Students were employed to develop ideas and visuals for the client 
through the project office.

We have also run a summer Interns project for two years now. We have had design projects in 
the community, which were funded by an external client,and we employed students over the 
summer period to do the work, managed by academic staff.

This was funded by South East Coastal Community.

Another project was for Hilsea Lido “Pool for the People”.

A lido ( open air pool)  project which is in need of investment and regeneration with no funds. 
The project office worked with them and instigated a student project competition to start local 
interest and ideas that provided support for funding for a feasibility study.

Host Practice Scheme

The RIBA has launched a scheme to help students and graduates who are unable to find suit-
able work placements in the current economic climate. Graduates can gain access to an online 
network of practices and universities interested in hosting students in their offices.

These students will have the opportunity to use the practice’s facilities to work on competition 
entries, private commissions and research, as well as being offered an overview of practice 
activities.
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What next ….?

The future for us in higher education and particularly in architecture is to recognize that our 
education is not just for architects. In the UK architecture is a very popular degree subject 
of study, however not all undergraduates can or should become architects. We are teaching 
transferable  skills, which will support other careers or directions. This is also important in a 
time of recession, the building industry will take time to recover and architects need to diversify 
and ally themselves to other professions. So far we have been trying to track our students from 
their first degrees to see what careers they are involved with, this is the list so far:

Web designer

Games software designer

CAD modeling

Physical modeling

Urban designer

Project manager

Photographer

Teacher

Entrepreneur

Building developer

Architectural journalist

Product   designer…

The future for our students is uncertain, it is for all students of all disciplines, if we can  teach 
them to take responsibility for their learning and adapt to external conditions,  hopefully this 
attitude will help them through the current period of change.
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Herman NEUCKERMANS

Professor, Catholic University of Leuven, School of Architecture, Leuven, BELGIUM

Competent in competences

Quality assurance and quality control pervades almost all activities of our world ruled by (the 
myth of ) economy. What quality do I get for what money, is a question first asked in industry 
and later on also in education independent of its mode of financing, public or private.

Due to increasing mobility of students (Erasmus) and professionals, and also due to the growing 
cross-border services, most countries had or still have to position themselves on this global 
world. Focusing on Europe and more in particular on the EU, the DIRECTIVE 2005/36/EC OF 
THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 7 September 2005 on the recognition 
of professional qualifications1 (Directive 2005/36/EC) regulating the mutual recognition of 
professional qualifications is referring, as far as concerning the profession of a self-employed 
architect, in Art.46 to the famous 11 points reiterated from the 1985 Architects’ Directive2. 
These points specify the awareness and abilities in several domains acquired by graduates. 
These refer only to the academic qualifications i.e. those resulting from a higher education in 
architecture; in one of the European education institutions listed in annex V. 

Access to the profession differs throughout Europe: some countries require no post-diploma 
apprenticeship/internship, others 6 months, 2 years, or even 3 years before being eligible for 
registration as an independent architect. The way it is formulated in the directive reads as 
follows:

“Principle of automatic recognition: 1. Each Member State shall recognise evidence of formal quali-
fications as …… and as architect, listed in Annex V, points ……… 5.7.1 respectively, which satisfy 
the minimum training conditions referred to in Articles ………...46 respectively, and shall, for the 
purposes of access to and pursuit of the professional activities, give such evidence the same effect 
on its territory as the evidence of formal qualifications which it itself issues. Such evidence of formal 
qualifications must be issued by the competent bodies in the Member States.”

These changes have given rise to the regular assessment and accreditation of study programs 
almost worldwide: national systems( e.g. Estonia,..), international consortia ( e.g. VNSU for the 
Netherlands and Flanders), RIBA (UK and Commonwealth, plus on demand), NAAB  (USA) and 
also China embraces such a system.

Focusing on EU, the Bologna process has introduced the notion of ECTS3 as a means of regulat-
ing student mobility. An ECTS credit represents between 25 and 30 hours student workload. A 
bachelor program counts 180 ECTS credits and a master 60 to 120 credits. But duration of time 

 1 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2005:255:0022:0142:en:PDF
 2 The Qualifications Directive 2005/36/EC of 7 Sept 2005 - section 8, Architect / Article 46, pp.47,48 

reiterated from the  “Architects’ Directive 85/384/EEC art.3
 3 http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/socrates/ects/index_en.html
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spent to a subject does not tell much about the quality of that effort neither of the learning 
outcomes of that effort. The quality of an ECTS today depends on the quality of the institution 
granting the credit. Good schools network with good schools.

In the meantime we see more and more efforts (tenCOMPETENCES4, TUNING5,…in general  EU 
projects) devoted to the formulation of qualifications in terms of competences and learning 
outcomes6 acquired via learning contents. In the long run study programs will be expressed 
in competences rather than in percentages and/or  time devoted to a given subject.

For the sake of clarity let’s assume that competences represent “knowledge, awareness, skills 
and attitudes” resulting from an education and training. It is evident that education is not 
only focusing on cognitive capabilities but also has great influence on other mental capaci-
ties according to the taxonomy of Bloom: psycho-motoric skills (dexterity, computer literacy, 
model making,..) and dynamic-affective attitudes and skills( capability to work independently, 
working in group, showing leadership, managerial skills,..). One first distinguishes generic from 
domain specific competences.

Generic competences are basically linked to the level of education: bachelor, master,.. In the 
context of the EHEA (European Higher Education Area) 8  EQF levels7 (European Qualifica-
tions framework) have been defined. For our purpose of higher education in architecture we 
suffice to know that:

EQF level 6 = Bachelor 

EQF level 7 = Master 

EQF level 8 = PhD.

Domain specific competences pertain to a given domain of expertise: architecture, medicine, 
law, economy,… For architecture the famous 11 points (Appendix 1) are the only solid basis 
for program evaluation within EU. It is interesting to compare this to the checklist used by 
NAAB in the USA (Appendix 2). This list is at least much closer to today’s practice and much 
more tangible than the 11 points.

It is not my purpose here to run into a political and legal action, the aim is to explore amongst 
peers and ‘in silence’ if, how, what and where could be improved in the legal frameworks. 
 

 4 www.tencompetence.org/
 5 tuning.unideusto.org/tuningeu/
 6 According to the TUNING project learning outcomes (LO) are what an educational system expects to 

achieve, whereas competences stand for the acquired result of the graduates (proven by validation).

  The ECTS User's Guide (2009) says: "A learning outcome is a statement of what a learner is expected 
to know, understand and be able to do after successful completion of a process of learning".

  The EU parliament states: "learning outcomes means statements of what a learner knows, understands 
and is able to do on completion of a learning process, which are defined in terms of knowledge, skills 
and competence."

 7 http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc44_en.htm
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In order to distinguish between these EQF levels one distinguishes several levels of achieve-
ment and links these to a specific EQF level. The so-called Dublin descriptors8 are used for 
that purpose.

They are in sequence of increasing achievement (appendix 3):

knowing / awareness,

understanding, 

applying, 

judgment

communicating, 

learning to learn.

Take an example: when somebody is competent in structures it means complete different things 
according to different levels of achievement:

   • knowing that a building has a structure

   • understanding the structural behavior of a construction

   • being able to compute a structure

   • being able to design a structure….

It is the ambition – and in some visitations preparing accreditation it is already fully elaborated 
– to express all educational activities (courses, seminars, design studio, exercises,..) in terms 
of which competences they are aiming at. It is definitely a tedious job, but once it is done, it 
is reusable and it can be simply adapted when study programs change. It primarily remains a 
strong tool to articulate curricula/study programs. As an example we include in appendix 4 an 
overarching matrix that should facilitate the identification /notation of competences course by 
course. One can just tick the boxes or insert a code for the level of achievement No (novice), 
advanced (Ad), proficient (Pr), expert (Ex).9

The approach via competences also allows quite easily identifying which competences in which 
schools are taught in school and which will be acquired by professional apprenticeship. And 
that is differing quite a lot today amongst the different countries in Europe. Which competences 
are primarily academic and which are professional ones and who is doing what in school or 
afterwards, is a political choice merely ruled by financing arguments. Looking at the union of 
all competences independently of who is providing these (the school or the profession) creates 
room for the different and differences in national systems. It will also clarify whether a program 
prepares to the profession of an architect or to another professional activity in architecture.

 8 http://www.uni-due.de/imperia/md/content/bologna/dublin_descriptors.pdf

    Shared ‘Dublin’ descriptors for Short Cycle, First Cycle, Second Cycle and Third Cycle Awards 

    A report from a Joint Quality Initiative informal group (contributors to the document are provided in 
the Annex) – 10 October 2004

 9 A. Meijers – Academic Competences and quality assurance- Leuven, Jun 27, 2006 
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Concerning future/new competences, we identify 3 major domains to be fully integrated i.e. 
not as isolated subjects or courses - in education:

   • sustainability, as a layered concept ranging from technical and

   • economics to ethical and social dimension.

   • universal design, inclusive design, access for all…

   • global design and thinking globally.

Researchers in these domains should in their schools organize seminars for the design teachers, 
in order to promote integration. Because the future is unknown, the best option to choose is 
to teach students the highest levels of achievement i.e. learning to learn.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2005:255:0022:0142:en:PDF

The Qualifications Directive 2005/36/EC of 7 Sept 2005 - section 8, Architect / Article 46, pp.47,48  
   reiterated from the  “Architects’ Directive 85/384/EEC art.3

http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/socrates/ects/index_en.html

www.tencompetence.org/

tuning.unideusto.org/tuningeu/

http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc44_en.htm

http://www.uni-due.de/imperia/md/content/bologna/dublin_descriptors.pdf 
  Shared ‘Dublin’ descriptors for Short Cycle, First Cycle, Second Cycle and Third Cycle Awards  
  A report from a Joint Quality Initiative informal group (contributors to the document are  
  provided in the Annex) – 10 October 2004

A. Meijers – Academic Competences and quality assurance- Leuven, Jun 27, 2006

arch.ou.edu/naab 
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Appendix 1

The Architects’ Directive (85/384/CEE art.3):

   • Ability to create architectural designs that satisfy both aesthetic and technical requirements, 
and which aim to be environmentally sustainable;

   • Adequate knowledge of the history and theories of architecture and related arts, technolo-
gies, and human sciences;

   • Knowledge of the fine arts as an influence on the quality of architectural design;

   • Adequate knowledge of urban design, planning, and the skills involved in the planning 
process;

   • Understanding of the relationship between people and buildings and between buildings 
and their environments, and of the need to relate buildings and the spaces between them 
to human needs and scale;

   • An adequate knowledge of the means of achieving environmentally sustainable design;

   • Understanding of the profession of architecture and the role of architects in society, in 
particular in preparing briefs that account for social factors;

   • Understanding of the methods of investigation and preparation of the brief for a design 
project;

   • Understanding of the structural design, construction, and engineering problems associated 
with building design;

   • Adequate knowledge of physical problems and technologies and of the function of build-
ings so as to provide them with internal conditions of comfort and protection against 
climate;

   • Necessary design skills to meet building users’ requirements within the constraints imposed 
by cost factors and building regulations;

   • Adequate knowledge of the industries, organizations, regulations, and procedures involved 
in translating design concepts into buildings and integrating plans into overall planning;

   • Adequate knowledge of project financing, project management, and cost control.
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Appendix 2

Student performance criteria10

NAAB (national architecture accreditation board – USA) 

For the purpose of accreditation (by NAAB), graduating students must demonstrate awareness 
(Aw) , understanding (U), or ability (Ab)  in the following areas:

 

 1. verbal and writing skills (Ab)  19. life safety (U) 

 2. graphic skills (Ab)  20. building envelope systems (U)

 3. research skills (Ab)  21. building service systems (U)

 4. critical thinking skills (Ab)  22. building systems integration (Ab)

 5. fundamental design skills (Ab)  23. legal responsibilities (U)

 6. collaborative skills (Ab)  24. building code compliance (U)

 7. human behaviour (Aw)  25. building materials and assemblies (U)

 8. human diversity (Aw)  26. building economics and cost control (U)

 9. use of precedents (Ab)  27. detailed design development (Ab)

 10. western tradition (U)  28. technical documentation (Ab)

 11. non-western traditions (Aw)  29. comprehensive design (Ab)

 12. national and regional traditions (U)  30. program preparation (Ab)

 13. environmental conservation (U)  31. legal context of architectural practice (U)

 14. accessibility (Ab)  32. practice organisation management (Aw)

 15. site conditions (Ab)  33. contracts and documentation (Aw)

 16. formal ordering systems (U)  34. professional internship (U)

 17. structural systems (U)  35. Architects’ leadership roles (Aw)

 18. environmental systems (U)  36. the context of architecture (U)

 37. ethics and professional judgment (U)

 10 arch.ou.edu/naab
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Appendix 3

Levels of achievement 

ARB (UK)

Awareness acquaintance with general concepts, topics, rules methods or procedures, without 
necessarily being able to paraphrase or summarize information. Students should be able to 
identify the limits of their awareness and be able to refer to source material for more in depth 
knowledge.

Knowledge familiarity with specific information, including facts, definitions, rules, methods, 
process or settings, without necessarily being able to see its fullest implication or application. 

Understanding identification, assimilation and comprehension of information. Students can 
correctly paraphrase or summarize information and can relate it to other material, including 
its practical application.

Ability skill in relating specific information to the accomplishment of tasks. Students can cor-
rectly select information that is appropriate to a situation and apply it to the solution of specific 
problems.

NAAB (USA): 

Understanding—The capacity to classify, compare, summarize, explain and/or

interpret information.

Ability—Proficiency in using specific information to accomplish a task, correctly selecting the 
appropriate information, and accurately applying it to the solution of a specific problem, while 
also distinguishing the effects of its implementation.
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Appendix 4

Competence matrix

COURSE identification                                                                                                         HN/ version 20 04 2009                                 
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Qualifications Directive 2005/36/EC                                                       

Domain specific  for architecture
Relation art and  archi    ( c)
digital media
structure
shapes
functions
shaping
History of arch
Building technology
Theory of architecture 
Social sciences
urban design
planning
arch-man interaction
Arch-environment interactie
Building programme    (g)
Man environment interactio
Role of an architect
construction
Engineering problems in archit
Building physics
Comfort and interior climate
Equipment of buildings
Building costs
Building law
Building industry
partners in the building process
Building process
projectmanagement
buildings
Furniture / interior
Built environment
landscape
Urban scale
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Stephanie EICKELMANN

B.A. MSA  Münster School of Architecture, Student Vice Dean, Münster School of 
Architecture, Münster, GERMANY

I am the student Vice Dean at the MSA | Münster School of Architecture. Last year Prof. Julia 
Bolles-Wilson – our Dean – gave a lecture here in this conference and already talked about our 
very specific system of student participation across-the-board in the structure of our school. 
Prof. Julia Bolles-Wilson, Prof. Martin Weischer and I are democratically in charge of the Deans’s 
office in Münster.

As I am still quite at the beginning of my career, I‘m not really in the position to give a precise 
and definitive answer to the question of the profile of the future architect, (because this is what 
I ask myself at the moment anyhow). By the way, if I would know about the THAT profile – that 
would be perfect, because I could still do it on my own like that. But I can guess, it will become 
important talking about skills and competences in the education and in the future in the field 
of being an architect.

 
New topics

As we already discussed, we are in a time of rapid changes and different developments in 
architecture. New topics and fields have evolved, like “the digital and parametric design”, “sus-
tainability” and “green building” as quite modern (and for a lot of students nearly redundant) 
words, the field of building certifications like DGNB and LEED, the topic of life cycle costs and 
management, and so on.

Our philosophy is to maintain the teaching and training of the generalist architect and to 
give the students from this range the possibilities to enlarge upon specific topics. Thus at 
the moment we are discussing and working on a system of several focus areas, which are still 
integrated in the generalistic master studies. 

Our school offers the students a framework  and a multi-optional curriculum, so that one can 
tend in different directions from the 1. genereralist to the 2. specialist. In Münster the heterog-
enous teaching staff consists of many different personalities - teaching specific “philosophies” 
and aspects of architecture - and the students can get to know all of them and decide on their 
own, which way they want to go.

It is very important to give students the possibilities and the freedom to select from the range 
of topics, which architecture offers today. We, the students, have to check and test our own 
interests to decide, whether to end up as an generalist or to concentrate on a specific part in 
architecture or even to skip the architectural studies (e.g. after the bachelor degree) to go into 
a related field like, for example, facility management. But at first a school of architecture has to 
show its students as many facets as possible within their studies. The schools cannot give its 
students one recipe like a “service provider”. It is more important to be trained in independ-
ence and self-sufficiency, in decision-making, in gaining an overview than to focus too much. 
We, the students, have to be encouraged in developing our own profile and attitude towards 
architecture, our own personality, because then one will be able to adapt self-assured and 
self-confidently to new conditions and changes.
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Today for a lot of students it is really hard, not to lose track and not to be overextended by the 
possibilities and “trends”:  in using “tools”, in creating forms and images, in getting informa-
tion, perhaps even in imitating impressive pictures of avant-garde architecture in the media. 
Teachers have to give their students advice to get a critical distance of what makes sense, what 
their decisions evoke and imply and how to generate real additional value, with what they are 
creating. There’s a difference between (using) tools and (developing) strategies.

An education in our times of rapid changes has to help to filter and rate in the complexity 
of possibilities. So that students do not create “self fulfilling prophecies” by giving some self-
invented parameters to the computer and think, that what comes out is architecture.

That brings me to the role of the students at our school and how to educate personalities.

Student responsibility

As the student Vice Dean, I do nothing different than my professorial colleagues in the Dean’s 
office.

We work together in a relation of partnership and close cooperation and I am not the “revolu-
tionist” delegate of the students. But as a big advantage, I’m pretty close to the concerns of the 
students. To give you some examples I am also responsible for the management, politics and 
the quality management system of the faculty; I am significantly in charge of the accreditation 
and evaluation field of work. I take an active part in the organization of the teaching starting 
with new topics and ending up in acquiring and selecting new professors and lecturers. Finally, 
I undertake representational functions for our school in different bodies like I do today. To sum 
up, it is all about decision making, about solving problems in relation with a lot of participating 
persons and pointing out your specific point of view.

We, the students, are asked to co-design and co-organize our faculty, the MSA. We are asked 
to get involved in a lot of different fields, e.g. as tutors like assistants for the professors in the 
different departments or as members in various councils.

To illustrate this, I want to give you some examples: As I am the Vice Dean for Public Relations, 
I am part of our Team for PR, which consists only of four students. We are independently 
in charge of the website of the faculty, of the correspondence with the press, information 
sessions for pupils (e.g. this year we travelled to Milan to a German school), the organiza-
tion of events like the annual exhibition of the school or interventions in the public space.  
The trust, which the students receive while being engaged at the MSA became physically in 
2010 in form of the extension of the library, which was planned and realized by a group of 
three students called “zauberscho(e)n” accompanied by the former Dean Prof. Bühler. They 
were in charge for the whole process starting with the design and ending up in the supervi-
sion of the construction site.

All in all, the student participation in our system leads to the fact, that students most of the 
time do not complain about their school, but they feel responsible for changes and improve-
ments. They come up with new suggestions and with ideas for new topics in the teaching. 
For example the whole department for digital design has evolved from student suggestions, 
applications and efforts.
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The students are full of ambition, full of curiosity and they have a high degree of motivation. 
The faculty has taken advantage of this identification and this is one important factor for the 
first place of the MSA in the German ranking of all architecture faculties.

International network

In times of an increasing internationalization and thus a global assimilation of architectural 
knowledge and availability of information, the MSA has built up and is pushing its international 
network of universities and partners from the practice. For students it is important to learn 
to act in an international context and to adapt to foreign conditions and cultural diversities.

One very specific part in this respect is the so called “impromptu design program”. The students 
in the 1st semester of the master’s degree are doing four short design projects abroad: at other 
universities or with the supervision of famous practising architects. Only to mention a few 
of them, the MSA has collaborations with the universities in Barcelona, in Venice, in Oslo, in 
Aarhus, in Dublin, in Brno, in Cracow, in Basel with global acting architects like Roman Delugan 
or Frank Barkow and also with our host here in Chania, with Prof. Spiridonidis and the Aristotle 
University of Thessaloniki. This exchange - including the journey, the final review in Münster and 
so on – is organised by the students. In addition the MSA has cooperation with the University 
of Havana (Cuba) for the annual “Caribbean Winterschool” accompanied by further exchange 
contracts all over the world.

Conclusion

All in all, the future architect has to be able to work with a lot of people and a lot of informa-
tion. He doesn’t have to do and to know everything on his own but he has to be trained in his 
“soft skills”  to deal with complexity, to solve problems and come up with reasonable solutions. 

The role of the architect can become even more important in the future than today, when 
he is able to stay on top of the things, when he keeps track of the developments in a social, 
architectural and technical sense. The architect’s role has to be like a “maestro” and a centre 
point of all things happening in the complex process. This has to do with a lot of communica-
tion, team-working, networking and maintaining the initial goals. In the first session of this 
discussion somebody said, that the quality of a school of architecture is as good as its staff 
and its students and I would like to end up with this thought, that it’s worth while to push the 
ambition, motivation and curiosity of the students in all parts of a faculty.
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Lucyna NYKA

Vice Dean of Research, Gdansk University of Technology, Faculty of Architecture, 
Gdansk, POLAND

Five strategies for the uncertain future

In an era of rapid changes accompanied by a prevailing tone of uncertainty concerning future 
development of cities, alternative energy solutions, increasing mobility, new cultural and 
social processes – new questions appear concerning strategies of architectural education. 
What should the new priorities of schools of architecture be, how should architects be trained 
so that they can operate successfully in the uncertain future? Is it possible to preview their 
necessary profile and competences now? 

While standing at the edge of the unknown it is worthwhile to reconcile with the fact that 
the question of unpredictable future has always been present. So, what has been decisive 
for architects understanding the responsibility of their profession and successfully operating 
today? Often it is well-structured curriculum, but also continuing education, meeting masters, 
visiting places, encounters with art, going deeper into something that was not noticed by 
others. The divergence of the above-mentioned factors confirms how hard it is to prepare 
students for the uncertain future within the framework of Bachelor and Master programmes. 

Built on the awareness that we cannot define precisely for tomorrow, the general policy of 
the Faculty of Architecture, Gdansk University of Technology (GUT) focuses on offering many 
diversified approaches, enabling students to acquire sound intellectual background and expert 
professional skills, by exposing them to a variety of situations they may experience in their 
professional career11*. The overall scheme could be depicted by five distinctive strategies.  

      

Intellectual Base 

One of the most important objectives of the educational programme is to give students a 
sound intellectual base. It is a part of the school’s pursuit towards promotion of deep under-
standing of each architectural intervention in spatial, social, ethical and artistic terms. This 
attitude is highly fostered for each step of architectural education. It starts with questioning 
architecture in relation to broader cultural issues, spatial concepts, abstract notions, films, and 
works of art or literature. Then a new scope of issues emerges naturally – to what degree are 
architectural solutions related to phenomena specified in other disciplines like social anthro-
pology or urban geography? How much are they embedded in philosophical thinking, in 
ethics or esthetics? What is the role of architectural or urban intervention, who loses and who 
benefits in the process of changes? 

 *  In recent years the educational programme at the Faculty of Architecture GUT has been thoroughly 
scrutinized with regard to requirements and standards set by national and international bodies. All the 
adjustments and modification has been made so that curriculum fully complies with the EU directive, 
recommendations of UNESCO, RIBA, UIA, ISOCARP and many European schools of architecture.
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Fig. 1-2

Architectural design studio.
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The basic objective is to encourage creative thinking and promote apprehension that, starting 
from a conceptual layer and culminating in the built reality, architecture may convey messages, 
generate emotions and most of all, be a powerful means of negotiating the environment. 
Consequently, the task of the architect is not only to design nice looking buildings but also to 
participate consciously in the constantly ongoing process of changing the environment, in 
defining and re-defining its spatial, social and cultural characteristics. 

Acknowledging this responsibility requires confronting students with different approaches, 
situations and problems, so that challenges appear one after another, such as: how to identify 
the problem, how the outlined problem could be addressed in architectural terms, what new 
appears unexpectedly while looking from the perspectives of other disciplines. Then, how the 
task could be translated into topics of architectural experiments, and finally – solutions. While 
being involved in providing architectural responses, students, at the same time, acquire basic 
tools to carry out research, including research by design that in fact, recently has extended 
noticeably from the doctoral level to the master, and even to the bachelor level. 

Realization of such ambitious tasks requires a whole set of implementation methods. The most 
important ones are focused on motivating and expanding students’ knowledge and design 
skills that will ultimately provide arguments for discussion on architecture. For this reason 
design tasks are supported by the study and discussion of critical texts. In detail, each design 
studio is complemented by a selection of theoretical writings, both mandatory and optional 
provided by a studio leader. They refer to the most vital aspects of contemporary architec-
tural discourse, embedded in contemporary concepts of culture or nature, advert to motion, 
mobility, temporality, virtual spaces, or even purely abstract concepts, following the conviction 
expressed by Alberto Perez Gomez, that not all theoretical thinking can be immediate, if at 
all, applicable in practice. Different approaches of studio leaders with a substantial number 
of elective courses create an opportunity for students to go deeper into matters of their own 
interest, while acquiring the basic awareness of main profiles of critical thinking in architecture. 

So the outlined strategy refers unavoidably to the primary question, too rarely verbalized – 
what is the aim of studies: to produce an architect – practitioner, or is the goal much broader 
– to educate people at the master level in the discipline of architecture? Strategy implemented 
in the process of architectural education at Gdansk University of Technology clearly assumes 
the advantages of the second approach. While producing skillful architects, which is undoubt-
edly important, the most ambitious task is, as Stefano Musso expressed during the ENHSA 
meeting in Chania in 2010 – to educate students as thinkers. Standing at the edge of uncertain 
future requires knowledge and sensitivity towards different cultures of practice, even those 
yet unknown. For this reason graduates are expected to represent much more than dexterity 
in designing – they are expected to identify problems, solve them on an architectural level, 
express opinions, as well as participate consciously and responsibly in the constantly ongo-
ing process redefining and rethinking the relationship between tradition and innovation, 
knowledge and imagination.

Integration 

The second strategy could be depicted as integration, which refers to the whole set of efforts 
towards going beyond positivistic routines of teaching architecture in a manner where cur-
riculum is strictly confined to divisions between traditionally pre-defined subjects. Instead, 
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Fig. 4

Floating architecture – the H2O House. Author: M. Treder.

Fig. 3

Space and textures composition – art and design studio.
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there is a noticeable pursuit toward establishing connections between subjects and creating 
new educational courses along their blurring borders. This strategy could be identified as a 
response to currently emerging phenomena, like the noticeable shift from structures to land-
scapes in the critical interpretation of architectural and urban concepts. Buildings’ interiors 
resemble active environments; their outsides unfold into inside offering voids and passages 
for the flow of people. Architectural projects gain the power of urban intervention, and public 
space design evokes landscape art concepts. Landscape architecture merges with landscape 
urbanism and new ecologies appear where natural and artificial interweave and one supports 
another. Bridging the gaps between subjects seems to be of critical importance in setting up 
concepts for the uncertain future.   

Within the strategy of creating integrative approaches, art is widely introduced into archi-
tectural and urban design studios. With the relatively high percent of artists teaching at the 
faculty there is a wide scope of newly proposed courses. Students are involved in experiments 
on textural and spatial compositions, media art and sculpture programmes are integrated 
into urban course objectives. Film – a powerful means of discovering experiential qualities of 
urban spaces has proved to be an effective tool for verifying and enriching architectural and 
urban concepts. Thus, this technique of investigating and documenting the reality has been 
integrated into several design courses. 

The whole scope of new subjects is an effect of close cooperation between the Faculty of 
Architecture and other faculties of the Gdansk University of Technology. Floating architec-
ture, a strong specialization in the Faculty’s educational offer, thrives on both tradition of 

Fig. 5

Fig. 5. Inside an outside skin calculations for an exhibition pavilion. Author: K. Bedra. 
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Fig. 6-8

Art in interior – art and design studio.  Students’ proposals implemented by the students them-
selves. Studio leader: J. Buczkowski.
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naval architecture and technological competences of the Faculty of Shipbuilding. Recently, a 
new course has been established focused on responsive environments, sensitive surfaces and 
spaces. This educational offer was created as a joint project between two faculties of GUT (the 
Faculty of Electronics, Telecommunication and Informatics and the Faculty of Architecture) as 
well as the Academy of Fine Arts in Gdansk. Such a wide composition of partners results from 
the complex nature of the problem, which involves insights into art concepts, knowledge of 
technological schemes and basic elements like sensors, actuators and controlling software. 
Finally, students are involved in defining objects and their reactions as well as in creating 
diversified connections between virtual and physical spaces.   

The choice of available subjects will be much broader with every year beginning in 2010 at 
four main universities in the region, among others: Gdańsk University of Technology, Univer-
sity of Gdańsk, and Gdańsk Academy of Art, all of which have signed an agreement “Study 
in Pomerania”. The agreement opens plenty of possibilities of choosing the elective courses 
offered by the associated partners. This contributes significantly to the Faculty of Architecture 
strategies built on emphasizing the necessity of interdisciplinary and complex approaches to 
the design process, concerning aesthetic issues, adequate knowledge of technologies and 
human sciences.   

Reality:  The Art of Dealing with the Real 

After obtaining the basic experience in developing architectural concepts students are con-
fronted with more advanced problems of dealing with existing structures or pre-defined 
awkward urban situations – expanding in such way the art of coping with the real. In its 
simplest terms it means working on extensions, reductions, additions and different kinds of 
architectural and urban transformations. The new scope of questions appears immediately, 
concerning the feasibility of the project, social issues, implemented technologies, legal basis, 
time and cost of the project.  

The most important objective of this strategy is to teach students how to find the coherent 
architectural solutions while working on forms, materials and spatial arrangement, which 
are already existing and therefore highly pre-defined. Presumably, dealing with this kind of 
reality will constitute a major part of graduates’ professional experiences in the future. In this 
case, the accent is shifted from the individually defined concepts to enveloping, enhancing 
and transforming existing qualities. New problems have to be confronted: how to look at the 
existing, how to appreciate and select its features, how to liberate oneself from pre-conceived 
images and work on unique, peculiar realities. 

Most often students operate on post-industrial areas and structures, trying to reconnect them 
with the outside and activate them through new programmes. Buildings from the 1970s or 80s, 
seemingly devoid of any values, constitute an even more substantial challenge. The goal is to 
find architectural solutions for cumbersome spaces, to re-define them, architecturally re-cycle 
and propose new values. Foldable solutions are worked out allowing for flexibility of interior 
and exterior divisions. Additionally, new vivid insights into the quality of detail of the project 
are emerging along with better understanding of its role in the final product. 

Another important objective is to let students acquire the necessary knowledge for operating 
in a sensitive historical context.  Therefore getting acquainted with protection and conserva-
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tion strategies along with supporting regulations and legal requirements is a very important 
part of architectural education. References to such issues as authenticity of materials and 
structures are developed in the process of working on the project, which allows for creative 
transformations while protecting the most significant historical values. 

Another side of the pursued strategy is to let students see the impact of their projects on reality. 
For the last several years, students have been involved in developing concepts for the faculty 
building interiors and campus public spaces. The task has been to find the abandoned space 
and transform it by means of art, architecture or landscape. The most interesting proposals that 
bring about spectacular results are those implemented by the students themselves.  Not only 
is the faculty building enriched with adventurous, highly identified and interesting works, but 
from an educational point of view – students are witnessing and participating in the process 
in which projects trespass the conceptual level and find their materialization in reality.  

Outside Academia

Another important step in preparing graduates for the uncertain future is based on the strat-
egy of broadening students’ experiences by confronting them with the practices outside the 
walls of academia. Such an objective is realized in many different manners, mainly through 
cooperation with municipalities, chambers of architects, cultural institutions and many other 
organizations. The joint workshops with school pupils that focus on interventions in their 

Fig. 9

The Floating Gallery – part of the programme Gdańsk: the European Capital of Culture 2016 – a 
candidate. Author: Ewa Morawska.
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Fig.10

International Intensive Programme Sensing the City – Designating Urban Experience. Gdańsk 
2009. Coordinating institution: Gdańsk University of Technology.

Fig.11

Students of the Faculty of Architecture working in international teams. European Workshops 
for Tourism and Architecture.  Ayvalik, Turkey, 2009. Coordinating institution: Gazi University, 
Ankara. 
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immediate environment have become a valuable on-going programme offered by the Faculty.  
It forms a precious laboratory in which students gain experience in how to talk to clients, how 
to work in a team, to negotiate, and how to satisfy other peoples’ expectations. Designing with 
the school environment, answering the needs and visions of pupils, creating places, paths, 
landscapes and other small interventions in constraints of limited budgets, gives another insight 
into possible types of practice. 

Cooperation, especially with local non-governmental organizations associated with the Fac-
ulty, is considered equally important. Enrolling for particular courses students have a chance 
to work on the water landscapes of the Vistula River polder, to document the wooden details 
on the Mennonites’ houses that still remain in the area, as well as develop ideas for activat-
ing the latent region and stimulate its economy. There are plenty of other examples, where 
projects developed at the Faculty support local communities and organizations and students 
are involved in the process of re-negotiating the neighborhoods, the boroughs of the cities in 
the context of appearing changes. 

Working together with cultural institutions forms a significant part of students’ activities, par-
ticularly in recent years, since Gdansk was selected as a candidate for the European Capital 
of Culture. Several cultural projects implemented in the city are based on urban strategies of 
re-connecting the isolated areas, improving continuities of public spaces and regaining their 
identity. Consequently, students are involved in finding solutions, working out concepts for 
public space by defining its temporal and every-day uses, they design venues for open space 
exhibitions, concerts and learn how to take care of the sustainability of cultural projects. Addi-
tionally, cooperation with cultural institutions gives an important impetus for understanding 
art and media projects in public spaces as a catalyst of sustainable development. 

Contacts of the Faculty with the municipality of Gdansk contribute to the most significant joint 
programmes and consequently enrich students’ imagination of what they may meet in their 
future. Students’ solutions selected in the competition-based procedures offer a good starting 
point for a discussion about troublesome areas in the city. On the other hand, it is not unusual to 
participate in the project focused on questioning and arguing about municipal proposals. Both 
approaches are beneficial for students, since they gain important insight into the whole process 
of managing the city and become aware of the consequences of narrow-minded decisions. 

On the other hand outside strategy refers also to the policy of opening the Faculty for numerous 
offers of life-learning programmes and courses. The Faculty proposes several post-graduate 
programmes and well-structured 4-year doctoral studies, offered to graduates of the Master 
Programme, including cultural operators, municipality employees and architects involved in 
different types of practice. In the era of rapid changes the acceptance for continuing education 
as an attitude adopted by students seems to be one of the most powerful tools for preparing 
them for the uncertain future. 

Beyond Borders 

Travelling has always been an important stage in the process of education, exemplifying so 
well even in historical grand tours taken after years of regular studies. Nowadays, students 
have the opportunity to learn more and be exposed to different teaching approaches as they 
participate in various kinds of international programmes. 
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Undoubtedly, the LLP Erasmus exchange programme exerts the strongest influence on the 
process of internationalization of studies. With more than 50 Erasmus agreements with schools 
all over Europe the possibilities to study abroad are open. At the same time, the Faculty is 
deeply involved in organizing Erasmus Intensive Programmes – an initiative which allows for 
integrating competences of several partner universities and working out new educational 
approaches. Subsequently, a joint workshop is offered as a pilot project, before integrating the 
worked-out schemes into university curricula. In the framework of the Intensive Programmes 
initiative, several international workshops have been organized in Poland and abroad includ-
ing Bridging the City – Water in Architecture, Urban Spaces and Planning or Sensing the City 
– Designing Urban Experience.  

Being active in applying for international programmes and taking all the duties and respon-
sibilities of a coordinating institution, Gdańsk University of Technology is a welcome partner 
in many other international workshops, summer schools, intensive programmes and other 
joint projects that take place at many universities all over Europe and beyond.  Facing different 
situations such as in post-earthquake L’Aquila, Bratislava, Ankara, Kaliningrad, Lisbon, or in the 
plains of Siberia, enriches the students’ imagination of what they may encounter in their future. 
Some of the programmes are highly interdisciplinary, like TACE (Theater Architecture in Central 
Europe) where cooperation with urban planners, actors and dancers helped significantly in 
questioning the design routines and enriched the methods of working out architectural solu-
tions. Additionally, there are many attempts to integrate students into research programmes 
that are established on the belief that confrontation with a new scope of tasks and questions 
builds up different spheres of experience and awakens architectural imagination. 

Faculty of Architecture GUT acknowledging the fact of rapid changes and consequently, 
unpredictable profiles of future architectural practices, is involved, like many other schools of 
architecture, in devising strategies for better education. All the above-mentioned strategies 
are mutually interconnected and each one supports another. All of them are based on the 
assumption that the profession of architect will sustain its potential and still develop based 
on knowledge, ethics and aesthetic, and that the architect of the future will not be limited to 
one final tool for implementing ideas that have already been decided by others. 
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Torben NIELSEN

Rector, Aarhus School of Architecture, Aarhus, DENMARK

Aarhus School of Architecture as I represent is an independent school of architecture, which 
is not part of a university and under the Ministry of Culture. If we must develop ourselves and 
adapt to the situation as it stands today, and maybe in the future, it is necessary to create a 
structure for our education, which can adapt to the requirements and conditions as they are 
right now and in the future. We must be adaptable to a future we do not know.

It requires an education system, which is not closed and introverted in its construction. But 
connected to the outside world and creates networks for solving the challenges.

Architectural education must be characterized by being an education in ongoing develop-
ment: where development is characterized as an activity in which participants in the process 
is working with tasks that are loosely defined, which often require new solutions. The working 
methods will bee adapted in progress and, it is difficult in advance to describe what results 
you end up with at the end of the process.

When we here in Chania are talking about architectural education we from my point of view 
often speaks from a perspective desiring similarities and common rules. It is obviously sensible 
to do so, but it is also a direction in which it is very easy to create limitations. And I think that 
we should avoid that.

When we here in Chania are talking about architectural education, we mostly talk about it as an 
international phenomenon. And from this perspective, we often forget the cultural parameters 
that separates architects educated in various countries and practicing in different cultures. All 
of the cultural understanding of architecture is very easily forgotten in a modern architectural 
education.

We talk about the limitations, we are talking about crises - instead we should talk about the 
opportunities. 

We have the chance to create great work and education together if we want - instead of dis-
cussing how difficult it is to train and educate architects to the new challenges, we should 
talk about how amazing it is that our students can travel and meet across cultural differences.

We are in a situation where the complexity is big and it becomes more massive - fortunately, 
because it allows us to challenge ourselves and our education.

Our meeting these days is a paradox - we are looking for answers and sometimes the truth. But 
I think we should ask questions instead. We should find opportunities instead of limitations. 
We seek answers through morality, instead of acceptance and genuine openness.

Instead of being the wise guy, with the raised finger pointing at you, with the moralizing mes-
sage and all the right answers, I would rather be the one who is helping to create the questions.

Innovation and change require new ways to collaborate - how could that be done? - It requires 
rethinking and an alternative form of sessions than what we are doing right now.
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I think that it is a misconception to think that we can define quality and what a good architect 
is. We can of course discuss what we think the architect must be able to do, so we can exchange 
internationally – or what should be the minimum of competence.

I think that experimentation and daring to take risks is an important skill and competence of 
both the student, the architect but also the education that trains our architects.
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Georgios PANETSOS

Head of School, University of Patras, School of Architecture, Patras, GREECE

I was quite pleased but also somehow frustrated to see the word ‘uncertainty’ figuring so promi-
nently on the theme of this year’s meeting. My pleasure was due to the fact that I feel very much 
at home with it. My frustration was caused by the need to at least partly re-structure this talk. I will 
therefore touch briefly upon the notion of uncertainty and its pertinence to architectural educa-
tion and innovative practice, and then hint on issues of ethics and architectural design curricula.  
 
From the early days of our School, founded in 1999, based on academic intuition of some 
sort, we decided to explicitly put ‘uncertainty’ as central to our curriculum and teaching. 
Uncertainty was then an attitude, a pre-disposition, welcoming internal doubt, mutual criticism 
(mostly from within the discipline), research and new learning. In the advent of an increasingly 
unified world, we took as a given that our graduates would not practice in Greece only, as was 
the prevalent attitude thirty years ago, when I entered the School of Architecture myself. This 
involved uncertainty not as academic ground, but as a condition imposed by real life. We have 
therefore tried to not just expose, but actually infuse our students and junior faculty with uncer-
tainty as a privileged standing point and continuous motivation for knowledge and operation.

Uncertainty can often be disquieting or even paralyzing. However, when accompanied by 
persistence and openness, in the sense of relative freedom from pre-conceptions and inde-
pendence from currents of thought, it can even be intellectually pleasurable. Beyond pleas-
ure though, I should admit that current predicaments call for very measured and concrete 
responses, not intellectual wanderings.

Uncertainty is an attribute of times of crisis and crises surface mostly as conflicts. In conflicts 
it may be wise but definitely not useful to remain au-dessus de le melée or to withdraw. Crises 
allow the re-evaluation of most things that could have previously gone without criticism. In 
times of crisis identities are blurred, new opportunities are opened, new establishments are 
being consolidated. What was natural or progressive before, may appear obsolete or redun-
dant afterwards. The average intellectualistic individual tends to tag most of the active and 
revisionist stances followed in periods of crisis as conservative or even reactionary. In any 
case, the extent of radicalism and the disparity of means and ends remain to be seen and 
criticized. I prefer to think that crises and uncertainty provide chances to ponder the essentials 
and get rid of excess of any kind. In education and art this approach may acquire the form 
of revisiting older achievements and lead to re-evaluating of recent preferences or trends. 
Let me now attempt to respond to the four question that the organizers addressed to us, and 
also comment on them. 

If there is a question of a new, unpredictable, profile of the future architect, what should our 
strategy for the learner of today be?

This is obviously a question addressed to educators.

My answer is precisely an imperative to make uncertainty central to the curriculum, to let 
students and ourselves doubt, ask, propose/design, challenge… We should also realise that 
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research in architecture should be seen as a way to reach beyond widespread positivistic 
scientificism in an effort to reach things in their multiplicity.

Which are the most significant competences that this architect has to fulfill in order to be 
able to adapt in the fast evolving society?

Let us be reminded of the competences that have had some significance over the last few 
decades, or of the changing significance of competences, actually of the changing frames of 
mind in architecture and architectural education: From intuition to science, from the   ‘Archi-
tecture vs. Urbanism/City Planning’ dilemma to their synthesis in Urban Design, from CAD 
competence to Multimedia competence, from Solar to Bioclimatic to Sustainable, and so on.

It should be stressed that the question asks about the ability of the architect to adapt in the 
fast evolving society. But is it a question of adapting to or a question of leading society? If 
architects are experts on space, form, etc., then they have to lead society and not just adapt, 
unless of course to adapt means to respond. 

Then the question of ethics emerges. We usually tend to acknowledge problems and conflicts 
in architecture as both a discipline and a profession as coming from without. This is particularly 
the case with the current crisis. The challenge that recent architecture of excess is facing is 
easily charged to the economic crisis. 

It might be helpful to invert charges though. 

We might ask the question: Is the profession of architecture corrupt, in decay? By corrupt I 
mean that is does have tragic structural flaws that undermine its own purpose for being and 
prevent it from performing its duties.

The profession’s purpose for being is to create architecture – that is, to make art out of the 
science of building. 

We no longer talk about architecture as art even in schools. The purpose of this art, if there is 
one, is often debated but most agree it should engage the individual mind and body as well 
as human culture as a whole. What kinds of structural features might be holding back the 
profession from consistently achieving these results? 

Here are some possibilities.

Though the situation varies from school to school, design academia tends to admit individuals 
that in other disciplines would be described as “narrowly educated technicians” and proceeds 
to advance that narrow focus. This may be a distant residue of an ancient need for draftsmen 
and labourers, which is rapidly being expelled by computer technology. It often prevents 
architects from understanding and engaging their work in the larger social questions and from 
collaborating with their more broadly educated peers in law, medicine, and also engineering. 

Professional examinations, moreover, do not test for architectural acumen. These are primarily 
engineering exams that do not capture qualitative aspects of humane design. The legal title 
‘architect’, on which laypeople rely to find qualified assistance, therefore does not actually 
ensure any architectural ability. 

The ethical codes that the profession enforces have been diluted over the years to minimal 
standards of basic citizenship. They no longer require, and often don’t even describe, the 
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actions that would produce architecture. Neither laypeople nor architects could easily discern 
from these codes what distinct values architects are meant to uphold and what purposes they 
are meant to serve. 

Architects’ professional organizations too often promote architects rather than architecture. 
Lay people can therefore be excused for thinking about architects as business people first and 
professionals or artists second, if at all. 

The building industry has detected, enhanced, and leveraged the public’s confusion over what 
architects do. As architects surrender their leadership positions, the odds that buildings might 
serve interests beyond those of their developers worsen. Many architects now sit in the back 
offices of developers and are dependent upon them – a circumstance that was ethically pro-
hibited a century ago. 

But even without the influences of the building industry, architects are faced with the same 
ethical conundrums of ‘agency’ that all professionals are. Architects may be charged with rep-
resenting the needs of their paying clients as well as the often contradictory needs of the 
non-paying users and the non-paying public. 

These features may indeed be corrupting, that is undermining the profession’s ability to serve 
its defining ethical goals. Furthermore, many even stickier ethical conundrums are posed by 
the very existence of an artistic pursuit structured as a professional and commercial enterprise.

What is the fundamental knowledge and skills she or he has to acquire from the education  
in order to become a competitive and successful architect?  

I would rephrase the question as follows:

What is the fundamental knowledge and skills she or he has to acquire from the education in 
order to acquire a position of leadership in architecture?

Le Corbusier is said to have inverted the dictum “Don’t look for roses when the wood is burning 
!” into “Look only for roses when the wood is burning !” (communication by Jerzy Soltan to the 
author, Cambridge, Mass., 1985)

This is about the art of architecture again….

Which are the strategies of our schools of Architecture regarding this major issue? 

This leads us back to the beginning of this talk: We have to ‘make uncertainty central to the cur-
riculum. Doubt, ask, propose/design, challenge…

At the Department of Architecture of the University of Patras we have decided to adhere to 
the concept of the flexible curriculum that is open to pertinent revisions. The major premise 
is that architectural schools are schools of higher education, not of technical competence, 
where primacy is given to design on all scales. We consider our task to produce architects, not 
design technicians, and promote critical knowledge without arrogance, pessimism or nihilism.

The major change in our school consists of squeezing of the core curriculum into practically 
3 years of study and reducing the number of courses. In Greece we have a rather obsolete 
tradition of a unitary 5-year study programme, consisting of too many courses and leading 
singularly to a professional degree in architecture. Therefore, effecting change did require effort.
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The new curriculum allows for better integration of knowledge through reflection and train-
ing. During the final period of their study we ideally expect students to develop a research 
approach to things (through their Diploma Research Thesis Project, 14 ECTS units ) and to 
formulate a position on the current state of architecture (through their Diploma Design Thesis 
Project, 30 ECTS units) 

The new curriculum consists of fewer courses of broader scope, a maximum of 6 per semester, 
including the design studio and elective courses.

We put particular emphasis on electives so that each student may concentrate on aspects that 
interest him/her. We pay attention so as to provide electives from all areas. These constitute 
46% of the ECTS unit total (including Advanced Option Studios, the Diploma Research Thesis 
Project and the Diploma Design Thesis Project). We also encourage students to enroll in free 
electives in the humanities. In balance, we have weakened areas of mere technical competence 
that can be acquired with little assistance on the side of the courses or even out of school.

 
In the History and Theory sequence we have switched from lecture courses to a mix of lectures 
and seminars so that students learn how to identify issues, ask questions and methodically 
search for answers. We have transposed Theory courses from the 2nd to the 3rd year of studies, 
so as to draw on students’ history knowledge and ampler design experience. Theory ECTSs 
were doubled.  So were those of Art History. 

The Art sequence switched from a general ‘visual arts’ approach to a more traditional mix of 
‘free-hand drawing’ , ‘colour’ and ‘painting’ that may also be enriched with ‘sculpture’, ‘nude’, 
etc. in the future.  More advanced Visual Arts classes also switched from quasi-conceptual 
approaches rendered in rough execution to precisely executed artwork, video and multimedia.

1st- year Architectural Design Studios were re-structured from an Introduction to Design 
through visual exercises into three intertwined modules focusing on Architectural Design 
proper, 2D and 3D architectural representation (architectural surveying, linear drawing, ana-
logic modelling, etc.) and  Digital Design respectively.

2nd- year Architectural Design Studios focus on small-  and medium-scale residential, office and 
retail buildings and also provide elements of Ergonomics, Interior Design, Building Construc-
tion and even Gender Studies. 

3rd-year Architectural Design Studios focus on medium-  and large-scale public, office and 
retail buildings and also provide elements of Interior Design, Furniture and/or Product Design 
and Building Technology

The Urban Design sequence consists mainly of Design Studio work on small- and medium-scale 
urban spaces and also provides elements of Planning and Urban Theory.

Advanced Option Studios are involved with the design of large-scale public buildings and 
urban spaces in critical response to the current state of architecture and society.

The Building Technology sequence was enriched by two new 4th-year courses on Sustainable 
Design at both the architectural and the urban scale of 6 ECTS units each.

 Last but not least, a new Professional Practice course has been introduced, so that students 
acquire some knowledge of business and office administration, marketing, legal principles 
and professional ethics.  I am confident that innovative or even alternative architecture can 
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still be more effectively promoted through mainstream corridors. Alternative practices tend 
to be looked at as almost decorative or intellectualistic endeavours, not pertinent to building. 
Academics often tend to somehow disregard or overlook the business part of the profession. In 
a time of uncertainty, and despite my belief that the architect’s work ends with the completion 
of the design, this should not last long.
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Debate

Loughlin Kealy, Dublin, Ireland

Introduction to the panel session

The key characteristic of this session is the focus on learning, and by way of that concept, 
on the activity of teaching – so that the focus is on the learning experience of the student. 
Furthermore, we are invited to explore the intended outcome of the learning/teaching experi-
ence – what are called “competences”. We are invited to consider what “competences are likely 
to be most significant, given the uncertainty of the future”. Beyond that, the invitation is to 
consider the position of the school as it tries to address this challenge. Are there implications 
to be drawn for the character of the school, the way it engages the learning experience of the 
student with the inheritance of the culture of architecture, its practices, its position in society 
and its role in the management of change?

Introduction to the discussion

To begin our discussion, let me set out some reflections about the role of the school. As we 
reflect on this morning’s presentations, I am struck by the fact that all of us here are in posi-
tions where we affect the learning of students. I would characterize the challenge that faces 
each individual head as that of creating a culture within the school:

    •     of enquiry and reflection

    •     of exploration

    •     of respect

    •     of production/ realization

and a culture that embraces the challenge of collectivity in the context of competition.

Maria Voyatzaki, Thessaloniki, Greece

I would not wish to dwell on the term “diachronic” again; it being something which is eter-
nally correct or existing. Regarding priorities, or values, it is competences which is the subject 
today. I would like to draw your attention to the adjective, which is the word “new”. Many of 
the things we have discussed have always been there, but from having listened to people - 
Herman Neuckermans,in particular, I think touched on the new issues such as sustainability, 
globalisation and so on which are relatively recent issues - I would like to put on the table 
three different issues or points of view. The first one is that there is a lot of discussion about 
learning to learn as a competence. This has not really been discussed, but this is an ongoing 
discussion on how you teach people to learn by themselves. To my mind, this suggests new 
teaching methods. That in turn takes us to the discussion of new competences for teachers, 
which is a very important subject for us to tackle. We have been discussing how we develop 
new competences for our students but for you as heads of schools or as people that recruit 
your new members of staff, it is important to look at what the new competences necessary 
for teachers you recruit to your schools are in order to respond to this new teaching methods 
that allow people to learn by themselves.  
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My second premise is that we operate depending on the context and our background. If you 
talk to Adrian Joyce or to people from ACE, they talk about employability and people working 
as practitioners. I would like to broach the subject of what educators are about and what the 
profession requires by saying that we are educating people to a certain extent to design build-
ings and we cannot but accept that as an accurate statement. However, a new competence I find 
is trying to develop a new understanding in our students of the social, political, geographical 
and any other context that gives new perceptions of the human being; this is something we 
have not discussed. Who are the people, the men and women we are designing for in the 21st 
century?  This brings to the fore the need for making students aware of the social, political and 
economic context that formulates the human being we are building for. 

Last but not least, a very contradictory concept, which is time; this is not something new. Time 
has always been there as an issue, from the theory of relativity to contemporary architecture, 
digital architecture and the time issue of building is changing in time and so forth. Yet I feel 
we have to calculate a competence that is related to perceptions of time because time can be 
catastrophic as well as important in the creation of the built environment. Back in 1997, Milan 
Kundera wrote the book ‘Slowness’ in times when media and informatics were overpowering 
everyday life. Suddenly what used to be brilliant, which was fast food, became something 
derogatory: attitudes changed and everyone was looking for slow food restaurants because 
we felt this was where quality stood. I think we really have to make our students aware in a 
time of globalisation and financial crisis around the Globe how to be trouble shooters, how 
to be responsive - something mentioned by Georgios Panetsos at some point - and how to 
appreciate the fact that there is so much information going on so rapidly that we have to learn 
how to manage it, how to select it and how to distinguish the good from the bad.

Alexander Tripodakis, Chania, Greece

We have talked a lot about sustainability and it is natural to do so but I would like to stress 
something that we all know, which is that sustainability is a moral attitude, one that could affect 
all our thoughts, actions and behaviour within and outside the school, when we are students, 
when we are practising architecture and so forth. It implies a series of priorities and values, it 
implies a lifestyle. It naturally implies the incorporating of active, passive, systems and so on, 
the reduction of energy consumption, but not just this. It also implies an economy of means, as 
opposed to the architecture of glamour; it implies modesty as opposed to arrogance; it implies 
a respect for nature as opposed to hostility; but at the same time it implies a concern for human 
and social sustainability. This means that, as Maria Voyatzaki just said, a concern for people and 
for knowledge of the profile of different users and of the different groups that it is going to 
serve, people of different ages or origins. This includes a concern for society, that is, a concern 
for the enhancement of social ties and social relationships against the phenomena of our time 
which affects most of us, aspects such as individualism, alienation, consumerism and so forth.  

Touching on the point about going outside, I also believe that going outside is very important 
and that in reality maybe we can end up having two schools, one intramural and the other 
extramural. Going outside can be a learning process and also a means of connecting students 
to reality to what could be expected when they go outside and also to make them better 
equipped to help in the actual, real world, with the true needs of society first and the individual 
human being second.  
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Adrian Joyce, Architects’ Council of Europe

There are two points that I wanted to make. The first one is in relation to Georgios Panetsos’s 
speech, where he said that professional organisations promote architects and not architec-
ture. I have to point out that in my view and in our experience throughout Europe as a whole 
that is not generally the case. Many organisations that we represent, particularly in Scandi-
navian countries, going as far south as Portugal and up through France, all of them promote 
architecture and by implication, the architect. Our view is that it is not correct to plead in a 
corporate way for architects but if we promote architecture, then in the minds of those to 
whom we promote architecture, they realise themselves that to have architecture, you must 
have architects. So certainly across Europe, the earlier statement made is untrue. If however 
it is the case in Greece that the professional organisation bluntly promotes architects, then it 
must be a difficult situation that you face here.  

My second comment is addressed to Herman Neuckermans, regarding the Eleven Points. In 
the Architects’ Council of Europe, we have carefully considered whether or not it would be 
prudent to call for a revision of the Eleven Points now that an evaluation of that directive is 
underway. After much debate, it has been decided by the Executive Board and agreed by 
the General Assembly that the Architects’ Council of Europe will not call for a change to the 
Eleven Points for a very specific reason, at least not officially. The reason being is that, if we 
do, it could threaten the entire directive, the entire system of automatic recognition that we 
benefit so much from. On the other hand, his view that there is a need to review or to assess 
the Eleven Points is indeed a very valid position. If the EAE decides to take that on, we will 
obviously watch that with great interest. 

Pierre von Meiss, Lausanne, Switzerland 

We all talk about adaptability of the person to new situations; we talk about teamwork, group 
work, interdisciplinary teamwork. I think that the schools - now that I am no longer in the 
school, I can be critical! - should be a little more courageous. For example, I do not understand 
why we keep so narrowly to recruiting only potential designers into architecture. At Master’s 
level, for example, I do not see why we do not take in geographers, sociologists and so forth. 
Maybe such a person will not become a professional architect but I think the system they 
have at Harvard Graduate School, at Philadelphia Graduate School, at Penn and at many other 
universities is not so stupid. Their attitude is that if they have a student body which is half 
non-architects and half with an architectural background, there is a much greater and richer 
relationship inside the school. This, in turn, benefits the student, especially a Master’s student 
who is learning about fifty percent by himself anyway and twenty five percent from the other 
students and only twenty five percent from the few professors that are around. I think that 
here in Europe we are too closed, still thinking in this ancient professional, polytechnic way; 
we are training people to become professional architects and that is all. With all these ideas, 
not just in this session, I think there are things we can do. It has been noted that one out of 
four architects seems to be unemployed and this is also something to take into consideration. 
I think, therefore, that if we really want to do what we are saying, it is not just a question of 
nice words, we have to change something in the recruitment of the students. 
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Lorraine Farrelly, Portsmouth, United Kingdom

I would like to go back to what Maria Voyatzaki mentioned about the way we might teach our 
students. In the UK, and I am sure it is the same across Europe, the idea of self-directed learning 
has become a key issue. One interpretation of this is that we teach our students less, with the 
idea of encouraging students to learn from each other, to learn from their environment and 
not to wait for the professor or tutor to give them the answer, but rather to develop their own 
initiative to know where to start to look for the answer. If they do not know where to look for 
the answer to something, how do they know how to solve the problem? One mechanism we 
have in universities now is personal development planning, whereby all our students develop 
an approach to their education. They have discussions with their tutors not about their subject 
per se, but about their future, about how they intend to develop their skills. The idea of this 
is that students need to be self-critical, and to start to take responsibility for their education. 
They start to think from their first year about what they may want to do and how they may 
want to do that. We also have a range of students that come in at our first year, but they all have 
different skills and they need to start to understand how to develop these skills and use the 
university as a resource. I think putting mechanisms like that in place is very helpful to start to 
get the student to take responsibility. If students are too dependent on us as the tutors then 
it is very difficult for them to take their own responsibilities and make their own decisions. 

Georgios Panetsos, Patras, Greece

I would like to respond to Adrian Joyce’s and Pierre von Meiss’s interventions. I will do that 
only indirectly. 

I want to observe that we take pleasure in being architects; we have a very particular self-
image and a very particular way of self-appreciation which is quite different to those of other 
disciplines and professions. I am critical of this, because although there are definitely many 
differences amongst disciplines and professions, it is only in architecture that we need to see 
architectural creativity, architectural capital personified, to have a person in which we will 
acknowledge the great architect. This is not the case with medicine, for example. If you read 
a press release from a medical congress, you will read about concrete results: this has been 
announced, this is new and so forth. If you read a press release from an architects’ congress, 
in most cases you will only get to know who has been present there. This is more general and 
wide-spread than we might want to accept and, also, has consequences. It also relates to what 
has been said before. Harvard and the like are elite universities and have a very particular modus 
operandi. We do not have this kind of university in Europe. Most students there are practically 
compensated to study and perform: those universities have enormous endowments. If I am 
correct, Harvard’s endowment is twice as large as Greece’s annual state budget! So, firstly, 
they can afford things; secondly, their students are good from the very beginning because 
they have gone through a very strict selection process. Even if you taught them nothing, they 
would get to learn something! These initial conditions already make a huge difference. In our 
schools there is no elite process of selection, we just admit students most of whom simply want 
to study architecture and then go out and work. There is no aspiration to excellence, we try 
to infuse them with this notion, but when they go out and have difficulty in finding a job, or 
have a petty client asking them to do ridiculous things they either have a very strong ethical 
personality and refuse and then go hungry or succumb. It is complicated. 
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Lucyna Nyka, Gdansk, Poland

I would like to refer to what Maria Voyatzaki said in her second question: Do we think about the 
people?  Who are the people we are designing for?  I would like to come back to the second 
voice in our discussion. Once again, one needs to stress the importance of going outside. 
I remember as a student studying in the eighties, I was taught about regions and regional 
architecture but I really did not understand what the teachers meant; I found it very dull until 
I got a ticket and went south to Hungary where I saw people building differently. This kind 
of understanding comes even in terms of people, it comes with encounters, meeting other 
things. We should expose our students to this outside situation. They may visit some regions 
where for example people are so poor that our European notion of poverty does not apply 
because these people simply have nothing, including no perspective. For them, it becomes 
quite a different discussion. Next Sunday, we are going to help people after the earthquake; 
this again will mean something different. It is after this kind of experience that students begin 
to understand that they are doing something for people. 

Secondly, to answer Pierre von Meiss’s point that we do not accept geographers or sociolo-
gists or so on, I would also like to relate this to Constantin Spiridonidis’s questions yesterday, 
to what degree a general philosophy can be transferred into research and education. When 
we think of the general theoretical situation, we are in an era of uncertainty, which is why we 
are looking to Kafka, to Leibniz, and so on to look at such theories, the notion of time, the 
fact that everything is changing. It appears that we need not only to change the concept of 
subjects, but also the structure of studies into less rigid, more uncertain notions: it is more like 
a cloud-like structure, out of which we then try to make sense. That is how we could accept 
geographers, sociologists and the like more easily. Yet there is a problem. We cannot really 
do this in Europe because after my experiences of writing this application for the notification 
of diplomas, I see we cannot accept such students for the Master’s studies, because they will 
not comply with the demands of Article 46 which asks for at least four years of architectural 
education. Therefore, we cannot award them our Master’s degrees. However, in Gdansk, we 
have a lot of students who, after having studied geography or sociology, are invited onto our 
doctoral studies. 

Stephan Maeder, Zurich, Switzerland

Thank you for the comments of the panel. They show what we know already, which is that 
architects have to have many competences in many fields. In most cases, they work together 
with experts and architects know less than these experts. This makes it very difficult. The 
question is then to solve these unstructured problems.  On the other hand, it makes it very 
easy for the schools because the time needed to learn all these things is far too great, there 
are too many things to learn, so the schools are allowed to have holes in the curriculum and 
they are not forced to run after every fashion. But there is one competence every architect 
must have and I am slightly shocked it was not mentioned in the last hour: the competence 
of organising space. No-one else can do this on the building site or in the architectural field, 
except for the architect. So I wonder if this may be the one backbone of education. All the rest 
can be learnt throughout your life, but I think an architect should have this one competence. 
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Marc Fischer, Maastricht University 

I am programme director of the post-graduate programme in architecture at Maastricht Uni-
versity. I have a question regarding the new competences. Do you think it is possible to acquire 
professional experience in an academic setting? Allow me also to explain something about the 
background to this question. This may be news: in the Netherlands there is a new architect’s 
title act, which now also prescribes that before you become a registered architect, you need 
two years’ professional experience in the Netherlands. Finally, we have this act. I am one of the 
task force responsible for formulating the criteria that a candidate should meet. This brings 
me back to my original question about the ability to acquire professional experience in an 
academic setting. I would specifically like an answer from Lorraine Farrelly since she told us 
that the students work more or less professionally in a project office. I was wondering whether 
this work that they do counted as credits for part three of the exam.

Lorraine Farrelly, Portsmouth, United Kingdom

The reason that we created these opportunities for our students was because in the UK we 
have the same requirement that states before you can become qualified, you need two years’ 
professional practice. Much of that practice, however, can happen at any point in your career 
before you take the final qualification. What we have done, therefore, is to create these oppor-
tunities for our students to work. For your practice to be accredited, you have to have been 
working alongside a supervisor who is a qualified architect. All this we have in place: we have 
architects who are running our project office. There is also however a limitation in terms of time. 
This means that certain practice, unless it is over a particular period, does not necessarily count. 
Yet we are trying to put opportunities in place for our students whereby if they can work more 
than few months on a project, then that can still be accredited as part of their practice experi-
ence. We started that this year as a way of trying to give some of our students that possibility; 
the scale of this is however quite limited. It is only going to be a handful of students across the 
whole course because otherwise we would effectively be running a practice.

Loughlin Kealy, Dublin, Ireland

There is just one aspect to your question for clarification. In the UK system, it is possible to do 
a year out within your academic programme which is then accredited in terms of your Part III.  

Richard Foque, Antwerp, Belgium

From previous interventions an emerging question is how can one work within an interdiscipli-
nary team? I think you can only work in an interdisciplinary team when you bring to the table 
your own knowledge and your own expertise. Otherwise, it is useless. Secondly, it also poses 
the question of what has been mentioned a couple of times previously, that of the generalist 
or the specialist architect. It is a tricky point to talk about because as a generalist, an architect 
should still have his own particular knowledge. If you refer to other disciplines, you see that in 
law, in business, in medicine, in business administration, everyone talks about interdisciplinary 
work, but at the same time they bring to the table their professional knowledge. What is our 
knowledge base is important for us. As Werner Oechslin pointed out yesterday, it is modernity I 
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think lost that knowledge base which has always been there. It was always there and we lost it. 
I think it is important to bring that back and to work on it. I personally see a possibility in it also, 
which maybe partly answers some of Marc Fisher’s questions, that using case study research is 
a good point. This is done in law and medicine, as well as in business administration, with the 
students researching and trying to see what comes out of that experience trying to put into 
the knowledge base. This is what I said in my earlier contribution: we have to start to thinking 
like an architect, as doctors in medicine learn to think like a doctor, or a lawyer thinks like a 
lawyer, and a businessman like a businessman. We too have to start thinking as an architect. 
This is crucial and we should try to define what that means. 

 

Suzanne Komossa, Delft, The Netherlands

In relation to all these components of global and local, formal and informal which have changed 
so much over the years, we also need new methods, that could be integrated into the research 
process. We keep talking about competences and we can be very idealistic about this, but we 
also have to find the means to make sure that future architects are able to do this. I think it is 
essential that we have an idea of what our methods are. Our students are for example very 
idealistic: they want to improve the world. We need to ask if we can offer them methods that 
help them with designing and with researching these kinds of problems and incorporating 
them into the design process. Yet they must learn to do this without being naive, because that 
is the other problem. It is of course nice to study poverty somewhere, this is good experience 
for the student, but looking from the other side: are you helping people by doing this? As we 
know, architecture often fails in this area, so I think that to make sure that we are not naive, we 
need competences. At the same time, we need methods that are related to design because 
that is our job and we need to discuss them correctly, to ask what we are doing. That is also my 
question to the panel members. Maybe we can be a little more specific regarding what these 
methods are. By examining the methods of each of us, maybe we can find some alignment.  

Loughlin Kealy, Dublin, Ireland

I think that is a fair point. I would just say that in my own limited experience, where people go 
and work in different cultures, if the programme for the work is going to be successful, it has 
to arise from the culture which the people are entering, not from where they originate. That 
is the major pedagogic shift that needs to take place when one goes into these new contexts.   

Ramon Sastre, Vallés, Spain

I would like to make a reflection that we may apply not only to this matter of competences 
but also of values.  To start with, we are having this meeting where we are many people and 
so we can treat competences and make declarations about them, stating what competences 
we want an architect to have. Then there are the heads of school who come here and have 
the opportunity to deal with the curriculum of the school and they can try and put these 
competence into the curriculum. There is another level: the teachers, some of whom are here, 
many of whom are of course not. They receive the curriculum and they may agree with the 
competences and values in that curriculum or they may not, but they still deal with it in a 
pedagogical way. We may even talk about the next level: that of the students. They are going 
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to be on the receiving end of that curriculum, will try to apply it and try and get out of it in a 
pedagogical way the declarations made by the higher level of their society. But when all this 
is mixed together, there is a danger that at the end of the day, nothing of what has been said 
here appears in the end result, so maybe we have to be careful not to break this chain.  

Deniz Mazlum, Istanbul, Turkey  

The concept of quality and education has also been discussed, the question of what the quality 
standards in education are. We talked about competences and content of the curriculum but 
this quality of education should be very much parallel to or in accordance with the quality of life 
concept on which ACE or UIA are also working very hard. This is because the quality of life has a 
lot to do with the building environment area which is in architecture a professional responsibil-
ity; it is moreover a multi dimensional area which cannot be measured because it can only be 
“lived”. So it is more than merely just technical, it is more than this, it is spiritual, connected to 
memory or to something emotional. I feel that education should highlight this quality of life 
but with its own spiritual, emotional and heritage values as well. In that sense, the idea of the 
spiritual values of the building environment are missing from our educational programmes; 
these are actually a public responsibility and mostly we use concepts very wrongly, such as 
development. I was also inspired by Lucyna because we build so many buildings the same 
way and have uniform cities, we think this is good and we call it contemporary architecture. 
Globalisation we also sometimes interpret in a very wrong way. We ignore the local values 
and the flavour of them and also the value of them for us in our quality of life. That is why in 
education, I believe, we should be as architects, we should acquire this ability for critical think-
ing; we should feel like a partner of the public and of a team. That is why this interdisciplinary 
work is very important as well as collaboration and discussions like this. I also believe that it 
is very important to share these discussions with other international networks or efforts. We 
should support this way of critical thinking with its other values which cannot be measured 
easily in architecture.  

Herman Neuckermans, Leuven, Belgium

I wanted to react to several interventions and I will start with the one about sustainability. I 
think that the first thing we have to do is to layer the concept of sustainability. First we have 
to know what it is, what it means, we do not have to invent it, it has already been set in black 
and white, in print, in the definition at the meeting in Copenhagen. We have to create a world 
so that the next generation can still survive in. But then we have to layer the concept of sus-
tainability, to layer it on intellectual or societal levels, ethical levels, and scales. Sustainability 
on the level of cities is different from the level of the building and that is a different level from 
the one of materials. I think that if we really want to deal with this, for those of us acting in the 
built environment, we have to know this in different lights, depending on what we are aiming 
for. To give one example: it is well known that using tropical wood is ecologically not the best 
thing to do, but I do not know how many of you are aware that if you use rubber wood, this is 
a tropical wood. The tree grows for thirty years; after those thirty years it no longer produces 
rubber and you cannot use it again for rubber. So there are plenty of things that we should 
know in order to direct our choices when it comes to materials. It is the same if you choose 
copper. Many kilowatts are needed to produce copper and if you have the choice between 
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this material and another one, you should know this fact. I am not saying that copper should 
not be used, but you should be aware of what you are using. 

The second point is what Pierre von Meiss said about different intakes, taking in students from 
different origins. I think that matches what I said about the profile. The school has to come 
up with a profile and I think some schools already do this. This is necessary because I do not 
think that you can take a lawyer and then in two years’ time transform him into an architect. 
There are so many things to do. Although I would also say, we are the ones that did not copy 
it from you, we are the ones that think and act in space so that is the core. It is all related to 
this activity. We stay within our sphere of capabilities. Another point was regarding the Eleven 
Points. I know that from a political, tactical and strategic point of view, it is not desirable to 
start changing the Eleven Points, but that should not prevent us as a community from thinking 
about how to start to think about it. Seeing that it will be a good ten years before we reach 
something reasonable, if we do not at least start discussing it, in those ten years’ time, it will 
be completely out of date.  

Marc Fischer’s about whether you can provide professional experience in an academic setting, 
my answer would be yes and no. The first question is, what does it mean?  If it means making 
quality buildings, I think we can do this in the school. I think schools should and can do it, 
if they want to. If it involves writing specifications, we do not normally do it in schools, but 
we can do it. If it is supervision on site, then we cannot do it in schools: a school is not a site 
and you do not have the power to act on a site. This cannot be replicated in a school. Does 
it concern running an office? Students may be in an office, but being in an office is different 
from running an office. This is not what a student learns when he does the apprenticeship, he 
does not run the office, he is in the office. Therefore, I do not think the schools can do this. As 
for negotiating with clients, there are plenty of things we could do. This is why I say we need a 
list of work areas, or themes that says this is what we do in the school, specifically in my school, 
and here is what we do not do. Then you can start to discuss what things need to be and can 
be moved a little and adjusted accordingly.

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I would like to make a remark concerning the distinction between generic and subject or 
domain-specific competences, as Herman Neuckermans mentioned previously and as we 
have broadly discussed from 2006, 2007 and 2008 in this room. My feeling is that this distinc-
tion appears in our discussions about architectural education after 2000. Before that, all the 
debates we had were more or less focused on subject or domain-specific competences. The 
proof is that the European directive made reference to subject-specific competences. To the 
best of my knowledge, this appears after 2000. Of course, we were not ignorant of generic 
competences but they were incorporated only vaguely into the subject specific competences 
which defined the way that the curricula in schools of architecture had to be organised. These 
curricula were organised on the basis of the teaching material. We had to teach some history 
from a certain period or mathematics or sociology and so forth. 

Now we are facing something new and my feeling is that the more the conditions of the 
future become uncertain, the more we turn towards generic competences. We discuss generic 
competences more, leaving the subject or domain-specific competences not exactly in a sec-
ondary position, but somewhat overlooked. There were, however, some significant things 



140

Session 3 New priorities, new competences   

which happened. For example, one of the things that has happened during the last years is the 
disappearance of a humanistic culture from our curricula. We are losing more and more teaching 
hours from subject areas like history, theory, contemplation, something which is related to this 
aspect of architecture. It was very interesting and significant that yesterday the entire discus-
sion focused on the fact that we cannot think about architecture without the human being 
to which it is addressed and this is the condition of architecture which tends to be lost from 
our curricula. I think that this is something which we have to take into account very seriously. 

The other problem that we are facing is that, the more we concentrate on generic competences, 
the more we appear to be incompetent to teach them. We are talking about critical thinking 
but we do not know how to do this. I am sure that I am not the only one unable to do this, but I 
would like to tell you that for three years in the Latin America ENHSA project - and I would also 
like to invite the views of people participating in this - we have tried to see if we are able to pro-
pose any kind of method to ensure, for example, critical thinking, or the capacity to collaborate 
with other people in inter-disciplinary thinking, trusting in trans-disciplinary understanding 
and in all these generic competences. I have to assure you that it was really very difficult in 
a very empirical way to try to give some ideas suggesting how it would come about. I think 
I am right in this. So it is not evident that we are able to teach generic competences without 
the support of specialists or without an exchange of ideas about how we do it. What happens 
after that is that we are balancing between wishes and old practices and in the end I feel that 
the quality of education that we offer is not compatible with the expectations that we have 
from the result that we were expecting.

The last consequence of this condition is that the newly recruited staff coming from this condi-
tion arrive in schools of architecture having high quality competences in using new technolo-
gies. While this appears to be a very important competence for their recruitment nowadays, in 
most cases, those people are ignorant in the history of architecture, they have no capability to 
structure a discourse on architecture about the nature and the human aspect of architecture. 
The only thing they are able to do is to write scripts and deal with parameters; the humanistic 
aspect of architecture is completely absent. I think that we are facing the danger of having 
schools of architecture being in a few years directed by people who do not have a culture of 
architecture based upon a conception of the contemporary nature of the human being. I think 
this is something worth reflecting upon and discussing.

  

Manuel Nikolau Brandãu, Porto, Portugal

First of all, we must all be aware that all schools and all countries have different backgrounds, 
different professional organisations with different powers and different responsibilities; they 
have different employment situations and so forth. So it is very dangerous to apply the same 
kinds of laws and general principles everywhere, otherwise something like what has been done 
in the Netherlands will be created in other countries. In Portugal, for instance, we talk about the 
new priorities, but we have reduced the time of the studies. It is difficult for me to understand 
that in general: it has always been difficult. This means that some of the new points and new 
priorities, for instance, I took a note of were not in the directive. Sustainability, for example, we 
began teaching through ecological principles in architecture in 1982, so it is not such a new 
issue. Universal design you can put in exercises, you do not have to have a special discipline for 
this. Global thinking we begin in the first year of the school. Finally, the question of computers, 
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this is something new that we only began to teach in the school in 1996. Thus we have more 
competences to teach in fewer years, we are linking to the profession in some way; in some 
schools in Portugal we have reduced the time from six years to five years, but we ask for two 
more years of preparation to accede to full responsibility in the professional exercise. 

It is quite strange though because we do not know what the offices actually do, what they do 
with these two years that we have in Portugal. Usually, the apprentices make good coffee for 
Mr. So and So, they bring the baker’s to the municipality because of Portuguese organisation 
which is not like that in Spain! Thus graduates spend two years doing this, during which time 
they do not and cannot earn a great deal of money, and the only positive aspect is in regard 
to the computers  because the students work on some software, not the software we teach in 
school that help the process of architectural thinking, but the programmes the offices need 
to enter international competition and to win. That is what the new market amounts to. One 
hears that in Portugal everything is all right, but this is not true: the professional organisation 
has knowledge of this system of slavery and do absolutely nothing. They protect only the star 
system, including in the national and international competitions. They promote the same 
architects in international exhibitions; it is always the same architects doing the Portuguese 
representation. I was part of the national organisation for six years and I know exactly what 
they do not do.

  

Loughlin Kealy, Dublin, Ireland

I know that I am speaking to you as the heads of schools or of teams or directors of programmes 
and in some cases teachers as well. I would simply say that you know the fields that you 
plough yourselves, so in terms of specifics, in terms of how to achieve certain goals, how to 
face uncertainties as they apply in your own context, you should be the best judges of that. 
What will work well in one context may not work so well in another. However, if we leave aside 
the question of specifics and specific contexts, there are generalities that apply universally. 
One of those generalities is that creativity and innovation flourish best in environments that 
are open, supportive and orientated to the world around them. This is a matter of the climate 
of the workplace and the ethos that determines how the task is undertaken.  And that is our 
responsibility as heads: to create an ethos within the school, an ethos which actually takes 
seriously this question of uncertainty and how we are to face it. Even within an individual 
school, you cannot determine the exact contents of every programme or every speciality 
which you conscript in order to deliver an education programme. But you can create a climate, 
a system and a method with which a school can address this in a sympathetic and reactive and 
responsive way. Innovation can begin anywhere in that context – with a teacher, a student or 
even a head. So it is our responsibility to create a culture of inquiry in our schools, a culture 
of reflection in our schools, a culture of exploration within our schools, a culture of respect 
and a culture of production and realisation within our schools. How do we do that? You are 
the experts in your own educational environment. You know where there is movement and 
a capacity for change; you are teachers of the experts. We should not lose sight of the overall 
theme of this session, which is that we are uncertain about the future and we cannot pretend 
otherwise. We can certainly ignore it, but if we do ignore it, then I think we are neglecting our 
fundamental ethical responsibility to exercise leadership in the education process. The chal-
lenge for leaders is to know and to develop the capacity of their organisation for change – to 
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create the conditions and to set the agenda. Leadership in educational change is as much 
about relationships as it is about curricula – as much about ways of teaching and learning, of 
philosophy and pedagogy as it is about specific areas of knowledge and skill.

I will conclude the session by thanking the contributors for their insights.



143

Session 3 New priorities, new competences  

Reflections
Loughlin KEALY 

The shape and sense of the session now seem sharper, in a way that augments a first reading 
of the edited papers of the contributors. That quality emerges when the underlying bedrock 
of the various papers is considered with the perspective of time. The papers were indeed 
diverse, focused on differing understandings of how the theme of the session “New Priorities: 
New Competences” might be explored. This reflection is in two parts: the first is a paraphrase 
of my notes (corrected at times by reference to the edited papers that were presented) and 
which finds those threads that seem to connect; while the second is an attempt to articulate 
my own thoughts as they have been shaped by this process.

The presentations

The first presentation (RF) sketched the context for his contribution – providing a comprehen-
sive overview in an attempt to “conceptualise the field”. Five areas of competences were identi-
fied – five domains: a professional orientation characterised by continuous learning, promotion 
of architectural thinking and ethical engagement; trans-disciplinarity; the interpenetration of 
global awareness and contextual design; the inter-penetration of design and research and the 
assumption of leadership. These domains were to reappear throughout the session.

From there the focus changed to that of the experience of a school in the UK (LF) where a 
conscious and sustained effort was under way to engage with the profession. The concept of 
“employability”, using the device of a Project Office, was at the core of the endeavor, but the 
initiative was conducted in the knowledge that perhaps only 30% of students would become 
professional architects. The Office undertook research and consultancy, providing a context for 
curriculum studies and for student engagement with issues in the community. Proficiencies 
in the use of digital tools, particular abilities in team working and development of analytical 
capacities, allied with other familiar elements of architectural education, were key components. 
As part of this approach, the school also operated an intern programme. The focus on the 
outside world as mediator of architectural learning shone through.

The session witnessed a direct challenge to the hegemony exercised by the “eleven points” 
(HN). The concern here was to address systems of describing competences, taking into account 
the changing parameters within which architectural education now functions. As well as a 
sketch of the institutional parameters for the evaluation of “competences”, the presenta-
tion set out the potentials of a competence-based education system and proposed specific 
“domains” of competence for the future: sustainability as a layered concept, economics taking 
into account ethical and social dimensions; universal design otherwise known as inclusive 
design and global design and thinking globally.

A fresh perspective and distinct vision emerged from the presentation of a participatory model 
of school governance (SE). The educational climate and ethos of the school in question was 
shaped by the sharing of key responsibilities with students. Key words were “choice” and “free-
dom” allowing for personal development within a framework that provided for guidance and 
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connection. The development of “soft skills” enabled students to navigate amidst the complexi-
ties, creating a personal foundation in the face of uncertainties ahead.

A contrasting presentation of a five-fold Faculty strategy towards the preparation of students 
for the future (LN) involved comprehensive description of aims and topics of each element: 
forming an intellectual base; integration between areas of the curriculum, both within the 
Faculty and drawing on the capacities of other Faculties; the art of dealing with the real in 
which students worked within existing contexts; going beyond the academy to engage with 
communities, cultural and other institutions, and the active engagement with international 
opportunities through ERASMUS and student competitions.

There followed a reflection on the challenge facing the gathering (TN) – an international forum 
considering how change was mediated through the specific circumstances of particular schools, 
as well as cultural, professional and institutional frameworks. The key ingredient contribution 
of such events should be to help participants frame the questions rather than to try to devise 
answers. Within the school, a key ingredient in relation to the future was that the ability to take 
risks – itself a competence demanded alike from teachers and students.

The concluding presentation recommended that uncertainty be embraced rather than be seen 
as a crisis that could not be avoided (GP). Uncertainty should be at the core of the curriculum. 
At the same time it was possible to identify certain significant areas of concentration: mastery 
of digital media, bio-climatic and urban design, ethical clarity and critique of professional 
structures – incorporating such themes meant adopting a position of leadership amidst change, 
rather than simply adopting a posture of adaptation.

The discussion that followed touched on a range of related themes: “learning to learn” as a com-
petency and the implications for pedagogy if such an outcome were to be a serious endeavor 
within a school; the significance of self-directed learning in this context, and how the learn-
ing opportunities provided by team working could be exploited. It was asserted that schools 
needed more courage in recruitment in order to establish the diversity within their staff struc-
ture that could expose students to divergent ways of thinking. And yet, given the desirability 
of such a broader learning agenda, the question was raised as how much was possible within 
an academic context - could a school inculcate competences which achieved their realization 
within professional engagement? The question was also seen as one of responsibility and 
leadership: the school must be intensely conscious of the world outside its walls, the social 
and economic context within which the built environment was structured. In this regard, sus-
tainability was as much a moral attitude as a goal of the “techne”: access to appropriate ways 
of teaching here brought forward the need to layer the concept of sustainability to make it 
amenable to pedagogic initiatives. Reflecting further, the discussion returned to the question 
of generic as opposed to specific competences, considering that, in the face of uncertainty, 
generic competences necessarily become more salient. And in conclusion, a provocative ques-
tion: who is competent to teach critical thinking?

On further reflection

Some years ago, when considering the almost chaotic state of studies of the man/environment 
relationship, Amos Rapaport observed that the field was simply at a “pre-paradigmatic” stage. 
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It was a truism then, and it displayed an optimism that somehow a more intellectually cogent 
structure for academic research would emerge in time. 

What emerged from the diverse contributions in this session was the “ecological” relationship 
between educational action (in the form of curriculum and pedagogy) and the milieux in 
which education and learning take place. There was a consciousness of the essentially tenta-
tive nature of our understandings and interventions, given the uncertainties in which we find 
ourselves – and yet one sensed a confidence that more developed understandings would 
emerge through sharing local initiatives, partial, imperfect and temporary “solutions” and the 
questions that they raised. I believe this to be significant – and not just an expression of the 
cautionary observation that the perfect is often the enemy of the good.

Most of us that are involved in teaching at this time have been shaped by modernism, not 
necessarily directly, but by the enduring tradition that saw architecture as having a role and 
responsibility to shape culture and society. To an extent we learned to believe in proclamation, 
in the over-arching and coherent vision. In his acceptance speech for the Pullitzer Prize, Rem 
Koolhas maintained that such visionary scope was nowadays abandoned, and was not even 
within the sphere of ambition. One can see why he would say that. But one has to go beyond it.

The question was asked as to how one was to teach “critical thinking”.  If by that term we 
mean something different from the business of philosophy, we have to consider for a moment 
what kinds of thinking in architecture we need for the future and what stands in the way of 
ensuring that we cultivate it. In my paper, I suggested that the core competence lay in a type 
of transformative thinking that embraces environmental provision. What might that mean?

The philosopher/historian Dalibor Vesely has much to say about the limitations inherent 
in ways of understanding architecture, and remarks on the narrow contemporary view of 
architecture as a discipline that can be treated as an instrument: describing this viewpoint as 
deriving from a professional perspective that is dominated by technical considerations. He 
believes that it is difficult to reconcile a discipline that is about harnessing specialisms with 
the unity that is needed for creative thought. He speaks about the relationship between the 
instrumental and the communicative role of architecture expressed through representation, 
and of its relationship to the aesthetic and poetic nature of architecture.

At this stage in our intellectual lives, we know that thinking is a function of the person and not 
just of the intellect. Within architecture we know that it needs to be informed and formed by 
all the senses, and not just by sight. The challenge that we, as teachers, face is to ensure that 
such understanding is captured in the actions and expectations of our teaching. We need to 
investigate conscientiously how we might do it and be prepared to try and to fail. We must 
accept that only part of this is going to be available through an instrumental orientation 
towards the architectural profession. Vasely refers to the contribution of new fields such as 
phenomenology and hermeneutics to the understanding of the culture we form and live 
in. It is a culture where, fundamentally, there is need for understanding based on dialogue 
and communication. It is essential not to confuse the communicative with the instrumental, 
although they are intrinsically linked together. It is an ecological view of the world, and at 
variance with the purely instrumental view. 

It seems to me that an awareness of this challenge and the potentials of partial solutions 
emerged through the papers and discussions in this session. 
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Teaching thinking is not at all straightforward - one essential ingredient – one core competence 
- for the teacher at least, is to be aware of the kind of thinking she/he is using – it structures 
our language (in certain respects, our language structures our thought) and our communica-
tion. Within architecture the goal of critical thought is thoughtful action. Our understanding 
of the world has to include our awareness of how we understand the world, and that there are 
alternatives that could be useful. If we are to extend design to the complexities of cities, we 
need to actively cultivate the intellectual dialogue with distinct and divergent ways of under-
standing and to explore how we can work with them. Ecology and planetary survival demand 
that we understand our instrumental thinking, the need for systemic thinking, and how the 
designer’s instrumental thinking can be part of that. This needs to be one of the factors at the 
core of curriculum design.

If it is possible to help the emergence of creative thinking in individuals through teaching, then 
it will be through creative teaching that opens as well as directs towards specific ends. It is not 
possible to achieve some goal without the goal being already present in what one is doing. 

Notes and references

Rapoport, A. (1970) “Observations on Man-Environment Studies”. Unpublished discussion paper. MIT. Rap-
oport was writing at almost the same time as Alvin Toffler’s Future Shock was published, predicting 
social disintegration in the face of “information overload”. 

Vesely, D. (2005) Architecture in the Age of Divided Representation: the Question of Creativity in the Shadow 
of Production. MIT Press.
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In the fast changing world we are experiencing significant trans-
formations in all the cycle of production of the built environment, 
which affect the structure of the content of our studies. The strong 
specialization tendencies in the professional practice have signifi-
cantly transformed the curricula of our schools. For the specialized 
curricula existing subject areas of architectural education obtain grav-
ity or completely disappear, while in the general education curricula 
architectural design is under serious pressure to assure time for a big 
number of other subject areas, which will in turn assure the generalist 
character of the offered degree. In a broader view we can detect a pro-
gressive reduction from the contemporary architectural curricula of 
the urban studies, social sciences, basic natural sciences, mathematics, 
structures etc. On the other hand we can easily recognize a progres-
sive raise of the gravity of subject areas related to the environment 
and sustainability, an the emergence of new subject areas like script-
ing, computing, biology, construction management etc.   

To what extent do these changes affect the profile of our graduates? 

How easy is it to be updated on the new trends and directions of the local 
and international dynamics? 

To what extent are our schools affected, influenced or depended upon the 
existing centers of (so called) excellence in the contemporary extremely 
competitive environment of mobility and quality?
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Introductory Panel

Urs HIRSCHBERG

Dean, Graz University of Technology, Faculty of Architecture, Graz, AUSTRIA

New Priorities, new subject areas: recent examples from TU Graz

A couple of years ago the wavy brick walls in the Swiss pavilion at the Venice Biennale made 
headlines. The walls, built by a mobile robot on site, were the work of the DFAB lab of Fabio 
Gramazio and Matthias Kohler, professors at the Architecture department of ETH Zurich. As 
ETH is such a renowned and influential school, their work and their use of robots in construc-
tion has set a new trend in digital fabrication. Similar robots can now be found in several 
architecture schools around the world. Which begs the question: Should architecture schools 
nowadays have such a robot? Even though they are so expensive? Even though their impact 
on the building industry at this point is marginal at best? Aren’t schools that follow the ETH 
example rather making fools of themselves? – Well, the architecture faculty at TU Graz, which 
I represent, is among these followers. We just made a very large investment in a new robot 
design laboratory. I say we are followers, but in fact, as I will show, our rationale and our plans 
for using the facility are very different from ETH. Whether the new facility will pay off for us still 
remains to be seen, but already I certainly would not suggest that this is an investment that 
makes sense at all architecture schools. 

Which brings me to the topic of this panel. The question we are supposed to address is: how 
do we deal with new topics? When do we make them a new priority? When do we introduce 
them as new subject areas into our curricula? When – as in the case of the robot – do we make 
an investment in a new technology in order to be able to expose our students to it, to let them 
learn about it first hand?

Digital Fabrication and Energy Efficiency

The robot I used as an example may stand for the larger issue of digital fabrication that cur-
rently is a hot topic in many architecture schools. There is general agreement that indeed 
this is a relevant new subject area, but this does not mean that there is one best way to deal 
with it. The other topic that generally comes up as one that should be a new priority is energy 
efficiency. Again: most would probably agree that this topic should be high on our agenda. 
The building sector is one of the most energy-relevant industries, as so much energy is spent 
(or wasted) in homes. Given the political and societal importance of resource efficiency, it is 
very clear that we as architects have an obligation to include it into our teaching. Yet, just as 
with digital fabrication, there are many different ways to take on this subject. They depend as 
much on the local building traditions and laws as on the structures of the curricula or of the 
architecture schools. And there is not one solution that would work equally well in all places.
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Every ENHSA meeting makes one aware of the large variety and vast differences that exist in 
the European architectural education arena. Exchanging notes about our approaches to new 
topics only makes sense if we’re mindful of these different contexts. Therefore I believe that the 
attitude towards new subject areas should not be discussed in the abstract, but with respect 
to the context of the institution that wants to take them on, including the local discourse and 
the people in charge. In other words, the discussion needs to be not only about ‘What’, but 
equally about ‘Where’, ‘Why’ and ‘Who’. 

In this brief text I shall address these questions by way of example: by showing how we dealt 
with some new challenges over the last couple of years at TU Graz. The two topics I mentioned 
will be the ones I focus on, but I thereby in no way want to suggest that these are the only 
relevant new subject areas that architecture schools may need to address.

Who? – new topics must be driven by people

It was well before the current sustainability and energy-efficiency hype that the architecture 
faculty at TU Graz decided to establish a new institute for building and energy. Of course 
building physics had been part of the curriculum before this new institute was created. But 
by dedicating a professorship to the topic it was very much strengthened and now carries 
much more weight in our curriculum. We were lucky to get Brian Cody, the leading building 
energy specialist of Ove Arup and someone with vast international experience doing cutting 
edge research in this field for the position. His energy concept for the European Central Bank 
in Frankfurt certainly helped Coop Himmelb(l)au win the competition for this prestigious 
building. And this is just one particularly prominent example of his work. The institute of 
building and energy led by him has created a new dynamic also among the students and in 
the research discourse at the faculty.

Why? – on establishing a broader discourse around a new topic

As important as individual people are, they depend on a broader discourse in order to flourish 
in their research. Lecture series, conferences, workshops and symposia are common ways to 
provide a broader view of any topic. They are common at most architecture schools and TU 
Graz is no exception. What is probably more unusual is the peer-reviewed Graz Architecture 
Magazine GAM that our faculty has founded some years back and which is meant to also 
contribute to the international discourse about research topics we as a faculty are interested 
in. GAM is a bilingual (German/English) book-like publication that appears once a year. The 
faculty chooses a theme for every new issue, but the call for papers is open internationally. Most 
authors published in GAM are actually not members of the faculty, but selected based on the 
content of their contribution to the theme. While the topics are usually quite interdisciplinary 
in nature they also tend to pick up a specific research interest among our faculty. This again 
contributes to the broadening of the research discourse. Thus, GAM is a powerful instrument 
in feeding the discourse, not only but also when new subject areas are to be established at the 
faculty. The topic of GAM.05 was “Urbanity, not Energy”: an urbanist perspective on the energy 
questions that are often treated as problems of individual buildings. The institute of building 
and energy mentioned above had a special stake in this issue, as did our institute of urbanism.
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GAM.06 was about “Nonstandard Structures” and discussed the implications and potentials of 
the current trend towards nonstandard construction, asking whether nonstandard was actually 
on its way to becoming the standard. This topic was closely linked to a research infrastructure 
initiative titled “Resource Efficient Nonstandard Structure” that our faculty launched together 
with the faculty of civil engineering. The above-mentioned robot was purchased as part of it. 
When establishing a new interdisciplinary research topic such as this one, which requires large 
investments and funding from external sources, not only people and discourse, but also the 
context of the institution, the history and special make-up of the place as well as the actual 
physical space matter. Which brings us to the third question.

Where ? – on space, place and context

Nonstandard structures was not only the title of GAM.06 and of our research initiative. Non-
standard structures can also be found in the city of Graz. The Graz Kunsthaus by Peter Cook 
and Colin Fournier has quickly become the city’s signature building that is shown on tourist 
guides and maps. Strongly disliked by some, proudly presented to visitors by others, it defi-
nitely is not your usual building. Not many cities would allow such a structure to be put up 
in their center, which is also telling about Graz’s self-image. Nick-named the friendly alien, 
the truth is that the Kunsthaus really isn’t so alien to Graz. Buildings by local architects such 
as Domenig, Huth, Giencke and Kada can be said to have established a building culture that 
values expressive forms and experimental construction and that would eventually allow even 
the oddly-shaped alien to land.

This recent architectural history of Graz is relevant to our discussion, because it is part of the 
context of the infrastructure initiative. One of the main figures behind the proposal, my former 
colleague Prof. Harald Kloft, had worked on the Kunsthaus as a structural engineer. He had 
developed his special expertise for nonstandard construction as well as his conviction that 
there must be more efficient and more elegant ways to construct such buildings from this and 
other subsequent experiences. Thus the local tradition contributed to the credibility of our 
research proposal. The acquisition of the robot was only in part inspired by the ETH example. 
It also reflected the desire to move beyond current standards of precision in construction in 
order to enable new ways of jointing. The robot’s specifications reflect this research agenda. It 
is laid out to provide a level of precision not found in other industrial robots and thus enables 
a very distinct direction of research. 

In the end a rather difficult part of the implementation of the proposal was to find the proper 
physical space for it. It is now housed in a space at the building construction center of the 
civil engineering faculty, a rather sophisticated facility of our university that the architecture 
faculty unfortunately had little contact with. The robot facility thus also has a symbolic value 
in that it shows that architects and civil engineers not only should, but are also able to work 
and conduct research together.

Summary

The goal of this brief presentation about some recent changes at the architecture faculty of TU 
Graz was to show how the discussion about new topics and new subject areas must take local 
conditions into account. The place, its history and present discourse and above all the people 
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all have a part when a school wants to move into a new direction. To illustrate this, I shed some 
light on the thinking and the motives behind some of our recent initiatives. The topics of energy 
efficiency and digital fabrication I used as examples are not the only ones we have taken into 
focus recently. We have also strengthened our curriculum with respect to building history, 
architectural theory and landscape architecture. Thus, I am not claiming that the decisions 
and the strategic initiatives I talked about are currently the only relevant ones, nor that we are 
unique in making them. A detailed discussion of the process would also reveal more bumps 
and wrong turns than I have included here. Still I would maintain that the initiatives I portrayed 
are very successful and appropriate to our situation. And I believe that they are because we 
set them up not just in a top-down fashion, deciding ‘What’ needed to be done, but because, 
as I tried to show, we made these decisions mindful of the other questions: ‘Who’, ‘Why’ and 
‘Where’. Thus, we were not just following fashionable trends, but making clear and sustained 
efforts to firmly establish the new subject areas within our existing academic environment.
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Maire HENRY

Head of Department of Architecture, Waterford Institute of Technology, Waterford, 
IRELAND

New priorities are conditioned by the context in which each School finds itself. The Depart-
ment of Architecture at Waterford Institute of Technology in Ireland is only 5 years old. Its key 
priority since commencing has been the developing and nurturing of a newly accredited 5 year 
programme in Architecture and sustaining an existing programme in Architectural Technology. 
Waterford is a small port town with a population in the region of 50,000. It was founded by the 
Vikings in 912AD and grew to become a ‘Gateway to Europe’. The Department of Architecture 
was founded during the economic boom – ‘the Celtic Tiger’. Now with the current economic 
downturn our key priority is survival.

Inspiration for the content of our architectural programme came from many sources includ-
ing Vitruvius and the UNESCO/UIA Charter on Architectural Education. Architecture involves 
everything that influences the way in which the built environment is planned, designed, made, 
used, furnished, landscaped and maintained......’ 2005 UNESCO/UIA Charter on Architectural 
Education”. Let him be educated, skilful with the pencil, instructed in geometry, know much about 
history, have followed the philosophers with attention, understand music, have some knowledge of 
medicine, know the opinions of the jurists and be acquainted with astronomy and with the theory 
of the heavens....’ 100 AD Vitruvius....

Our programme respects national and international criteria on Architectural Education. How-
ever we have adopted a thematic approach. Where possible, themes that are being explored 
in studio projects are simultaneously being studied in history and theory and in the other 
theoretical subjects. This paves the way for better integration of all subjects into studio work. 
A sample of our module selection under generic headings is shown below.

Design  
Studio

The concept

Everything but the 
building

The house and I

Housing and Collectivity

The old and the new

The building in context

Rural complexities

Urban Complexities

Architectural Quest

Architectural Synthesis

Structures 

Environmental Sciences

Communication 
/Research  
& Professional 
Practice

Graphics 

Computers 

Model making 

Academic 
writing and 
critical thinking 

Architectural 
Research 

Leadership & 
Project mgt. 

Professional 
practice 

Technology 
& the 
Environment

Construction 

Structures 

Environmental 
Sciences

Cultural 
Context

History of 
Architecture

Analytical 

Design studies 

History of the 
house 

History of 
Collective living

Conservation 

History of Public 
Buildings 

Landscape 
Design 

Urban Design

Electives

Int. Language

Life Drawing

Introduction to 
trades

Care of the Irish 
Architectural 
Heritage

Publications

Advanced 
Computer 
Studies
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Some of the new challenges facing us as educations and the drivers of change in subject area 
include: Protecting mother earth ; Interdisciplinary activities /educating other disciplines, com-
munities and decision makers; Design Leadership; Research agenda ;Working with existing 
building stock. 

We also need to look at how we teach and more importantly what we want our graduates to 
become. We all agree on the importance of the design conscience in society. More effort needs 
to be made to empower our graduates to go into areas other than the practice of architecture 
where design thinking can influence decision makers.
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Dag BOUTSEN

Professor, Saint Lucas School of Architecture, Gent, BELGIUM

New priorities, new subject area’s

And how do these changes effect the profile of our graduates

Labeling a term a “buzzword” pejoratively implies that it is now used pretentiously and inappro-
priately by individuals with little understanding of its actual meaning who are most interested 
in impressing others by making their discourse sound more esoteric, obscure, and technical 
than it otherwise would be.

Buzzwords differ from jargon in that jargon is esoteric but precisely defined terminology used 
for ease of communication between specialists in a given field, whereas a buzzword (which 
often develops from the appropriation of technical jargon) is often used imprecisely among 
non-specialists.

Nobody is surprised to find ‘Sustainability’ in Wikipedia’s list of buzzwords.

“We have to layer the concept of sustainability. We have to position it as an attitude, rather than a 
topic that can be educated”  Herman Neuckermans in the beginning of the conference. 

“And it requires a diversity of cultures …”  Chris Younes

Assuming that these statements are related to human values, rather than to technical com-
petences, and assuming that architectural education is mainly situated in the social sphere, 
‘sustainability’ can hardly be added as such as another block in a curriculum.

James Horan stated that ethics are indeed on top of the lift and we all consider sensitivity 
as the basis of our architectural education. Destabilizing architectural students is a kind of 
responsibility!

Sustainable thinking or designing tends to escape from curricula, it is more of a generic com-
petence.

*****
On the morning of September, 7th, 2010, I presented in Chania

As an ultimate alternative for the buzzword ‘sustainability’, I launched the notion of ‘Fragile’ as 
an intriguing logo with an intentional vagueness. Presenting it as a major theme and concept 
‘above’ all the design courses in the different educations within the Department of Architecture, 
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Sint-Lucas Ghent and Brussels, and explaining the making ready for use of the theme, resulted 
in a welcome of ‘Fragile’ by the audience as an Aha-erlebnis.

Through the creation of a renewed climate of reflection, ‘Fragile’ manifests itself intuitively. 

Fragile WHAT

‘Fragile’ tackles design attitudes and approaches beyond classic designerly capacities and 
shaping.

‘Fragile’ deals with all kinds of interactions with society.

‘Fragile’ is in search for civil or social engagement.

‘Fragile’ incorporates evolving themes, topics and concerns such as:

    • ‘general human ecology’.

    • Human ecology is but an extension of animal ethology. For the purpose of design, the field 
of human ecology should be extended to the cultural and spiritual dimensions of human 
experience, consequently of the human-environment interactions, without for that matter 
neglecting the other dimensions. This is why I prefer to speak of a general human ecology.” 
A. Findeli)

    • About ‘the way we look at the human-environment interactions’.

    • ideas about the complex social reality. 

    • Alive Architecture: "Alive Architecture is about design on the borderline between built and 
lived space. The idea is to develop a methodology that enhances the making and using in 
the design process for the connection of space and society. How can we construct use in 
contemporary architecture to provide for a notion of vitality?" 

    • "le don d'écouter"

    • comment aménager une ville pour qu'il y fasse "bon vivre"

    • ‘comprendre le besoin’

    • «HQH» pour «haute qualité humaine»

    • Deliberately fragile theories.

    • The concept of ‘Care’

    • Complexity

    • ‘Le souci des destinataires dans notre travail’ 

    • Consensuality

    • Soft Spaces in the cities 

As such, Fragile becomes something like:

A central concern that underpins and drives all (theoretical and design) production.
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A lens through which to look at all the different issues and problematics presented and elabo-
rated upon in the school.

A general, overarching quality/question to check studio and theoretical answers against.

****

http://www.sintlucasfragile.be/

Fragile HOW

Approaches for development and communication 

How to operationalise the theme and how to keep momentum?

Before starting the appointment of a guest curator for 2010-2011 was decided. Alain Findeli 
inspires.

Instrumental events 

Organised in-between a bottom-up and a top-down (student vice dean) approach

Based on students’ cultures

Using website, Facebook, twitter, etc..

The official launch is the academic opening. 

The Fragile student team presents the first issue of a new opposition magazine, announces 
the website, and moves into their cool designed workplace. The guest curator has a dream. A 
miracle movie and a staged photoshoot confront the public.

A careful selection of international guest lecturers sharing in a way similar thoughts, broaden 
the scope while guiding or confusing the audience, stimulating interest, challenging their own 
thinking, achieving different outcomes.

On our confirmation list is Patrick Bouchain, Otto Von Busch, Veronica Valk, Ismael Farouk, 
Olivier Bastin, Bow-Wow, Edouard François,…

More intimate are the in-house evening debates, providing a forum for unanswered ques-
tions to be turned into knowledge and firmer opinions and bringing potential new members 
to the Fragile way of thinking.

Notable professionals who are former students, defending different sides of the topic, lead 
the discussion. 

Participating debaters: bOb Van Reeth, Geert Beullens, Bart Hollanders, Sylvie Bruyninckx, 
Barbara Van Der Wee, An Fonteyn, Charlotte Geldof, Johan Vandessel, Johny Eyers, Peter Swin-
nen, Luc Binst, Paul Lievevrouw, Michel De Bièvre.

Searching for more ways to involve people, the small scale local initiative baptized “the Eve-
nings” (De Avonden) was born. These projects (2 each week) are sometimes relaxing, some-
times exciting, sometimes daring – always connecting to the bigger picture. It is a relationship 
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way that enables the student team to get a better grasp of what people want and to support 
students’ passions. 

The internal Fragile student competition provides an opportunity to challenge Fragile 
approaches to design. All current students are free to participate. Winning entries will be 
awarded monetary prizes and will be recognized during the conference. The contest rules, 
registration process, submission and jury are organized by the Fragile student team. The com-
petition keeps the debate going.

The aim of the Fragile international student conference in April is to bring together stu-
dents and young academics who will be our future influential thinkers and who will reflect on 
how space and architecture are putting the people back in the centre of their disciplines. The 
conference is about how the urban reality can be not only about the built up environment 
but about how it can be a space that is able to absorb the differences between people, how 
it can transform the hard built environment in a “people-centered” soft space. It is about how 
architecture is no longer about city branding or nation branding but about putting people 
first, it is about creating Alive Architecture. 

We encourage a broad range of formats from project presentations or papers to videos, instal-
lations or performances. Philippe Corcuff is our guest for the opening lecture and Dag Boutsen 
closes the conference the second day. Members of the review committee are Lianne Verstrate, 
Orna Rosenfeld, Wouter Bervoets, Burak Pak, Nel Janssens, Aurélie De Smet en Caroline Newton. 
On day 3 we plan study visits.

The conference takes place during the Fragile week promoting a Fragile environment, with lots 
of possibilities for exchange of information and ideas on the Fragile subject through workshops, 
lectures, exhibitions. Equally important is the opportunity to create friendships and social 
networks, inspiring future cooperation between different people from different countries. 
Some examples of workshops are about warm and artisanal architecture (e.g. Mette Ramsgard,  
www.cita.karch.dk), a workshop with children, a workshop on recycled material.

Master students are free to participate the “Pressroom” elective, think-tanking on Fragile and 
preparing critical articles and professional publications.

As weeks pass by, the quality of the opposition magazine improves and Fragile is picked up 
by our research groups, by our libraries’ purchasing policy, by our quality control division, by 
our long-term investment service deciding on buildings and infrastructure. Academic staff 
organize more lectures and more workshops struck by the Fragile virus. In the meantime the 
international character of the activities and different types of online communication help us 
to leave traces across borders.

Operational teams and structure

One student team per campus is responsible for taking, steering and coordinating the initiatives 
as well as for budget control. The student teams operate from their own workplace, which they 
develop when starting. Teams change every semester. Key to success is teamwork. They work 
together with our communication staff.
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The student teams meet on a regular basis with strong involved teachers and one administra-
tive staff responsible for agenda setting and process coaching. The international conference 
is steered by academic staff. The inspirational leader is Alain Findeli.

Fragile CONCLUSION

Can we consider architecture as a fragile art?

Or are we training architectural students to become porcelain tigers?

In Sint-Lucas, Fragile turns ‘sustainability’ into another priority. 

Not a new priority, neither an existing one.

Veronika Valk 17 11 2010

Did you know that in Tallinn, the capital of 
Estonia, half of the local population suffers 
from SAD: seasonally adjusted disorder? On top 
of this, as a part of the former Soviet Empire, 
for many years Estonia was denied access to 
its own waterfront. Urban designer Veronika 
Valk is trying to address both of these issues. 
She is Estonia’s most inspiring and surprising 
young architect. Her ideas are turning not only 
the world of architecture around but also the 
mood of her country.

Otto Von Busch 01 12 2010

The Swedish fashion artist, theorist and 
designer wants us to have fun with fashion and 
own it again by becoming a “fashion hactivist.”

“My current research explores how fashion 
design can address social issues through 
engaged practice and how fashion design-
ers can provide tools for consumers to 
access a deeper involvement in fashion, 
beyond the “ready-to-wear” paradigm. This 
can bring designer and consumer closer 
and create dynamic ecologies of profes-
sional amateurs and fashion hacktivists. 
To manage processes like this design-
ers would need to evolve a new “molecu-
lar” approach to design management and 
develop new tactics and organization models.” 
Otto von Busch is an artist, activist, fashion 
theorist, designer in critical fashion design at 
Göteborg University (Sweden)…



160

Session 4 New priorities, new subject areas    

Injection week 15-21 11 2010

More lectures, more input, more discussion.

Cover of the Fragile December edition – an 
oppostion magazine made by students reflect-
ing on Fragile themes, provoking different 
opinions.
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Pieter VERSTEEGH

Professor, University of Applied Sciences of Western Switzerland, Fribourg School of 
Architecture, Fribourg, SWITZERLAND

Exploring education and sustainability in Fribourg

I will try to focus my intervention on a specific way we try, at the Western Switzerland University 
of applied sciences in Fribourg, to deal with a paradigm shift that is very broad. I will try to 
show in which way we believe this shift is changing architectural practice, how it influences 
our learning environment and the tuning of our educational priorities.

Changing profession?

The paradigm shift, I am referring to, is the changing awareness of professionals induced by 
an increasing importance of sustainability in our society. The notion is quite recent. When, in 
the eighties, I was first confronted to the concept emerging from complexity studies, it hardly 
found any echo in Switzerland, neither in the professional nor in academic context. I must say 
that in French the notion suffers from clumsy translation: “développement durable” – “lasting 
development” refers more to a time-span concept than to an ethical paradigm shift: Any Swiss 
architect or engineer considers himself to be contributing to it, conceiving buildings to last 
for generations to come! Nowadays of course, sustainability is a very broad concept, a sort of 
huge container word, very fashionable, in which we tend to throw many issues dealing with 
all kinds of ideals. 

Many professions feel close to sustainability. In architecture however, professional and aca-
demic answers have remained mainly technical: we have responded by increasing building 
quality standards, by developing minergy and 0-emission technologies and so on. Architects 
often relegate questions of sustainability to such technological progress. 

Several times during our sessions in Chania we have evoked a rapid changing profession. 
In some ways though, architecture seems to be very much resisting to change. By shifting 



162

Session 4 New priorities, new subject areas    

the attention of sustainability issues to technological answers, architecture tends to refuse 
addressing issues that concern its “core business”: architectural practice itself. By advocating 
architecture as building production activity, we comply with building business, but resist to 
more essential critical questions raised by sustainability. Questions that concern ethical change. 

Shifting architectural practice

Sustainability raises questions that exceed technological exploits. Questions for instance, on 
how to deal with existing built environment, with shrinking populations, with – colonialist – 
export and globalization of unsustainable architectural and urban expansion standards and 
models, on how to deal with nature. Such issues inevitably lead to ethical shifts that may 
feel quite uncomfortable! The shifts we refer to are difficult to cope with in terms of practice, 
education and research, since they do not necessarily comply with existing expectations of 
building economy and politics. Nor do they respond to the way in which architecture is enjoy-
ing its renewed cultural status of high (visual) art. They do however slowly but surely lead to a 
changing attitude of students and professionals.

Architecture schools can strongly contribute to this change. We feel that we deal with a change 
of the paradigm of the architect as builder to the architect as transformer; from an interest in 
the production of a built environment to its continuous sustainable transformation; from a 
restricted focus on built environment to a holistic concern for human living environments. This 
leads to a shift of the understanding of the architectural practice from “building” to “caring”, 
a change of ethical nature that brings about new interdisciplinary interests and calls for new 
professional tools, adapted to emerging priorities. 
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An expanded holistic understanding of architectural environments leads to different interdis-
ciplinary embeddings. One can think of the increasing interest in landscape architecture for 
instance, but also of a renewed interest in humanities. And it connects us to other practices 
undergoing similar change, such as health care or education and pedagogy when understood 
as creative reflexive practices.

From globalization to “glocal attitude”

As a part of a university of applied sciences, proximity to local life and economics is one of our 
school’s main values. This characteristic has allowed us to stress on a shift from globalization, 
a trend that implies tremendous problems and contradictions relative to values pursued by 
sustainability, to “glocal attitudes”: attitudes allowing to connect and adapt global understand-
ings of human living environments to their local values and specificities, and to learn from 
these to inform in return our global understandings, models, tools and eventually standards. 

In terms of learning environment, this is particularly emphasized in our master program, a 
mobility and network program conducted as a joint venture with the Berne and Geneva schools 
of architecture, connecting different places, domains and disciplines. It is a program in which 
three different local identities, cultures, linguistic roots participate in a continuously renewing 
co-construction of identities. Each school responds to its cultural background, but is engaged 
in cross-fertilizing critical discourse and practice. It allows for the construction of a thematic 
research environment in which students, teachers and researchers work together on common 
projects from complementary viewpoints. 

New educational priorities

In the Swiss didactic culture, this has meant shifting habits from instruction to education and 
coaching, from knowledge transfer to the development of skills and tools. For the school cur-
riculum it meant mainly a shift from the teaching of branches to interdisciplinary embedding. 
The Students do not follow a “linear” sequence of “courses”, but are confronted to different 
changing practical situations.

Indeed, we feel it is important to rethink methods of helping students to learn in a fast chang-
ing environment. How, as educators, can we contribute to coping with more and more unsta-
ble connections, challenges and subjects? Architecture is an engaged, creative and reflexive 
practice. The architect’s strength is to propose new realities in an interactive environment. 
In our didactic project, this meant moving closer to this activity. Educational priorities have 
been strongly shifting from result-driven to process-driven programs, in which students and 
faculty are confronted to other practices and a variety of disciplines changing according to the 
evolutions of thematic content. It is a way of embedding the students within an increasingly 
evolving research environment. The ultimate aim of this pedagogic concept is to develop 
self-learning abilities and to help students to forge a personal ethical attitude relative to the 
architectural profession. Our school tries to teach students to learn how to learn: to develop 
skills to critically select relevant subjects and questions; to recognize relevant information, 
disciplines, domains; to surround themselves accordingly and to be open to different practices 
and expertise; and to implement implications in architectural practice. The thematic emphasis 
has shifted from the built environment and its production to living environments and their 
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qualities, from building to caring, from responding and producing to critical reactivity and 
adaptability and open-ended exploration.

For our faculty this implies the development of a coaching attitude. It calls for interactive discus-
sions on an even level between teachers, researchers and students, as well as the involvement 
of students in the school’s strategic choices. Teachers, researchers and students meet in dif-
ferent configurations in project laboratories and interdisciplinary research seminars, thematic 
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interactions of conferences and workgroups, exposing them to a “waterfall” of expertise to 
select from, and deepened in individual optional activities. The learning process is structured 
by a “profile search”, during which the students work on the development of a personal atti-
tude, the selection of relevant subjects and interests, connecting them to personal work and 
preparing them for their master thesis.

Challenges and difficulties

Challenges for our school are multiple: in terms of employability, we try to prepare students 
for a fast changing living environment, by expecting them to ask critical (and sometimes 
not so nice) questions, enhancing their reactivity and ability to develop new visions with an 
awareness in which a broad consideration of sustainability is central. We try to prepare them 
for an ethical professional research attitude. We are also aware that the program, only five years 
old, is of both ambitious and experimental nature, and meets many difficulties: continuously 
under construction, it is engaged in a change process that is very slow. The program is dif-
ficult for students: it is not very comfortable, highly and individually engaging and includes 
many parallel project-based activities. It is also very demanding for teachers: it weakens their 
position as “experts who know”, and requires research that can be strenuous. It necessitates a 
change of attitude and a basically different student evaluation. Finally, it is difficult for some 
professionals: we do not deliver docile followers… But we do feel that we are achieving some 
results: we have positive feedback from our students, our partners from other disciplines, and 
of various professional circles. We detect among our students an increasing critical and ethical 
awareness and curiosity. And we learn a lot.
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Aart OXENAAR

Director, Amsterdam Academy of Fine Arts, Amsterdam, The NETHERLANDS

I was trained as an architectural historian, so the theme of the relation between architecture 
or architectural education and a fast-changing world is to me a long and well-known theme. I 
could take you through the magazines of the 1850s with equal discussions when iron and glass 
came in, or 1900 when concrete began to take over. Many of you still remember the 1960s when 
society changed dramatically and almost everybody here followed the changes in the design 
disciplines when the computer came in. I do not say this to downplay the importance of the 
theme. On the contrary, I think it is very important. But it indicates that relating to change, to 
changing subject matter, is the state of being of architectural education rather than a temporary 
problem we are confronted with. A state of being that forces the architect and the architectural 
educator time and again to focus more precisely on what the essence of his craft is. 

We are supposed to do that here and now in the perspective of, as the poster says: “learning 
for the future”. Here again the art historian in me comes up. It is difficult if not impossible to 
look at the future. A Dutch art historian once indicated that each Utopia, each attempt to paint 
an image of the future, can in hindsight be dated within a margine of  about five years. So we 
can not escape our own time. What we can do, however, is paint an intensified image of the 
present; looking ahead is painting that picture, trying to be as intense and precise and well-
informed as we can about where we stand now. The best we can do is être de son temps, as 
the French avant-garde postulated in the 19th century debate on the future of the arts.  And I 
think the basis of this question today - how can we, as schools of architecture, be of our time 
– can be focused on two questions: first what the essence of the craft of architect is or should 
be; and second how to organize our schools so as to maintain an open relationship with the 
developments in science, in building technology, in practice and in society relevant to the craft. 

First the view point of craft. Designing is the talented, intuitive and creative way of solving a 
problem – to give one of many possible definitions of ‘design’. It is also, and perhaps even more 
so, the means for the architect on his way to the making, the making of space, which is the 
essence of architecture. “Designing by thinking of the making”, an old quote from Allison and 
Peter Smithson, has recently gained new relevance in discussions in our school. Especially in 
this world of ever-increasing technical possibilities, increasing specialisation in the process of 
planning, designing and building, it becomes ever more important that the architect can take 
his role with a clearly profiled craft. This does not mean that the broader potential of archi-
tecture is abandoned. On the contrary, in the thinking of the making, the awareness of this 
broader context of the architect to play a role in society is of course included. It is in the actual 
making however, that this potential literally and practically gains substance. The architect must 
know and understand new developments in order to integrate them into his design. But for 
solving all these specific aspects of the problem, be they technical, practical, administrative or 
ecological, we do not - let’s face it - need the architect. Many specialists solve these better and 
more easily than the architect could or would do. And this is in fact what is happening. In the 
Netherlands, and I am sure it is the same in many other countries, an ever growing part of our 
built environment, of the built volume, is produced without the intervention of a designer. In 
order to keep his role the architect then should not try to compete with all these new specializa-
tions, but aim to focus more than ever on showing, or even proving – here we can look at the 
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PhDs and the research work in education - what the added value of the architect is and what 
his design can add to these broader developments in technique and society. And that is his 
craft as a maker of space. His role is that of the one who can add meaning to the volumes and 
voids we create. We should therefore teach future architects the attitude and the craftsman-
ship of being an architect; we should supply them with enough knowledge to be able to be 
a sparring partner for all the other specialists. But we should not make them run after every 
new social movement or every development in science or technology. 

To move onto the second point: how to organize our schools so as to be able to react to these 
larger developments and changes - while at the same time assuring the core elements of the 
architectural education. My main argument would be: by trying to keep the structure of our 
schools as open as possible.  And we can do this in three ways: by being open to practice, by 
being open to new developments in all fields, and by being open to teachers and students, 
enabling them to bring in new subjects.  As was mentioned in one of the earlier sessions: new 
subjects emerge from new students. So they’re a group not to be forgotten.

In our school, we try to keep that openness, that ‘porosity’ towards our surroundings, to quote 
David Porter, in a number of ways. 

   • We retain a simple, but strict program structure, prescribing aims and competences to be 
addressed in each element, but leaving the themes addressed and briefs prescribed open 
to the teachers. 

   • We have no tenured staff. So for each studio, or any of the other elements in the program – 
lecture series, excercises, formstudies – teachers can be selected according to their artistic, 
practical, technical or theoretical knowledge and experience to fit the questions at hand 
and make sure their teaching reflects the state of the art. Most teachers are recruited 
from practice, so they will bring themes from the ‘real world’ into the school. Continuity 
in teaching is assured by the heads of the departments and coordinators appointed for 
specific elements. To keep a fresh agenda heads of the departments have four to five year 
maximum appointments.

   • Semester themes are set - on a voluntary basis - in order to make the individual studios 
part of a collective ‘research by design’ effort. Themes are often chosen from acute urban 
questions at hand in the city of Amsterdam and specialists brought in as guest speakers. 
The results are presented in a public exhibition and made subject to open debate.

   • Despite pressure from the government to make students study faster, we have also retained 
the openness of the school toward the student by allowing them to write their own brief 
for their graduation project. We think this is important to help them individually develop 
a critical position as a designer. But it is also important for the school, as it shows us what 
themes students think relevant for the future of the profession.

   • This open system also helps us react to the crisis in the architectural profession. Our stu-
dents - we run a 240 EC master's program, including 120 EC for work in practice - work 
part-time in a practice and come to school evenings and fridays. It is hard to find jobs at 
the moment, but thanks to intensive contacts with local practitioners students now work 
in several Amsterdam based offices on either research-related themes or non-commercial 
tasks. By doing so, the requirements for the period of professional practice can still be 
fulfilled.
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In this way the adjusting of subject areas, which is what we are talking about today, is not 
imposed ‘top down’, but is brought in from practice through teachers and students and is 
steered by the agenda of the heads of departments – as said before: refreshed every four years. 

Where does this put us now? 

Over the last years we have seen a subtle change in the school from making a concept to the 
conceptualizing of the making. When I first arrived ten years ago conceptual thinking was very 
much in vogue. Now we see both with teaching staff and students a shift towards making – a 
surprising effect of which is the diminishing of large scale computerfacilities and the growth 
of the maquette studio. The students learn computerskills in practice; they have their own 
laptops and we found out that by the time we had figured what we should teach them to do 
on the computer, they could already do it. What we do now is teach them how to integrate the 
use of a computer within a design process. What we do have, however, is a far larger workshop 
and we will need an even larger one as studios are more and more oriented towards making, 
both in scale and 1:1. 

So, in conclusion, it was the open interaction between academics, practitioners and students, 
working within the educational framework of the school, that made for a critical learning 
climate – not top down decisions from the staff. And this open interaction allowed the neces-
sary aspects of the craft of the architect to be addressed, while giving space to the student to 
develop his or her own personal attitudes towards that craft. 

In the end, I think, that is the essence of a school.  It should not be a ‘mould for architects’  – 
to quote Viollet-le-Duc– but a place where students learn enough to be able to become an 
architect. As much as we expect architects or expect our students to be inventive in solving 
problems and dealing with changes in their craft and their profession, we, as heads of schools, 
should be inventive in dealing with those changes as well. Our major task at hand is to organize 
our schools so as to make sure that they can adapt to those changes.
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Peter KJAER

Rector, Umea School of Architecture, Umea, SWEDEN

Establishing a new School of Architecture in the very North of Sweden gives reasons to reflect 
on the role of architecture, architects and architectural education in the world of today.

Based in the outskirts of Europe very north in a sparsely populated region of Sweden it seems 
to be relevant or even important to make analyzis of conditions and possibilities in the world 
today on what should be the context for the school and its candidates and what is the task 
for a modern school of architecture?

The role of architecture

It’s a fact that the concept of architecture developed in the modern movement and especially 
by the functionalists nearly a hundred years ago represents the latest comprehensive theory 
of architecture.

The social ambitions and the worshipping industrialism were through out decades important 
values in developing architectural project both in terms of urban planning and building design. 

The development has since the late 50’es and 60’es continued without sincere and compre-
hensive critical theoretical reflections on the role of architects and the role of architecture. With 
respect of Rossi, Eisenmann, Venturi and Koolhaas their contributions, their qualities highly 
respected, in various ways stands as attempts since they still must be regarded as individual 
contributions. Especially it is critical that architecture has turned out to be regarded only from 
its individual formal aspects (Koolhaas excluded) and e.g. the idea of cityness or better a new 
cityness is out of concern.

The idea to develop discussions of the relation between theory  and practize (re-establishing 
a relation between theory and practize) is fundamental for UMA. It basically bring us to the 
position to insist on re-thinking the modern concept of a comprehensive theory.

The context for the new school

UN predicts that world population during the next 30 years will grow from 6.800.000.000 today 
(51% living in urban areas) to 10.000.000.000 around 2040 (with 80 – 85% living in urban areas). 
This means that the urban areas will more than double themselves. 

The growth in terms of population are expected to mainly take place in the fastest growing 
regions as India and Africa. Probably here the already uncontrolled biggest cities as Cairo and 
Mumbai will have to more than to double their curent sizes.

Europe is expected to be more or less status quo maybe with an decreasing population even 
if some immigration are calculated. 

The consequenses  of this is that architects in Europe will mainly have to deal with restructure-
ing and retrofitting existing urban areas. as infrastructure might be an rising issue. Revitalizising 
of suburban areas will without doubt be an important issue just as new sustainable concepts 
for enviromentals  interventions will be highligted.
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The bigger activities will take place outside Europe in different cultural, political, economical 
and religious contexts. If one are reflecting on theese aspects new generations of architects 
will have to work in non-democratic political systems, non-christian cultures and in unknown 
social contexts.

It therefore seems like it is important to train the students to work not only transdiciplinary but 
also transcultural. The perspective of their training must be global, which is a challenge also in 
terms of developing theories, since theories based on European modernism are inadequate. 
And the demands to focus on environmental perspectives seems to be inevitable.

Profile of the school

Establishing a new school we started making a vision and a profile for the school.

The vision:

To improve society and everyday life in a sustainable perspective through architectural research 
performed in international trans disciplinary teams and network and through educating students 
of architecture with artistic and innovative skills.

We see this to happen through architectural intervention based on three concepts 

    • ethical (social and sustainable responsibility), thinking and knowledge

    • aesthetical (cultural, artistic) thinking and knowledge and 

    • technological (structure, building physics, communication) thinking and knowledge

The profile:

UMA is a laboratory for investigating and innovating processes and production of architecture and 
training young architects for the practice of architecture 

The structure of the educational system is a full 5 years program (accreditated and notified 
Spring 2011) giving a 3 year BA of Arts in Architecture and a 2 year MA of fine Arts in Architec-
ture. The 4 year doctorate program is starting up Autumn 2011.

Since UMA is giving BA and MA in Art in Architecture the profile is artistic. In the UMA version 
it’s based on the Beaux Art tradition

Since the Beaux Arts architecture has been one of three arts - painting, sculpture and architec-
ture. All three arts could create space, but architecture was the only where space was primacy

This was a transition from the original understanding of art between techne and poesis into a 
concept of beauty. Now it’s rather a discussion about the raison d’etre for art - its role in society – 
about how to reintroduce primacy of space into architecture of today.

Artistic approach in terms of architecture, painting and sculpture will often be presented as a 
whole - as a composition, a form, a space. After the first examination and experience one can 
start looking at details, not in a strict order but in the way ones eyes examine the work. Not to 
reveal the one and only truth of the art but to learn from its unpredictable spatial composition, 
the use of light to create sequences, the use of materials all supported by the structural concept.
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Teaching architecture therefore must be taught from this perspective, as a project based pro-
gram onto disciplines can and ought to be integrated.

The actual organization at UMA

At UMA the bachelor program basically contains 50% project and 50% courses. 

The master programs includes during the first 3 terms in the two years program 33% courses 
and 66% project and the last semester, the thesis, is 100% project.

Both in the BA and MA the courses are mainly given in: 

    • Theory – theory and history of architecture, philosophy, communication

    • Technology – structure and building physics, light and acoustics

    • Environmental development – developing strategies, project management

    • Design methods

The theoretical elements all include analyzing methods, working methods and communication 
tools. In the masters programs also testing tools are taught.

The pedagogical form for the courses is basically workshops that are a combination of lectures 
and students working on exercises and small conceptual projects. The students are examined 
both by presentations and delivering papers.

Even in the main review of the projects all the individual courses will be assessed and specialist 
haven given courses during the time of the project will participate in the final review.

The basic and specific profile of UMA is given by the 3 year BA program. 

Here UMA intend to educate well-qualified designers even if not professional qualified archi-
tects. The bachelors program therefore can be described as the place in the laboratory of 
architecture where the students actually are taught – and where the pedagogical concept is 
to learn through producing. 

The bachelor program introduces in year one the basic concepts of architecture in terms of 
space, body, scale, tectonic, light and acoustics. Second and third year introduces architecture 
in context starting in 2nd year with very local Nordic, European cultural context to a global 
context in the 3rd year. 

The masters programs enable UMA to grab actual challenges of architecture in a global perspective 
and have a dynamic structure of masters programs.

The two-year master programs are offered for a period basically for no less than 3 years and 
probably for a longer period. Today we focuses on 3 aspects

    • the lack of a comprehensive theory of architecture based on a new ethics

    • the need for integrating architecture into society developing strategies

    • the need for developing profound sustainable strategies of architecture

These 3 aspects is the foundation of the three research platforms of UMA and the foundation 
of the master programs
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While the bachelor program can be described as a pedagogical situation for the students and 
the tutors, the master programs does not deal with pedagogics. In the master programs the stu-
dents are doing, designing, making architecture. We do not simulate but work in real projects.

The change from bachelor to master program is described as a jumb.

Structure of research and education at UMA

External collaboration strategies

At UMA all activities tries to involve various kinds of external collaboration.

All research activities will involve external partners. Especially lab 2 and 3 will work together 
with partners from other universities, from industry, from NGO, from local authorities and from 
consulting business.

In education it will be a strategy, that teaching in fields that is related to but not core archi-
tecture as building technologies, sociology etc. will be taught by practitioners. We are e.g. 
collaborating with English and German engineering companies who run teaching structure 
and building physics.

To build up an international education demands international staff, students and collabora-
tions. It needs international activities and local partners. It also needs strong critical academic 
qualifications at the same time as professional architectural competences. That’s (hopefully) 
what UMA is about.
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Michael EDEN

Head of Program, Chalmers University of Technology, School of Architecture, 
Goeteborg, SWEDEN 

Sustainable development

When I saw the headline my immediate thought was “sustainable development”. The second 
thought was: “Is it really new?” The concept is at least 23 years old, and today it is involved in 
almost every discourse about anything. Sustainable growth, social sustainability, ecological 
sustainability, sustainable building, sustainable urban regions – you name it. This use, or misuse, 
has more or less turned the concept to a buzzword. 

There are many descriptions and even attempts to illustrate the meaning. In the early 1900s 
many speeches started with the phrase: “Sustainable development is not only a matter of 
ecology, it also embraces social and economical aspects”, illustrated by a triangle.

Another image is based on circles. 
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Architects are used to interpret images, and the reflection is that these two illustrations do 
not clarify what sustainable development “is”. The triangle shows three kinds of disciplines 
or perspectives, but what does the triangle represent? Some sort of connection perhaps, or 
that each field has the same importance? The circles in figure 2 tell us that every science has a 
field of its own that is not really “sustainable” and that they need to coincide when it comes to 
sustainable development. But, do the circles represent organisations or scientific disciplines? If 
they represent organisations, where are the politicians? If they represent disciplines, shouldn’t 
culture, technology, health and other topics be involved? 

It is hard to catch the meaning of sustainable development in a picture, but I have found a 
simple one that can be useful (Made by Palme U. Environmental Systems Analyses. Chalmers).

In this model you can, at least, see that sustainable development deals with goals, means as 
well as prerequisites. You can also see the relations between them. The model puts stress on 
the “prerequisite level”; not surprisingly it emanates from natural sciences. On the other hand: 
The tough lesson to be learnt is that mankind is bound to planet earth, and that is the only 
planet to live on and from. 

To conclude the introduction: Sustainable development is a political vision about a good life 
for everyone, now and in a never-ending future. The means to reach it has to be interpreted 
and specified depending on the context. The political genius in the vision is that it is including 
and that no one really can be against it. The goals must be said to be fair and reasonable. The 
problems start when we must formulate strategies to reach them.

Let me now mention a little bit about design. A typical design problem is unique, undecided, 
and unstable and contains value conflicts. Such problems are often described as “open” or 
even “wicked”. 

Design processes are characterized by their manifoldness of methods. You can, however, dis-
tinguish at least three basic ones.

    • Holistic approaches, producing and testing a “solutions” and see if they are relevant in the 
problem area. These methods are often intuitive and artistic. 

    • In order to produce a solution the designers collects and sorts out different kinds of informa-
tion. In the ongoing assessments of tentative solutions the designer adds more information 
and uses analytical methods. Information handling is a second basic method, often based 
on science.
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    • The third moment is the moment of negotiation and decision. There is not one a true 
answer to design problem, the decision about which alternative that shall be the outcome 
falls out in negations between the designer and e.g. client, end users, co-designers etc.

Then, what are the outcomes from design processes? Well, the goal is the construction of 
a future artefact. In order to read that goal designers produce models of the artefact, and 
simultaneously conceptual models of the problem area. During the process the designers also 
produces knowledge about the artefact in their context, both now and in the future. I can’t 
avoid making an attempt to use an image, describing the interaction between these outcomes.

My conclusion is that sustainable development is problem tailored for designers. The problems 
are context bound; that is more or less unique. If we concentrate on “building” the contexts can 
be regional variations in climate, culture or politics. The solutions are dependent of interac-
tion and negotiations with several very different views and interests involved, e.g. architects, 
economists, politicians, citizens. The problems are containing potential value conflicts, to say 
the least. We have to take long term decisions to which there are no certain answers. Instead, 
the problems are undecided and unstable since there is a variety of possibilities and strate-
gies to cope with them.

So, if we have found that sustainable development is a typical matter for designers and know 
that architects are designers: Why is the building sector one of the slowest to improve such 
an elementary and simple matter on how to improve its environmental performance? And –at 
least in a Swedish perspective – why are architects not in the lead for such processes towards 
improvement?

Many investigations on a global scale about how to reach the climate goals tell us the building 
sector must make tremendous efforts to diminish the energy use. They also point out that it 
is possible. The emergence of passive housing in Sweden can work as an example. In the year 
2000 the government and the building sector together published a vision, with ambitious 
goals for e.g. energy use to be reached in 2025. In 2003 one project was finished that fulfilled 
these goals. Today, in 2010 lots of affordable and functioning passive houses are built, all 
demonstrating that the target values for 2025 can be reached. In other words the perform-
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ance expected in 2025 was possible to reach in 2005 and is proved to possibly be a standard 
in 2010. Still, less than 10% of new production fulfils the passive house standard.

However, we must notify that the passive house standard is not enough. It says very little about, 
materials and embodied energy, water and sewage or biodiversity just to mention three other 
important environmental problem areas. Furthermore, apart from defining indoor climate, 
it says little about the use of the building, its functionality and the end users needs. And it 
says nothing about “beauty”. In relation to sustainable development, passive house standards 
can be said to be a necessary and successful step forwards, but with the words of Winston S. 
Churchill “This is not the end. It is not even the beginning of the end, but it is, perhaps, the 
end of the beginning”.

I have now pointed out a number of “shoulds”. The building sector should use it potential for 
improvements. The architects should be the leaders in design processes aiming at sustainable 
development. I might be old-fashioned, but I claim that the basic sustainable way to promote 
sustainable building and convince a client is knowledge and using knowledge based argu-
ments. In other words, the new generation of architects need to be better researchers and 
negotiators without losing their skill in holistic artistic approaches. After all, creating or assess-
ing “beauty” is the special competence of architects.

Using figure 4 we can see that architects need knowledge in order to formulate restrictions and 
that architects can produce knowledge in the analyses of future performance of the artefact. In 
figure 5 I have made an attempt to illustrate the knowledge production in a design processes.

Arrow 1 The goal level “a good life” is a kind of knowledge that is familiar for architects. Our 
products are meant to be used. Our products affect the society. Our education, from history 
to current urban regeneration, makes us aware of the social sustainability, our responsibility 
and how to handle it.
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Arrow 2 Learning about the environmental prerequisites, what is wrong with the world and 
what has to be handled is a kind of knowledge produced by others. The learning is a compa-
rably easy task, and a necessary one.

Arrow 3 How environmental prerequisites affect building and architecture becomes more 
complex. Architects work in a context of technical, economic and institutional imperatives, 
balancing and integrating them in a way that none of the specialists in techniques, economists 
or administrators can do. 

Arrow 4 When our models are produced, we assess them in relation to restrictions. Producing 
environmentally smart architecture is much more that choosing “natural” materials, etc. It 
is a matter of life cycle impact from many types of energy and material flows in a long time 
perspective. Architects have the best position to introduce the building as a whole into dif-
ferent systems. 

Arrow 5 There is no doubt a huge need for innovative products, technical systems or buildings, 
sometimes referred to as “transformer toys”. This is perhaps the most fun part, and of course 
architects shall be active in this area to, but we have to accept that we are not better than 
other inventors.

I would now like to refer to what David Porter said in yesterday’s discussion. Architects know 
a lot, and our approaches, models and methods could be exported to other professions and 
disciplines. One field in which we should be very active in is the production of conceptual 
models about sustainable building. There is a challenge to make the architectural perspective 
understandable for other that architects, and also to prove that our models are more relevant. 
Arrow 3 in figure 5 represents one of the fields in which our way of formulating problems by 
merging very different aspects into one concept could give benefit to others than just archi-
tects. Also arrow 4 in figure 5 represents a field in which we should be able to export models, 
methods and perspectives that others can benefit from.

Concepts or conceptual models can be of three kinds: Ideological, open and closed. Closed 
concepts are measurable and often “right or wrong”, and often come from natural sciences. 
Open models are more diffuse, possible to interpret, but at least based on reasonable empirical 
observations, often coming from social and human sciences. Ideological models are politi-
cal, religious, ethical etc. and can be interpreted or just accepted as well as contradicted. In 
the problem area “architecture that makes a contribution to sustainable development” such 
models can be exemplified as:

    • Sustainable development, is an ideological concept

    • Sustainable architecture, is an open concept

    • Environmental performance or technologies, are closed concepts

In many “green” handbooks these models are mixed up in a confusing manner. Open, descrip-
tive prefixes like “healthy”, “natural” or “renewable” are coupled to techniques that make them 
closed, or even ideological. “Natural ventilation” can certainly be an appropriate technology 
sometimes, but must not be overarching concepts like “good comfort” or “energy efficiency”. 
The way I recommend the students to address the problem is to first formulate open models 
like for example “good indoor comfort”, “energy efficiency”, “low environmental impact” and 
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“good architecture”. After that, more closed models can be set on a systemic level, e.g. target 
values for energy use, target values for life cycle assessment, target values for temperature, air 
flows and light. Not until you have formulated these conceptual models you can start to deal 
with the technical solutions and design different systems to see which ones are most suitable. 
And to see which ones that can give “good” architecture.

If architects can sort out the use of concepts and conceptual models in this manner for our-
selves, I am convinced that we also can make a meaningful contribution to other disciplines 
dealing with the transformation of the built environment to a sustainable one.

Where can we find the workshop for this production of knowledge and concepts? It can be 
tied to our main responsibility to produce artefacts. The building sector learns from projects 
and built examples have always been a main source for information and inspiration. Every 
successful project is both a contribution towards a sustainable development in itself and an 
object to learn from. The project can be regarded as a closed model, since it is there and can’t 
be altered. In the learning process the trick is to reopen the case and see what lies behind the 
artefact. Useful questions are:

    • How was it accomplished - from vision (ideological) goals (open) alternative models (semi 
open) to the product (closed)

    • Did it work?

    • How can we go on? Improve the product? Improve the goals? Improve the design process?

So far I have mostly talked about the new priority. Let me just mention some new subject 
areas. One is the production and use of concepts and conceptual models per se, and especially 
the relation between the building as a system and its relation to environmental prerequisites 
(arrows 3 and 4 in figure 5). The second is a theoretical base in systems and system’s theory, 
since the challenge to grasp sustainability issues introduces a new complexity in our projects, 
dealing with systems and system boundaries. A third could be tools and guidelines for continu-
ous learning, since the adventurous journey towards sustainability will be long and contain 
many unforeseen surprises.

On a more practical level the new IT-tool like BIM, GIS, etc. seem to be very useful in order to help 
us handle all new information. The question for a school of architecture is, however, how much 
of this that can be pressed into the curriculum, and how much you can expect the architect to 
learn in practice. We all know that five years is a short time for an architectural education, and 
that the learning must continue, not only concerning sustainable development.

There is final subject area that has to do with the perspective on building and architecture. 
Often the building sector is compared to the production industry and been said to be old 
fashioned. The question is why that comparison is made. Building is much more than just 
mass production! The main task for all actors in the sector is a long term and continuous re-
generation of the built environment, by refurbishment or adding new buildings. We always 
work in a given context and some kind of urban-rural landscape system. If we change our basic 
paradigm (conceptual model) from “production” to “stewardship” the long-term task might be 
easier to grasp and handle. 

My favourite example in this perspective is the ongoing regeneration of the Ruhr area, the 
Emscher Park project that started in the 1990ies. If you go to the Innerstadtpark Nord in Duisburg 
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you can get a magnificent view of the area. In a bird’s eye view it still looks very unsustainable 
with the traffic system, the polluting industries, the coal-mines etc. But gradually and stepwise, 
and with architectural means, injections and design interventions are made. 

The picture shows that nature is gradually restored, Emscher Park is becoming a park, and that 
new features are appearing, for example the IKEA warehouse. Notwithstanding what you like 
or dislike about IKEA, there are at least three features that can be a starting point for reflection. 

It represents a new kind of business. Architects and perhaps especially “green” architects don’t 
like the business approach. But we can’t deny that if the world must change, somehow or 
another change must offer business options. IKEA does perhaps not represent the avant-
garde in design, but you can’t deny that they give good design and sufficient quality to a large 
number of persons, fulfilling their needs and wishes. Secondly IKEA could help us to find a way 
to cope with the necessary industrialisation. They produce flat parcels that are mounted on site 
into 3D products, with the engagement of the end users. Architects, and perhaps especially 
“green” architects don’t like industrialisation either, but the logistics and distribution IKEA uses 
could perhaps make us create industrialised products that can be adapted to the large variety 
of contexts in which we are working. 

Finally, the idea of assembling on site also means products that can be disassembled. “Design 
for disassembly” is said to be the great challenge in producing less worthless waste and a 
necessary step towards sustainable material flows. Hence, the picture is chosen to illustrate 
what we need to cope with. The new priorities and subject areas in the vision of sustainable 
development are among others new business, relevant industrialisation, an active interface 
towards the end-users, recovering harmed nature, efficient material flows and using architec-
tural design as the means.

It might be difficult to define what sustainable development “is”. But – we can at least define 
what to do in order to promote sustainable development by assessing our models and projects. 
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If you have a solution, a proposal, and a model of an artefact you can rather easily tell if it fulfils 
the criteria of reasonable environmental impact, reasonable economy, and reasonable func-
tions, using familiar design processes, but with non familiar criteria.. 

It is time to finish this tour: I have advocated that one base for the architects contribution to 
sustainable development is to respect measures for the environmental performance of a build-
ing and also respect the end-users’ needs. So, one extreme position could be said to be that 
the figures and the end users’ wishes are that what counts. Stop. The other extreme could be 
that these restrictions are rubbish and that the architectural concept isn’t negotiable. Between 
these you can find a role of the architect as a skilled team worker in democratic design and 
learning processes. There is, however, a more challenging and stimulating position: From team 
member to team leader in processes aiming at sustainable architecture, with the clear aim that 
the sustainable architecture should be not only endurable but also desirable. This is a position, 
which no other professional can cover. It must be a comfort for us to realise that this ambition 
is very familiar. If we learn about environmental performance and techniques and how to 
cooperate in teams we can take the position as team leaders, since no one else can make the 
necessary integration of immeasurable, aesthetic innovations.
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Debate 

Trevor Harris, Helsinki, Finland

I think this has been one of the more inspiring sessions over the last few days. This question 
about new priorities, new subjects leads me to think that a lot of the things that have been 
talked about such as sustainability as well as all the necessary competences for this may be 
found in those schools which are developing a more holistic approach to problem-solving 
and which may in the long run work for better survival strategy. At the end of the day, I think 
modern day architects are, in fact, spatial managers and manipulators of chaos and complexity. 
By that I mean that when you are in a learning situation, quite often the teachers try to simplify 
or over-simplify a situation and describe it in terms that make it readily accessible, whereas if 
you approach architectural problem-solving through more sophisticated systems of thinking, 
I think you might arrive at answers more easily. Having said this, my question to the panel is 
the following. On the one hand, we cannot ignore the traditional things that architects should 
be good at: their abilities to look, listen, feel, smell and act; in other words, the sensitive side of 
being an architect and defining what the world is. I would like to know how you, as practitioners 
and educators, develop and keep alive the sensitive nature of an architect when most of the 
time, the challenges we are facing at the moment are pretty hard, pretty gruesome and pretty 
ugly. I was wondering what you think, within an educational context, the way of balancing the 
two things is: on the one hand, making sure our graduates are robust and strong enough, but 
on the other hand, not to the extent that they have to sacrifice their sensitivity. 

Michael Edén, Goeteborg, Sweden

Τhere is no given answer to that question and perhaps there never will be. We do have a 
platform of expertise in that we have to train very carefully so that we know we are architects 
with an architect’s competences. As many of us mentioned, the learning capacity of today 
is something that has to be increased; we cannot just teach subjects, we have to be trained 
in projects so we learn the difficult way to integrate different aspects; we must also have 
this iterative process of formulating criteria, testing against various criteria, changing the 
criteria. From my point of view, I have been outside the architectural world for many years 
and clients need qualities among the engineers that the school should teach. I think we have 
a very solid base and that is what should be taught from day one and never be forgotten. I 
have no other answer. 

Peter Kjaer, Umea, Sweden

Basically, architecture is real. It is materiality, it is light, it is acoustics. So how do students learn 
about acoustics or light simply by working with it in scale one to one? This is one thing they 
can do in schools; you can of course try to get students to make models or carry out exami-
nations of various types of buildings, but you must address the issue of the senses. That way, 
you make it part of the study of the students, because you cannot teach it, but they can study 
it. They must think about being able to have these softer qualities which basically constitute 
architecture. If we then tackle the question of being robust and how students could become 
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robust enough, I would say that it is difficult to be robust if you are in a design studio all the 
time. So probably one of the issues is that they have to be confronted by users or constructors 
or whoever, but they have to feel the “pain” of the conflict. They have to know that the concept 
of architecture is not necessarily the nice drawing, but it might be the discussion with the users 
how to develop the programme so we can leave behind this crazy idea that architecture is 
some divine idea coming from God. I think this comes very much from our approach and from 
our attitude. There is one thing that is quite interesting to me which is that very often when 
we talk about studying or teaching, it is only about it in an institutional way. Institutions build 
up barriers around them, so already there is a hindrance to having a very good relationship 
with the work surroundings, which is difficult. So in a way, we should try to rethink the idea of 
institutional thinking. Perhaps we could learn from our colleagues from Münster in the way 
they are trying to give students responsibility in a completely different way, perhaps that is 
one way to learn from or to discuss.

Urs Hirschberg, Graz, Austria

To rephrase your question: now that the world is in crisis, should we go into a completely 
different kind of teaching? I think we certainly cannot insulate ourselves from practice and 
the situation in practice should always be in some way or another in the way we teach. At my 
school certainly, we have practising architects as teachers. At the same time, I think there is 
something to be said for the agenda of the university and for the academic world to be, to 
a certain extent, independent of the current situation on the job market, or of the current 
financial situation. If we are serious about these things that we investigate at a university, 
we see there are ways of investigating things at the university that simply cannot be done in 
practice. That is one of the reasons why universities exist. There, you can do things differently, 
more thoroughly, hopefully more experimentally. You can also do things which are geared 
more towards the future that nobody is doing in practice yet. So I think that especially when 
the situation in practice is not clear, I do not think we should try to only look at specific situa-
tions and how we make our students most employable, but that we should be true to these 
longer term goals. At some point, the economy will pick up, but if we take the low point of 
the economy and destroy all these things that are dear to us in an a academic sense, then in 
my mind, that is not a good way to go.

Aart Oxenaar, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

Making contact with practices may be the way to stay away from this thinking in terms of grue-
someness. As I said before, all our students work in practice, all our teachers work in practice, 
so they know what it is like out there. There was a time they reacted to crisis by saying that yes, 
they knew what it was like out there, so the teachers and students would go into the studio 
and what would happen is what we call the secret pact between student and teacher as if they 
were saying, “Yes we know it’s horrible out there, let’s stay in here and have fun!” That is not 
what is happening this time, in fact, it is quite the contrary. I would like to quote something 
which I think was said by Hillary Clinton, “Never waste a good crisis”. I think this is a great time 
to move, to think, to readjust. Regarding the practice, what we have now with the students 
who work within the offices, is that they work on more research-oriented or somewhat wider 
themes that normally they would not have so much time to work on in an office. This actually 
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creates a very positive atmosphere. What began as a crisis and as something difficult and with 
the architects saying, “I apologise that I have to lay off six of your students because I have no 
work”, now the idea from the architects is, “Since the tables are empty anyway, why don’t 
they stay and we will do something else!” And they come up with great results: they bring in 
clients, they bring in finance, they bring in people to come and criticise. All of a sudden, these 
people are in the office, so in fact the economic crisis is changing what is happening in the 
office. It may well be that we are going to try and see if this kind of educational model where 
the office takes on this second role in education rather than just having students work there 
in the normal everyday sense may be kept as part of lifelong learning.  

Herman Neuckermans, Leuven, Belgium

I would like to react to what Peter Kjaer said. I have nothing against bringing practice into the 
school, even on a scale one to one, but let me give an example. I remember that once in our 
university, one of our teachers was designing a large auditorium of 700-800 seats. This audi-
torium had to serve the purpose of lectures being held there, but at the same time concerts 
could be held there in the evening. It was thus a very difficult thing. I remember at that time 
they managed to build a huge model in which you could even stand: it was a very big thing. 
When the model was built and before it was built, he had already changed his mind three 
times so the model did not follow his vision as a designer. In the end we were able to simulate 
a lot of things, even there, as to how the room would sound. There are things that you can 
build, but I think that there are things you cannot do in the schools. That is a sort of reversal 
of the arguments we heard. 

Peter Kjaer, Umea, Sweden

I totally agree. We have just been talking about how students can study light or acoustics or 
similar aspects. One of the biggest or most important tools we have to develop is probably 
the ability to create scenarios in order that customers or contractors can visualise the impact 
of a project. That is another way of looking at it. I do believe in simulation to a certain extent. 
However, I also believe very much in reflection.

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

Simulation is a good tool, but we have to know what to simulate and why we are doing it. It 
is also of course a real thing.

Peter Kjaer Umea, Sweden

Of course, it is important to deal with the real thing. 

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

The process is also a real thing, but in order to arrive at the construction site students must 
be able to use or deal with many non-material things. Therefore, in our curriculum, not in the 
subject areas, but in all the actions we are developing in our schools, we have to help students 
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acquire intellectual instruments, such as the ability to reflect, as well as many of other things 
that Peter Kjaer has already mentioned. Also because I think the link between the profession or 
practice and theory is important, even if I do not think this a particularly interesting separation, 
although I have nothing against bringing practice into schools and recognise the fact that it 
is necessary to bring some culture into the practice, yet we cannot. If the problem is complex, 
there is no simple recipe. Therefore, we cannot solve the problem of the education of students 
simply by saying that they must be practitioners from the beginning of the curriculum. This is 
also because the ability to do something is not a value in itself. If we do not agree we can, at 
least, say that this thing is good. 

Jos Leyssens, Vice President of ACE

Speaking on behalf of ACE, first of all, we would like to thank ENHSA and EAAE for the invita-
tion to come here; we have been coming to this important conference for several years and 
we are very glad to be able to be here with you. The link between education and profession 
is of course very important and the exchange of information is very interesting. We come 
to inform ourselves about architectural education and its evolution, the defeats, the threats 
and for this year, the new priorities. I can tell you that we came with a lot of questions to the 
meeting this year and I think we will leave with even more questions. I feel a bit that I am in 
the maze of Daedalus but without Ariadne’s skein of thread. I cannot come out of this maze 
since you leave us with a lot of questions to which will have to try to respond next year. From 
what several speakers told us, we understand that you estimate for yourselves that your educa-
tion is education in architecture: you are not going to educate students simply to become an 
architect. We respect that point of view; I heard Art Oxenaar telling us that we are not a mould 
for architects and I agree with him. 

What I was surprised to hear however in today’s climate is that you are not really very concerned 
about employability, even if that was termed in a slightly different way. If the governments 
of the twenty-six European countries represented here were at this conference and heard 
that the first priority of the schools is not employability, they would be extremely surprised. 
You emphasise research a lot, which I think is very important: we need it as a profession. This 
research has to be done in university schools and somehow also in practices but I miss research 
in your own sector. You speak about your graduates, you speak about the students who leave 
the schools and do something else, but you have no figures as such about the number of 
graduates that go into the profession and then do other things. Therefore we do not know 
about their professional lives. I think there is some enquiry to be done in this field in order to 
know about the outcome of the students. I come from the school of University of Leuven, like 
Hilde Heynen and as Hilde said the other day, less than half of the number of students that 
graduate from the University of Leuven go into the profession. That is true for that university 
but on a national level, which I know quite well as I was President of the Belgium Chamber of 
Commerce for three years, that is the only school where less than half of the number of stu-
dents who graduate from the school go into the profession. In all the other seventy schools 
in Belgium it is more than half: two-thirds of students or even more go into the profession. 
In the context of Belgium, for example, we have in the first year of architecture in all of these 
eighteen schools 2,200 students. From these, around a thousand students reach the Master’s 
degree. From these thousand students, 900 go into the professional practice system, which in 
Belgium is for two years after graduating with a Master’s degree. That means that 90% enter 
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the professional practice period. Out of these, only 10% stop after the period of professional 
practice, meaning that 800 graduates remain in the profession and then for another three to 
five years, 20% of these people leave the profession. They are frustrated because they cannot 
become truly professional in the sense that they do not earn enough money. I think it has to 
be of your concern what happens to these people afterwards. Saying now that less than half of 
the people you educate are going into the profession is not true. I think if this is the situation 
in Belgium, it must be more or less the same elsewhere in other European countries. What I 
did not hear is an important question: what does the profession expect from education? You 
say that you are going to bring practice into the schools: this is excellent. We say we will bring 
school into the practice: this is also excellent. But what does the profession expect? I think a 
debate has to be started on this issue; perhaps it is something to think about for next year. I 
am quite interested in figures: last year I spoke about the figures for how many students and 
how many schools we have in Europe. It is interesting to hear things. The schools present 
what they are doing now and what they are changing in their programmes. This is interesting 
to hear and to pick out certain pieces of information. We are also aware that there are some 
new schools starting up. If every year we have three or four new Schools of Architecture in 
Europe, and we already have 350 schools with around 150,000 students of architecture, what 
are these youngsters going to do? Is there any space for them in the profession? Or, as was 
my question last year to which I understandably got no response, seeing that it needs a lot of 
consideration, do we need diversification in education? That is what I meant here. You are all 
talking about the changes you are making in your educational system, but not about diversi-
fication. This means showing young people, your students what kind of possibilities are open 
to them apart from the specific profession of architect. There are many possibilities for them, 
but they have to be shown by the educational system so that the students are aware of all 
the possibilities for their professional life. You may think I am here to speak about the profes-
sion, that I am in some way protecting the professionals. This is not the case. I am genuinely 
concerned about our young people, our students and naturally my own children. They need 
to have accurate expectations of their own future; they cannot be allowed to be frustrated. 
Far too frequently, they have been educated in a sense that they have a mirror put in front of 
them which shows an image of a nice profession, a nice professional life as an architect and 
this is not the case in reality. 

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

I think we are all aware that the realities are never what we dream of! Your remarks have been 
quite challenging for us as always and that is why we try to work in partnership, not on two 
different sides of the world, not knowing the existence of the other. I think that every time it is 
always a process of free ways in different situations. Yet I think that all the people who said we 
are trying to keep together the profession and the schools and so forth, we are not thinking 
only in this instrumental relationships. I think that we are two sides of the same reality; we 
are at least linked through our architecture. Yet I think that since we like architecture, let us 
be extremely sincere. What we have to avoid is the way of thinking that we have the right and 
power to control professions. But I hope that the professionals are not thinking of substituting 
the official system because it does not work in this way. I think the only way is a dialogue and 
of course the remarks and the assumption of common responsibilities. 
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Marie Henry, Waterford, Ireland

I am extremely sympathetic to any graduate that does not find work. I, like many people here, 
have a daughter and she is thinking about studying architecture. Part of me thinks that is won-
derful; part of me is very worried about what will happen in the future. In Ireland, like in other 
countries, there have been times when we have had too many nurses, not enough nurses; too 
many doctors, not enough doctors; too many architects, not enough architects. If we react too 
quickly, if we close all the Schools of Architecture, or half of our Schools of Architecture, there 
may be a problem in the future. Am I allowed to say there is education for the sake of educa-
tion? As educators, we facilitate people in reaching their potential, so there is an argument to 
be made that you educate for the sake of education, for the reaching of potential. The outcome 
is not just entering a workforce. The final thing I would like to say is the following. I did a little 
research a couple of years ago. When we were setting up our school, I quizzed 300 architects 
and asked them many, many questions. 95% did feel that society undervalued them, but the 
same 95% felt that, were they to do it all over again, they would still do architecture. As we 
have said before, you come out of studying architecture with a way of thinking that influences 
every single thing you do in life. 

Pieter Versteegh, Fribourg, Switzerland

I would just like to expand a little on that because the question was asked in such a manner 
that I had the impression there would be a consensus about what the architectural profes-
sion is and how people entering that profession should be working and that workforce idea 
that you are talking about. That is not true. I believe that our institutions also have the role of 
helping the profession to evolve, to change, to answer differently to the changes in society 
and we are trying to act upon that. This means that we have this dilemma about the employ-
ability of our students. If we teach people, if we develop architects who try to be critical and 
active in a transforming landscape of the profession, then maybe that is good, entering the 
office can be good work for us. We see from many firms and we also see that our graduates 
on the Master’s programme have difficulty in entering local firms doing routine jobs, but 
they are also very much appreciated in other kinds of firms that are active internationally, 
those that deal more critically with questions of what the profession should be doing and 
they try to expand their own practice in a certain way. So this dilemma exists always; it is very 
difficult for us to deal with that. I believe that regarding expectations, we have expectations 
from organisations like yours and those special organisations to help us develop ways of 
answering that, and to develop ways of working with the profession to have better tuning 
between institutions and offices. 

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

I would actually like to go back to the central point of the session, which was subject areas. 
That is of course very much linked to the problem of employment but there are other things 
which also need clarifying. 
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Aart Oxenaar, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

I would like to return to the remark about what I said about the school being a mould, not being 
a mould for architects; you picked it up maybe as if I meant to say that the school should not 
produce architects but in fact if there was anybody who meant architecture schools should 
produce architects. His whole critique came from his discussion in which in fact he thought 
was a school that, enclosed in itself, knew what an architect should be and almost had, in 
his view, eternal values about what the architect was to be and to remain. His critique was 
therefore very much orientated towards the fact that schools should not be a mould which 
forms an architect according to specific lines of what a school thinks an architect should be, 
but it should have a far more open relationship with practice which is how things are made. 
It was not without reason that he wrote his brilliant children’s books explaining, for instance, 
how to build a house. He was very much open to practice and the realities of the situation and 
started this new school in Paris which is still there. I think - and especially from what I have 
heard here around the table - schools are very much aware of what the realities of practice 
are and are tackling this issue.

 

Urs Hirschberg, Graz, Austria 

It was a long question, so maybe it deserves a short answer. One of the arguments you made 
was that the universities do not look at what the graduates do. My university did a study about 
what our graduates do, looking in particular about how much money they earn. It was rather 
devastating for architecture: we found out that our graduates on average start out with making 
around a thousand euros less per month than mechanical engineers and similar professions. 
Architecture students in Austria can choose from any area of their academic field, they are 
completely free, there is no limit to that. My university would actually like to have more people 
going into mechanical engineering or into fields of engineering and to have, based on the 
studies made, much fewer architects because we just cannot cope with all these people who 
want to come there. At the same time, the students who enter our school know that right from 
the beginning; they enter with completely open eyes. My daughter is studying architecture 
so we have the same problem that Marie mentioned. One of the reasons my daughter gave 
was that she looked at the people in this field and said she just liked them better than in the 
other fields she considered! It may sound a silly reason, but maybe it is not really. I could talk 
about employability and perhaps correct slightly the image I gave of my school as if we were 
all about machines and such like. There are ways to study at my school that are very much 
in the line of “traditional” architecture. That also demonstrates the liberty a student has. The 
responsibility is with the students as to how they want to steer through these things that the 
university offers. There are those who know they want to be practising architects in a certain 
middle-of-the-road sense: they are employed while they are studying, they have no trouble 
finding a place. Within this spectrum, I do not think we fail in terms of employability in the 
traditional sense. At the same time, those of our people who go out on a limb somewhat and 
use that opportunity, we also help them to go deeper into the outskirts of what the profession 
might be. In my experience, I had no trouble at all in finding a rather better paid job. This is 
thus a picture with many angles to it. 
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Suzanne Komossa, Delft, The Netherlands

I think there are two things at stake: One is the question of efficiency the other is effectiveness. 
Governments and universities tend to stress efficiency. However efficiency is not necessarily 
almost the most effective in regard to research and the development of new ideas. Sometimes 
doubles – two people or groups working on the same subject independently - can be very 
fruitful. If two groups compete and come to different conclusions and join their ideas at the 
end, not in the beginning, more new things can be found. In that sense, innovation defies a 
clear-cut definition of proceeding 'efficiently' from A to B because it deals with something that 
is yet new and unknown depending on different brains and coincidence. You studied some-
thing, I am studying something, and if one would argue for efficiency alone, one would say 
we have to work together. As said, working the other way around – first developing the idea 
separately and than joining can be even more productive. If you think about knowledge and 
the industry, you need people that are willing to just get started taking up the risk to succeed 
or fail. Also in that sense, smaller research units – sometimes with the same subject – reduce 
the risk of failure, though that does not look efficient in the beginning at all.

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I have three remarks which are perhaps questions at the same time because there are no 
answers behind these remarks. I will start with the first one and with an empirical observation. 
Every year in my school, about ten students ask me to give them letters of recommendation 
because they want to continue their post-graduate studies in another institution in Europe. 
Statistically, and without exception, half of them are oriented towards post-graduate pro-
grammes related to new technologies in architecture, while the other fifty percent is oriented 
towards environmental studies and issues. It seems that these two tendencies - I do not wish 
to label them, but you understand what I am saying - appear to be two different orientations 
and subject areas. The reason for this orientation is not because these people will have better 
professional perspectives, that is for certain. It means that there is an interest, generated by the 
existing educational system or from the broader educational environment, which influences 
the consciousness of students and they want to develop such a kind of subject and approach. 
It was interesting - although unsurprising - that these two models or paradigms appeared to 
be present in the panel today. The question is whether we are speaking about two different 
worlds because in the end, if you want to look more deeply, they have completely different 
priorities, views and orientations. Therefore, I wonder if we are facing some kind of schism 
where one direction is coming from one side and the other direction is from the other side. My 
feeling is that there is no link between them. If, for example, someone investigated the digital 
paradigm, he would find there very little environmental sensitivity; similarly, if one went to 
the environmental side, he would see that a digital approach is not the priority there. Are we 
therefore facing two different kinds of worlds, or has it just happened and is it possible to find 
a relationship between the two? This is the first question. The second is the following. I totally 
agree with Peter Κjaer’s initial comment that he is a very lucky man, which I think we will have 
to call him from now on! He has the unique advantage of being able to conceive a curriculum 
and to direct and to have it implemented. Unfortunately, the other people do not. I am sure 
that no-one in this room has this privilege. The main question is that these innovations, these 
technologies and environmental sensitivity, the approaches of these two models are easily 
incorporated into the existing structures of the schools. In the schools there are always staff 
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members who do not share the same ideas and we all know very well that introducing a new 
element into the school is something of a “mission impossible”. If there is the possibility of 
implementing something new, this thing appears to be more or less marginalised for a long 
time until it achieves its dominance. Yet once the dominance has been achieved, another new 
thing is already at the door. This is how it goes. The question thus is, in this fast-changing world, 
how easily or not is the existing infrastructure in school, both the intellectual and the mate-
rial, accessed? Moreover, what kind of actions does a head of school have to take in order to 
facilitate the incorporation of the new with what already exists in the school? The last question-
cum-remark mainly concerns the technology and digital approach. This requires a very specific 
infrastructure. From the presentation made by Urs, it appears that this infrastructure is very 
expensive and very difficult to install. Once again, the question is how this infrastructure can 
be easily used in order to become useful in the development of the quality of education. Does, 
for example, a school that has a robot and a 3D printing machine offer better education than 
another which does not? I think this is an issue because I have noticed in more than three cases 
that this infrastructure is not very useful for the students. The rapid prototyping process, for 
example, needs twenty-four hours in order to produce a model. If there is a class of twenty 
students, then the machine needs to work for a long time, so practically it is not very useful.  
Maria Voyatzaki is just adding that at the same time, 20 centimetres costs 200 euros. The 
infrastructure is there, but the school uses it to produce prototypes for the industry outside. 
So what is all this about? I am asking the question honestly; I did not mean it ironically. What 
I would like to suggest is that it appears that the infrastructure becomes a factor of quality in 
some cases - I do not want to make generalisations - but in the end, the serious impact that 
is felt in the school is under debate. This is what I would like to know. 

 

Gunnar Parelius, Trondheim, Norway

The discussion about values is very important. It is also connected to what we are talking about 
here. In society, there are many institutions, many sets of logic and we have to recognise our 
own set of logic, our own institution, our own values and not try to translate them too fast into 
market values. This is a basic thing. Moreover, we should not be lazy in this struggle to discover 
what we are doing. I admire all these attempts trying to understand what architecture is; yet 
we should also always try to understand how the basic nature of architecture is changing, 
in the short term but also with a long term idea. We should do it to understand what archi-
tecture is, of course through the making of it. This should not, however, be overtaken by all 
these market interests at the present moment. We should show the possibilities of going out 
into the market but we should treat universities as academic institutions. This is done in most 
other university departments or faculties because there they do not think about employability 
as such: it is of course something they reflect into how the subject changes, but in English, 
they learn English, and in social anthropology, they learn social anthropology. It is certainly 
important to have the values of the university as opposed to the values of the market and to 
stay in touch with this. Then of course we come to art. One example of how we can do this - it 
may be the wrong way - is to talk about the added value of architecture. For me, this is the 
added value of life, instead of stones: it is something quite different that you take care of, it is 
there and you need to have it but it cannot be considered an added value, and then have it 
asked what is considered an added value. 
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Frid Bühler, Gremany

I would like to return to two points of this morning’s session. The first is that Pieter said we have 
to pull down the institution of architects. That is more than to work in an interdisciplinary fash-
ion because if we speak about this interdisciplinary work, it is always focused on architecture. 
If we talk about theory, it is architectural theory and so forth. What you meant is really directed 
behaviour in this. The second point is that more and more of the curriculum contributions 
deal with making space as one of the essentials of architectural work and therefore one of 
the essentials of architectural education. There was an example yesterday from speakers who 
dealt with what may be called the space in the street from the point of view of an architect. 
For very many years a famous Swiss artist, has been dealing with the same topic in video art; 
now I come back to the point of the question. For many years, the biennale in Venice has been 
dealing with exactly this coming together of these two subjects, these two disciplines of art in 
the same subject that means space. Fine arts needs this space, dancing needs space, as does 
cinema. These are all artists’ disciplines that in earlier times were very close to us and which 
have their own way of discussing this and thinking about this; in the theory of art, in cinema 
they all have theoretical aspects and they have other ways of designing space. The last bien-
nale was very inspiring in this sense. The curator, who was at that time head of the state school 
of Frankfurt, one of the leading international schools in Germany and one which often sets 
trends. Months ago, I was a member of a peer group there and we had to discuss a new studio 
which was to be established there. This new studio aimed at combining parametric design with 
architectural theory. Now they have established a new studio which is poised exactly on the 
borderline between fine arts and architecture; the teachers are architects as well and artists 
and the topic is space. This means this is a dialectic way of doing the designing of space and 
a dialectic way of thinking about it in theoretical matters. My question is the following. For 
me, if we are talking about new priorities, this could become a new trend; it could be a new 
priority in the coming years or even decade for broadening the architectural discipline to look 
beyond the boundaries out of a stable condition necessary. My question is, do you agree with 
my feeling that a new tendency is awaiting architectural education, a tendency which is truly 
interdisciplinary and which may break down these boundaries? 

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

Does anyone on the panel want to intervene, firstly to answer the three questions that Con-
stantin proposed about the two different worlds or whether there is something in between? 
The real answer to the impact that the acquisition of expensive infrastructure has or does not 
have on the quality of education and what it means to use such means to shape the curricula 
and the fight of our students. 

Peter Kjaer, Umea, Sweden 

I would like to answer the last question first, if I may. I have just been to the biennale in Venice; 
I went a week ago and I saw the opening. In the biennale it is completely obvious that it is 
about space. The interesting thing is that it is not necessarily European architecture that has 
contributed to this: it is Indian, it is Chinese, it is Japanese. I had the idea before I went that the 
concept of space in a way was connected to the European way of thinking about architecture 
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but it does not seem to be like that. The biggest contribution was perhaps an Indian one. You 
had to go there to and see it because they brought back the idea of local architecture with the 
glow of perspective. They showed their work in the office and how they worked with training 
local people to do architecture, not as an exclusive thing but as a very local act. In India it makes 
sense because they still have a need for craftsmanship. It would not make sense in Denmark or 
Sweden where everything is concrete structures. But then we have to go back and make the 
connection. This is exactly what I think: whether it is possible for us to rethink architecture and 
bring it back to business in that sense, then space is exactly the place to come from. This is not 
just something I think, it was coming from the idea of Beaux Arts when there were the painters 
and sculptors and architects: they were all part of fine art. That was the question about space. 
Then the three big, difficult questions posed by Constantin. But they are essential to the core. 
I think you are probably right in remarking that Schools of Architecture will probably develop 
with different concepts and different profiles. I am quite sure that the environmental issue will 
be a very strong issue in many schools. It is difficult to see how they can escape that, whatever 
they do. Yet if technology is the other issue, I am not the right person to answer that. But 
someone from a college coming from the Schools of Architecture in technological universities 
might have the idea of how we could develop that. I think that was a very interesting point. 
Regarding this machinery technology, I think researchers do need some of this equipment. 
The only equipment we have in our school is a light oratory.  We are up in the north, so we 
have the need to study light: everyday light, sunlight, so we have a light oratory. We also have 
a winter oratory because it is a place in the world where there is a lot of snow and we need 
to know how the snow is coming and creating problems for the infrastructure for example. I 
would say, therefore, laboratories that are connected to the idea of the programme would be 
efficient and necessary for research. 

Michael Edén, Goeteborg, Sweden

First of all, I must apologise for laughing when you asked “What is it all about?” as it was exactly 
something I myself wanted to ask and so I could not give an answer! I would like to make the 
point that the dividing line between technology and environmental concerns should not be 
there because we cannot solve the environmental problems without a lot of the technological 
development. However, I think there is a historical reason. The early Green movement was very 
hostile to the industrialists and the existence of technology. On the other hand, the engineers 
were not very keen on the environmental restrictions. I would very much like to see that as a 
fusion or a new field. I do not have a lot about the second comment about innovation. What 
you were saying about the innovation in the theory for producing industry has found to be 
not very relevant to the building sector because we work in a very project oriented way; we 
work in teams. We do not do prototypes for mass production, and also there is a scarcity, 
meaning that what is common practice for one company is very new and experimental for 
another. It is therefore sometimes very interesting to see in the meetings of the building 
sector how information is spread. Finally, of course borders should be crossed and also taken 
down sometimes but using a metaphor from ecology, we could say that the most productive 
areas are the borders, the source. So in one way, I am very pro borders. Put them there, then 
let people challenge them and then something happens. So in one way, we need disciplines, 
we need precise questions, and then we need architects challenging that. Yet we should not 
think that the problem is to erase them. We have to be precise. 
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Pieter Versteegh, Fribourg, Switzerland

I also believe that what we have to do is to rethink the borders a little and the boundaries 
between disciplines. That is why we are talking about renewing transdisciplinarity, we found out 
in our experimentations with the students that a strong interdisciplinary environment where 
students look at different disciplines is neither a very easy, nor a very direct one for the students. 
It asks them to go through theories that they have neither the competency nor the knowledge 
to understand; it is very esoteric. Architecture can be, as I call it, an autistic discipline, so going 
through this system of courses in which you try to teach students about other disciplines and 
try to make them understand, taking it back to architecture is a tremendous detour. So you 
have to try and develop a way of putting architecture students together with people from other 
disciplines in teams, working together and practising together the real thing. It is amazing to 
see how, for instance, a biologist can speak and think and work on the urban; I learn so much 
about it and is so direct that I do not need the text on biology to understand him, it is just a 
question of practising, working with these people that is important. So we are more and more 
into this organisation of practising together. This also starts to answer Constantin’s question 
about separation between aspects because I think such separation exists only in a simplistic 
view of things. I can connect it back to the machines that you are working with because there 
is one way of seeing this very expensive machinery. I remember seeing the first movie here, I 
think is was two years ago, by Gramazio and Kohler and I was sitting here and really feeling like 
it was some 1940s Charlie Chaplin movie! I truly felt a very strange awareness. I thought how 
this really showed that we have not been dealing with industrialisation at all in architecture. It 
is so amazing that we still have to go through this now! Again, today, I wonder, we can be very 
critical about these kind of instruments, but what I take from it is that you are working with 
people from industry, from industrialisation, from other ways of producing things and working 
together is really the important thing that we gain from this. 

Maria Voyatzaki, Thessaloniki, Greece

Maybe we are having this discussion at a very wrong moment: I have been trying very hard 
to persuade my school to buy equipment. In fact, any misuse of any tool is dangerous for 
architecture and so consequently for human beings. To be banal, especially for the people 
who have heard me speak about this: a pencil and a piece of paper can be as dangerous for 
architecture as a machine. Therefore, it could be dismissive to say that buying the machine 
could not make any difference to architecture but at the same time it could be accepted that 
no good architecture would necessarily be produced if the means were available to the school. 
However, if a school can be open and complementary and have the best of both worlds that 
is to say, to have a strong mission statement, a strong philosophical premise and at the same 
time to have the means to be testing things one to one and have a close cooperation with 
the industry, then this is ideal. So I do not think there is an “either/or” situation, I think there is 
a “both/and” situation.

Urs Hirschberg, Graz, Austria

We are eager to agree with this, so I will perhaps answer the earlier question. The machinery 
in itself is not so worthwhile if it is not connected, if you cannot do meaningful things with 
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it. We might also talk about it in terms of whether you are looking for machines that do a lot 
for a lot of students. The worst thing is to just spend your money. When we talk about the 
best machines, one might be a laser cutter because many people can use it; it is very simple 
and many things can be done with it. There are many different, very interesting gauges and 
architectural thinking. Yet that is no reason for not obtaining such things and if you have the 
occasion to handle these things, you can do interesting things with them. The other question 
is why there are these two camps, the digital aspect and the sustainability side. The project that 
allowed us to buy the robot was labelled as “resource efficient non-standard structures”. So in 
the programme for that, we try to bridge that because so far non-standard is always stupidly 
expensive and is used for extravaganzas, whereas to think of how these new technologies 
can actually be used towards resource efficiency was the new trajectory of our research. Of 
course, no-one ever fulfils the ideal but we search and make an effort to bridge those fields 
and think about sustainability when we use digital tools and the like.

Maria Voyatzaki, Thessaloniki, Greece 

While I am sure you know this, I just wanted to mention it for the sake of this discussion. 
There are two things: there is the essence, the real issues and as has been indicated, there is 
politics. Therefore, subject areas in Schools of Architecture are associated with certain per-
sonalities whereby, even though they see that things are not separated but interlinked, to 
use Chris Younes’s favourite word, they cannot get on, so they decide to set up two different 
Master’s courses for that very reason. I am sure you know this: at the Bartlett for example, 
which is known to be a centre of excellence when it comes to research, they have the Mas-
ter’s on sustainability and environmental issues, they have all the other things on theory and 
digital and all that, but they have a very particular Master’s course that hits the nail on the 
head. This is adaptive architecture because the digital paradigm has a value - going back to 
the previous sessions - it talks about adaptive and responsive architecture and it puts the 
emphasis on the climate, when it wants. In fact, however, this can be a dimension where you 
have a general umbrella that talks about the contemporary approaches to design through a 
certain means. One threat can be the environment as a response to the responsive, adaptive 
aspect of contemporary architecture. Thus there are ways of bridging gaps but in Schools 
of Architecture things co-exist or they are separated because they are associated to certain 
personalities. It is a true fact.  

Stefano Musso, Genoa, Italy

Man cannot be avoided!

Herman Neuckermans, Leuven, Belgium

There is a way between having the tools and not having the tools, but using the tools from 
somebody else. I am in the Faculty of Engineering and there are many in my situation and 
there is something that spread across Europe. Just before I retired, I became a member of a 
committe at our school which is in the mechanical engineering stuff and we can use it when 
and how we like. They have a laser cutter, they have 3D printers, they have other relevant 
equipment they have all the stuff. This is the best solution I can imagine: they have to follow 
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the evolution and you just use them and then you use them when you need them; it is not 
the reverse, because if you have the thing, it is not question of putting the cart before the 
horse - you need some reason to have these things, a paradigm and then they fit the tool 
and not the reverse. 

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I have to come to back to this because I have the feeling that probably my intervention 
appeared to you as a negative criticism of the new technological infrastructure and the new 
digital paradigms, but it is the contrary. I have very good proof of this since over the past three or 
four years we have organised with Maria Voyatzaki at least five workshops which have focused 
on this issue. Therefore, the concern behind these efforts was to find the articulation between 
two important questions: the one being the environment and the role of architecture in the 
protection of the environment. The second was the use of new possibilities to create forms. 
Personally, I do not think that these are two different paradigms and two different directions, 
even if different people go to the one and to the other. I will add in parentheses that among 
the students whose letters I signed, those who preferred to go to the environmental studies 
appeared to have higher marks in the theoretical aspects of the course and worse marks in the 
design studio. This was in contrast to the others going to the digital, who had very good marks 
in the studio and not such good marks on the theoretical side. This was our situation at least, 
I do not know if this is too much of a generalisation, but there seems to be a feeling that the 
good designers want to go to the digital things while the “thinkers” want to go to the other side 
of things. So even if different personalities follow the one direction or the other, in the end, I 
feel that there is something in common. The common word which I find very interesting is the 
word “generate”. Generating forms, form generation, generative components: all this discourse 
of the digital related not to the design form, but the generational form, I think has inherently 
a very strong natural and ecological nature which has to be cultivated. Therefore I think that 
one of the projects that we have to develop is to find the articulation between the two. For this 
reason, both approaches are extremely useful and necessary in Schools of Architecture. The 
other thing that I would like to say is that if we follow the suggestion made, whereby we have 
to involve students in the decision-making, then we must realise that students are fascinated by 
both of those aspects. It is therefore absolutely necessary in Schools of Architecture to have the 
opportunity to cultivate them. Even if, at this very moment, there is not a significantly different 
structure and the question is whether we should spend money on installing equipment and 
why we should, I would like to give another reason for this. It is not only a reason to persuade 
our heads to invest in this direction - although I am sure that it is something else we could 
use! - it is that the presence of such an infrastructure could keep the students who graduate 
from the school in the school. This is because what we actually do is to export our brains, brains 
which are produced after some very hard work in our institution. We export these brains for 
free to other institutions who invest them in order to have this infrastructure, which in itself 
attracts these brains in the first place and in most cases keeps them there and exploits them. 
Thus we lose the human capital which we have produced. This is why I think the schools have 
to develop these kinds of facilities in order to extend the educational cycles to the third cycle 
and to offer a more precise and extended education. 
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Reflections
Stefano Francesco MUSSO 

The session devoted to the problem of any new teaching subject matter or areas in the con-
struction of the curricula in our  schools of architecture was particularly rich in examples and 
points of view, partly converging and partly reflecting the many differences between the vari-
ous involved realities. The members of the panel, in fact, reasoned on the proposed themes 
and questions raised by the organizers with a perspective of general nature but, inevitably 
and rightly, starting from their educational experiences and management. 

It is now difficult to propose a comprehensive summary and significant conclusions that tie 
together the various interventions, without the risk of trivializing or excessively outline their 
content. However, we can at least offer some thoughts on what is shared in common and 
emerged from the statements of speakers, together with the lively debate that followed. That’s 
the reason why I avoid here any quotations to the texts of the single authors. 

Though with different accents, on the other hand, they all agreed that the issue of new sub-
ject matter of teaching, in any field of education but especially in architecture, cannot be 
addressed with abstract or ideological attitude. In a world that changes rapidly and sometimes 
dramatically, each action of didactic and pedagogic nature be born from a continuous and 
updated reflection that transcends the mere mechanical organization of the study courses 
and of the schools in which the careers of our students develop. Since Vitruvius, as some of 
the components of the panel have pointed out, there is clear awareness that architecture is 
a complex art (and technique or science) and that the architectural profession requires that 
architect’s preparation must continue throughout his professional life and that it cannot be 
reducible to patterns fixed and constant over time. The concept of "golden mediocritas", for 
the author of “De Architectura”, was a very different thing than the mediocrity which we refer 
to today, with deprecation and negative side effects. The architect should be, even then, an 
educated person, perhaps not really experienced in every field is involved in but voted them 
and able to "take a glance" knowledge of the many aspects involved in the act of designing 
and afterword  constructing buildings, for the benefit of mankind, able to respond to their 
practical and spiritual needs: stable and safe, functional but also "beautiful." From those dis-
tant considerations, the world is very changed, with a significant acceleration in the last two 
centuries and a true global revolution in recent decades. In this long process, topics, issues, 
conceptual, theoretical and practical instruments that the aspiring architect and then the pro-
fessional one must know and dominate, owning and knowing how to maneuver the ultimate 
goals of its action in society, are not simply changed. They have expanded in quantity, they 
differentiated as regards the contents, the theoretical basis and the operational impact. They 
were intertwined, overlapping, contaminated, or hybridized drawing or reflecting a pattern of 
knowledge, intentions, and increasingly complex ways, yet fluid and dynamic. So, it is not the 
first time that we question on the topics proposed by the organizers of this conference. Several 
times, during past history, with different ways dependent on social, political, economic, cultural 
and geographical factors, the issue of what is necessary, useful or essential to the education of 
an architect was faced with obvious repercussions on the organization of studies and schools 
for that purpose. This was true at least since, from the late Renaissance and then, more deci-
sively, in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth centuries, the education and training of the Architect 
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has abandoned the "workshop", the simple learning by viewing and experiencing from others, 
to be finally committed to specific training within institutionalized schools and using various 
models. From the Academies, the professional Colleges, the Schools Polytechnic, till the current 
faculties and schools within modern universities. In the Eighteenth century, for example, who 
wanted to practice as an architect in Lombardy (north Italy), was obliged to follow the teach-
ing of Mathematics at the Faculty of Medicine in Pavia, or at the Palatine Schools in Milan, in 
addition and for integration to the knowledge about the classical treatises on architecture and 
the matters mainly related to the drawing art,  acquirable at the Brera Academy of Fine Arts. It's 
just a quick mention in a very complex and diverse situation, across Europe, that we have no 
time to analyze here, but that tells us how the plot and the gradual expansion of disciplinary 
knowledge has always characterized the different education and training systems for archi-
tects. The situation, today, is even more complex and mobile. However, it remains the need to 
bring the different basic and specialized contributions on the field to an acceptable synthesis, 
always avoiding the risk of responding to the complexity of a changing world (as has already 
changed in the past) with a simplistic, additive or multiplicative mechanism of expansion of 
knowledge, content and tools that are considered necessary to form a suitable architect, at 
the time in which we live, able to respond to its increasing complexity. 

On that, all the panelists were very clear and consistent. On the other hand, using a culinary 
metaphor, we know that in the preparation of all food all ingredients are essential but not 
sufficient to guarantee its quality e palatability. We need also the recipe, the inspiration, the 
experience or, more probably, a non predictable mix of these different things, so that quality 
could be really achieved. And we cannot forget also the  accidents or the external boundary 
conditions which also profoundly affect the outcome of the process of food preparation itself. 

In other words, less extemporaneous, the question refers to the eternal conflict (in itself errone-
ous and capable of determining disasters) between "reductionism" and "holism" considered 
as recurring human attitudes in the field not only of the studies and knowledge. Even this 
aspect of the issues raised in the session has been clearly expressed by the speakers, using 
significant examples related to both the content of traditional and innovative training courses 
for architects, and the educational structures in which they are hinged. 

Emerges so clearly from their papers, for instance, that certainly the issue of “sustainability” 
is more and more crucial for the education of our students, today and for their future profes-
sional practice. It, inter alia, requires a proper training, constant updating of contents and 
the conceptual or operational tools acquired in school and destined, inevitably, to a gradual 
obsolescence. One  arduous and urgent task for our schools, by and through the content they 
offer students that are updated at the time when they are attending the courses, is to firstly 
teach them how to learn by themselves in the future. Educate self learning and self education 
are new challenges with respect to the recent past. They impose on us, as educators, an effort 
of pedagogical imagination that is absolutely innovative. We will never prevent the changing 
world around us. The schools will inevitably come after and adjust, hopefully in a critical way, 
the changes around them. Their action, however, always ends up affecting the transformations 
of contemporary society. Everything is to decide whether such influence is positive, proactive 
and able to positively contribute to solving the many problems of contemporary society, or 
if it is  merely and passively submitting to reflect the ongoing changes. Consider the increas-
ingly urgent need to save the limited, often irreplaceable or irreproducible resources of our 
"Mother Earth". Of course this is a crucial and sensitive area of action for anyone involved in 
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the processing and management of the built and natural environment. Among these, the 
architect has a role certainly not secondary. Someone among the panelist, however, stressed 
that this is a theme not totally new, although recent, and that certainly it should be not the 
subject of a new single discipline and teaching. Interpreting the theme of sustainability with 
all its implications and contradictions, as a new "field" of teaching, would be, perhaps, a real 
betrayal of its essence. With different accents, all the speeches of the session say it clearly. The 
issue is so crucial that cannot be forced to cross the boundaries of disciplines in the traditional 
sense. Even more, we know how the sustainability and future of life on the planet is linked more 
to the overall style of life than to individual objects or their characteristics and performance. 
These are certainly relevant and are duly subject of teaching and educational experimenta-
tion, but unfortunately they are not sufficient to ensure the future sustainability of life in 
the built environment. This example helps us understand that it is not thinkable or useful to 
respond to the issues raised by the session, chasing or multiplying the knowledge involved 
in this process. Would it not be fair and useful even provide for them new spaces of expres-
sion, self-formalized in the curricula of studies that our schools must arrange for the students 
of today and tomorrow. It would be a vain pursuit to the rapidly changing world. The result 
should be an exasperated process of specialist reductionism, always destined to be overtaken 
by external changes and marked by a dramatic loss of centrality of Architecture. Many, in fact, 
stressed the need to keep (or recover in time where it was foggy) the holistic dimension of 
Architecture, not surprisingly marked by the specificity of the project. I do not mean to claim 
that the only simple singularities of the project, considered as special product of the architect 
that, indeed, should be rather constituted by the construction of what the project entails. I 
mean, rather, as many contributions to this session indirectly suggest, to recall the centrality 
of the project as a very special way to explore the world around us and its possibility, or need, 
for sustainable conservation, modification and transformation. The project activity marks the 
education and action of the architect as that of many other players in the world today but, 
in relation to Architecture, it shall outline in the most recognizable and most delicate and 
ambiguous ways. If considered as  a simple “product”, it suffers from the reduction to a simple 
image that conveys different meanings and messages (sometimes even counterproductive), 
far from it should provide answers to the question of social living in the world with balance, 
justice and freedom. For us, rather, in the project lies the delicate ability to pre-see the results 
of a deliberate action on the world. Too high, then, is the risk that, while running its spaces and 
using its resources, we are left to a blind will to power, appearing indifferent to the needs of 
the same world around us, all folded in on itself, auto aim, self-referential or subject to inter-
est foreign to it. Here again, as is apparent between the lines of many interventions and the 
ensuing debate, the contemporary philosophical, epistemological and pedagogical reflection 
can help us avoid dangerous drift. The means, in fact, should never win out over goals, or even 
become an end in themselves. The relationship between science and technique or technology 
is emblematic for this purpose if indeed, as many complain, has now reversed the traditional 
link between them that the ancient and modern thought had established, to make room for 
a kind of self finalization of the last ones. The same process is likely to invest now even our 
educational activities, if we confuse the subjects taught and their contents, and whether we 
want the latter, taken by themselves, isolated and increasingly parceled out (or atomized), 
such as ultimate goals of our training action. 
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For these reasons, then returned to the fore, in addition to questions about "what" we teach 
(such as subjects, with such content, in such proportions and where) those linked to clarify 
the "why" we do it, that is the reasons and purpose of our educational activity, but also those 
designed to investigate the "how" it can be expressed effectively rather than efficiently. The 
"why", first, involves a broad ideal panorama, which is also political, I would say, rather than 
the only autonomous subjects. Although it is certainly possible, for example, strengthen the 
presence of matters as  Ethics or Aesthetics alongside those of Building Physics or Materials 
Technology and others already present in our curricula. The questions related to “how” we teach 
must also find answers respectful of the unique conditions under which each of us work (the 
place, its history, its characters, land, environment, social, political or productive structure it is 
embedded in,...) and where the school is rooted, with its own specificity that is irreducible to 
international standardized models (size, teaching staff, relations with the territory, history ...). 
These are questions that affect also the issue, some underlined, linked to installations, machines 
or innovative means by which students may be allowed to actively experiment their design 
ideas (modelers, simulators, robotics, structures and technical supports, tools and devices). All 
the panelists, in fact, recognize that is not certainly in the sophistication or economic weight of 
these endowments that the only or unique opportunities for innovation and effective training 
of our students reside. Again, the media cannot or should never take the total over the ends 
of our actions. 

I conclude by referring the reader to the individual papers presented at the meeting and the 
debate that has developed from them. Indeed, I believe that only by constantly returning to 
these questions, we can tune into the school and the didactic activity (subjects, structures, 
curricula, methods and forms of teaching...) with the changing world, with its needs and the 
expectations of the society in which (and for which) we work and, even more, our students 
will work. 
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Debate 

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I would like you to express one or two thoughts on what I have experienced so far. I would also 
like to explain a little the preparation process I went through with Maria Voyatzaki in organising 
the agenda for this event before presenting it to the Council for a final decision.  

From the very first session, I noticed that a certain word appeared many times in this meeting; 
it appeared much more often than in other previous meetings. I tried to follow this during the 
second, third and fourth sessions and I noticed that this is the first time at this meeting that this 
word does not necessarily dominate, but it certainly appears very frequently. This is the word 
"must". Never in the past did we speak using the word must. This is because in all the previous 
meetings the discussions were focused, more or less, on issues about our past experiences, 
to understand conditions, political aspects, the Bologna Agreement and such like. This time, 
however, when the discussion was about the future, the word must appeared very often. Must 
is a strange word: it seems to incorporate both frustration and hope, for it always describes 
something that does not exist, which is why it must exist. Yet at the same time, it incorporates 
a hope that this which does not exist can really exist. Therefore, the fact that this word appears 
many times made me think that we are in a situation where we are feeling rather frustrated 
with what we already have but where could become optimistic about what we have in mind 
to obtain. It is a somewhat strange situation which reminds me of the words of (name?) who 
said that we are experiencing a condition where something takes time to die and something 
else takes time to be born. 

We are in this transitory period, a very particular situation where we are hoping for things that 
we do not have, but we are starting to believe that these will be possible to obtain. Having that 
in mind, I remembered the discussions we had in the preparations of this and our hesitation 
over the word "uncertainty". The discussion with Maria Voyatzaki was whether in the title the 
word uncertainty should appear in a negative or a positive sense. The result of this discus-
sion was that finally uncertainty appears here as something neutral and that was something 
that we liked: it was behind our thoughts. Uncertainty was not something with a negative 
symbolism or derogatory connotations; on the contrary, we considered it as something that 
could be positive while uncertainty can also be negative. If someone looked at the history of 
architecture, he could say - here I ask Stefano Musso if he agrees with this - that architecture 
is the history of the different forms of uncertainty which created the views, the values and the 
perspectives of the new versions of architecture. He could also say that it is not possible to 
have architecture or production or creative actions without the feeling of uncertainty, without 
the existence of a crisis, without the existence of something which is considered negative, or 
without the feeling that we do not have something that we would however very much like to 
have. What we do not have is a direct critique of what we already have here in which what we 
are hoping for is not there. 

Architecture is, therefore, always produced by such forces which nourish our creative produc-
tion. So instead of blaming this and looking for a way to try and deal with it as we did previously, 
trying to transform the uncertainty into certainties, let us decide to deal with the uncertainty 
in order to protect it because this will help and facilitate our creativity. Continuing the idea 
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of that in architectural education, it was with great pleasure that I felt that in this situation of 
uncertainty, a new situation has emerged. My feeling is that it is already here, not something 
to be expected but which we are still continuing to discuss as if it were something expected; 
this is the feeling that we have passed from an education conceived as the transfer of knowl-
edge to an education which is conceived as a facilitation of acquiring new skills. I think that 
this shift which has been happening progressively, year by year, in this room, makes this year 
a very significant statement. I remember in 1996 - as do most of you who are frequently in 
this room - that in the first session about competences, there was a kind of fear, a wariness of 
touching it as something operational or useful. Now, however, I strongly believe that firstly 
there is a common understanding between us that we are more or less ready to implement 
new teaching practices in order to achieve this paradigm shift. I also tend to believe, and I 
hope I am right to believe this, that for most of us, the tendency to educate or the concept of 
educating students in order to achieve skills and competences is the only way to produce the 
"local tomatoes". This really is the only way, because when someone defines competences, 
defines concepts and each one of us, I mean each school, translates these concepts in its own 
different way; this will assure that in this way the "tomatoes" will have a flavour. 

Moreover, they will have the local flavour, which will not be universalised but will be very 
particular and very interesting for the people who taste the flavour in order to feel that they 
are in a particular place. As we are obliged therefore to be universal and at the same time 
local, this shift towards competences, which has within it the must and which incorporates 
the frustration and the hope, I feel that it was something that was, to myself at least, evident 
in this room; this was a very optimistic message that I received from this meeting. Of course, 
I am not the appropriate person to make such comments, but forgive me for this somewhat 
egotistical, positive view of the event, and I hope that your contributions will help all of us to 
define the main lines of the eventual future development of this meeting. 

Oren Lieberman, Bornmouth, United Kingdom

We tackled many things and through some of your comments and those of the panel, I 
feel we have arrived at a certain place as well. This does not mean that we know where we 
are, but we have certainly arrived somewhere. In the spirit of some of the things we have 
discussed over the last days, I would like to make a suggestion if I may. It draws a little on 
the word speculation which has come up several times; it draws on the desire to interlink, 
different ways of producing things. I think we are all looking for different ways of producing 
things and we might develop a kind of example in this meeting whereby we might look at 
different ways of producing things. I would like to suggest that we might not only retain the 
kind of format that we have had here but perhaps also inject it with some embodied action. 
I would recommend that part of the meeting - whether next year or in later years - be for us 
to do some stuff, to gather together in Chania and for perhaps one of the days, to begin to 
produce space, as we ask our students to; to be involved with the city in a particular way; to 
use us as an example as part of the discussions which will then follow; to incorporate some 
of the things we have been discussing over the last four or five years and then today. This 
deals with the relationship between the discourse and the singular event which develops 
into a very lively and deeply informative discussion such as we have had here. It changes the 
way in which I think because it affords me a view into different ways of doing things. We may 
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also to be able to do something which might be called an event that we might not be able 
to explain exactly but which we could do together; it could then participate in the nature of 
our discussions in future meetings.  

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

We had a discussion about that yesterday afternoon and I am glad that you have presented this 
in public because in this way, it will be recorded and can be elaborated on. Since all proposals 
are welcome, I would like to ask you if possible to make them a little more detailed and precise 
in order for us to understand these ideas a little better regarding the practicalities; afterwards 
we will see if an idea could be feasible and how it could be done. 

Denise Mazlum, Istanbul, Turkey  

I think this meeting was very interesting, but in my opinion, a very important part of the dis-
cussion is missing, since there are no students here at all. Would it be possible to have some 
sessions where student representatives are present, together with some students from Chania 
University? Would it not be interesting to hear their opinions as well? This is my suggestion.

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

I have to say that such a suggestion has appeared several times in the past. The reason that we 
hesitated to have students was based upon how possible it is to have a representative selection. 
There is an international, or at least a European, association of students of architecture and there 
was an idea to invite some of the people from there but it was said that we would probably need 
to have a broader spectrum because here we discuss things related to different geographies 
and different educational systems and so forth. It remained, however, something on the side. 
I think that this year, the presence of Stephanie was something of a shock, in a positive sense! 
Not in terms of Stephanie herself, but simply the fact that the students showed themselves 
to be able to structure a very interesting discourse and to open our minds. For this reason, I 
think that we have to consider your proposal seriously and to collaborate in order to find a way 
for students who may come here to be cases who will represent a number of approaches. It is 
not a very easy task to choose, otherwise we would appear to be favouring some views over 
others. In any case, however, this is something that I think is worth our attention in the future.  

Colin Hughes, Manchester, United Kingdom

To add to the discussion you have just had, at the European Assembly of Students of Archi-
tecture that we had in Manchester earlier this month there were about 450 students from 
around 50 different European countries. I animated a debate within the standing conference 
of Schools of Architecture in the UK a meeting in which we actually liaise with students to 
discuss the possibility of their trying to use their network for things other than just promoting 
their workshop assembly. I can say that they were generally of the view that they like to be 
students outside the system but of course I am reminded that they were often supported by 
people like me financially when they come to my city and perhaps they might be very interested 
in some of the issues that clearly correspond to the debates here. It was quite obvious from 
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the anecdotal admissions of students about issues concerning mobility between countries 
and qualification recognition that they were experiencing considerable difficulty with what 
is meant to be a fluid system where there is mutual recognition. So I have not lost hope that 
we can make something of this. I know that a couple of people in Manchester are still very 
interested in trying to develop some things so it may be that the network which actually has 
national representatives in 50 countries could be used to gather data or do other things and 
maybe produce representatives. It did seem somewhat problematic when we had the meeting 
in Manchester, but it is not over yet! I know that for example Adrian Joyce from ACE is quite 
interested in this as well as in the UK are very interested because they again want to have an 
avenue of UK networks. It would be very valuable if that could then work on a European level. 
There may be more news on that at some point. 

I would like to make one other comment. In his presentation, James Horan talked about us 
being fearful; he talked about legislation and regulation. I think that every year we need to be 
reminded that regulation is the ascertaining of a minimum standard: frankly, it has nothing to 
do with our ambitions very often, it has nothing to do with the great success that architecture 
enjoys and so on. I personally do not feel threatened by regulation in the sense that a minimum 
standard is something that we should all have no difficulty in meeting quite comfortably. 
Obviously, there is a huge amount of tedium in going through the processes of asserting 
our standards but the issue of having standards is, I think, a given. I think we might consider 
other formats within the framework of this meeting. It is very interesting when we talk about 
uncertainty in the future and change: one thing that never changes is the way events are run 
here. I know there are very good reasons for it but the debates sometimes are really collections 
of comments rather than debates. I certainly still believe it would be very valuable if we could 
promote more debate and perhaps work on somewhat more defined issues. That is a personal 
view that may not be shared by others.

Constantin Spiridonidis, Thessaloniki, Greece

Concerning the students, I would like to say that the problem we have is that of having to pay 
for the students because of course we have to pay for their travel expenses. Given that the 
schools barely support the participation of the heads, how would it be possible for them to 
support students? The problem is that the mobility of students is not eligible for the expenses 
paid for by European funding for this kind of programme. This means we have to find other 
sources in order to cover this. If someone wanted to have ten people as student representa-
tion, for example, already it would be about 1000 which is not very easy to find. This is why 
in the past we have had some kind of representation but it is not a reason to start looking for 
possibilities. Yet since you have this kind of link, we have to keep it alive in order to see if we 
could manage to have such possibilities.    
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