














These two professional restrictions,
in the face of vast and continual
change in socio-cultural and techno­
logical conditions, appear to have led
to much of the dilemma which con­
fronts architects and architecture
today.

In the face of a growing industrial­
ization of the construction trades, ar­
chitects chose to remain aloof from
direct involvement in the building in­
dustry - a decision which has cas­
caded into the separation of architec­
ture from one of its more generative
sources of design energy; and, para­
doxically, at the moment when west­
ern society had begun to move toward
the margins, and toward limits of col­
lective tolerance and risk, into fierce
and daunting urbanization processes,
architects were simultaneously estab­
lishing their principal role as that of
professional consultants to individual
clients - dealing with assigned and
isolated parts of human settlements.
This role disregarded evidence that all
aspects of man's environments were
intrinsically related - and especially
that an uncontrollably urbanizing and
fast-changing environment could not
be viewed merely as a coHection of
clients - who gave assignments ­
but needed to be seen as a complex of
increasingly sophisticated variables
which designers of environments have
to identify and to which they have to
respond in a way which could give life
a form - in environments designed for
living.

During this period, the mid-nine­
teenth century, institutionalized
academic preparation for architecture
began. Students, according to prevail­
ing professional precepts, were
"taught" how to deal with an assigned
part of the environment and to plan
and execute physical change that satis­
fied a discrete need. In a day when
society's collective needs were more
easily identified, schools of architec­
ture often succeeded in raising the as­
pirations of the public, as well as the
levels of performance of the practicing
professional. But, its methodology
also built in predicaments that were to
return to haunt us in later decades.
Countless generations of architects
were "schooled" in isolation of an un­
derstanding of the relationships bet­
tween their actions and the events of
life as a whole - a relationship that
has great effect upon how we compre­
hend and deal with problems.

Professional preparation of this sort
might not have appeared unreasonable
during a period when environmental
decision-making could be conducted
by architects close to the source of ap­
plication and still entailed a relatively
simple and flexible technology. Conse­
quently, the processes of choice, im­
plementation, feedback and alteration
could be immediate and adaptive.

But, in the contemporary industrial
and technological societies of today,
environmental design decision-making
involves increasingly complex organiza­
tional structures, vast ranges of appli­
cation, and intricate networks of parti­
cipants in modes of participation which
increase the social and administrative
distance between architects, other par­
ticipants in the environmental design
process, and with growing and diverse
societies, each with unique and rising
expectations.

The uncontrolled growth of cities,
the increasing technological complex­
ity, the organizational problems of new
scales of operations, and the
population and knowledge explosions
began to overtake the independent
practitioner and to overtake his mas­
tery of his own field. The area of ex­
pertise which the architect set out as
his province proved insufficient to deal
with unprecedented technological,
social, economic, and conceptual set­
tings that were to have extraordinarily
complex effects on the shaping of the
places where we live.

Accordingly, architects and environ­
mental designers IIprepared" for pro­
fessional life by precepts set forth
when the organizational patterns for
our profession were established more
than a century ago now have only
weak links to the processes of environ­
ment forming. Because of these weak
links, their imaginations and their capa­
bilities exceed the limits of their power
to bring order, form, and vitality to hu­
man settlements.

There is no doubt that architects in
this role contributed handsome and
distinguished buildings to the
American as well as to the world
scene. But this does not appear to be
enough if we are to survive the future,
for the individual building is ceasing to
be the characteristic unit by which en­
vironment is developed. Architecture
must be approached more and more in
a larger environmental issues context
and, it is now clear, will require a new

commitment for a more effective in­
volvement by architects in conceptual­
ization and structuring of settlements.

What is to be done? One thing,
education and re-education will have
to be complete throughout the profes­
sion, and it will have to be diverse. It is
this diversity that may once again lend
us professional strengths - par­
ticularly at a time when it is so easy to
become captive of faddish thoughts
and sterile ideologies. Diversity, how­
ever, has many dimensions. Its roots,
in this historic era, appear embedded in
a soil that is nourishing a transforma­
tion of the environmental design pro­
cess. Much of our cultural leadership,
many of our professionals concerned
with built places, and increasing num­
bers of the occupants of our human
settlements - who have been suffer­
ing through the crises of urbanization
and have been witness to a contempo­
rary environmental impoverishment ­
are coming to feel intensely about the
need for more viable built settlements.

For the human habitat provides a
framework for living in which many
human activities converge and is an
omnipresent source of daily influence.
Built places and settlement patterns,
however, largely have been imposed
upon their contemporary occupants
and have resulted from the cumulative
contributions and mistakes of previous
generations. There is a growing dissat­
isfaction with such imposed con­
ditions, and popular opinion increas­
ingly seems unwilling to accept their
perpetuation.

A legitimate environment, we now
know, must set out to welcome the
people who come to live there. It is
wedded to the affirmation of new
relationships between a human family,
environmental designers, disciplinary
contributors, decision-makers, and be­
tween choices of lifestyles.

While it is to be hoped that in open
societies the appreciation and the re­
ward of individual creative acts of great
merit will be retained, the architect as a
professional will find himself operating
in an increasingly elaborate infor­
mation and control system and in­
volved with a whole array of partici­
pants functioning in modes no yet fully
perceived.

It is in this rather nebulous and
changing context that the structuring
institutions of our profession must help



to identify a IIsecond generation"
mission - for the achievement of the
settlement by design, the settlement
for people, the conserving and enhanc­
ing settlement - and to seek the
profile of the new horizon. The future
surely will demand expanded concepts
in professional!educational activities,
require us to seek interactions in a
broad range of domestic and interna­
tional arenas, and surely will demand
the acquisition of new mechanisms
with which to apply methodologies,
policies, and technologies to meet
emerging global issues of habitat, now
approaching a point of crisis.

We also must find the ways to
enlarge cross-discipline exchange.
The form and substance of the human
habitat and the resultant patterns of
human settlements can give great
meaning to all disciplines, and, broadly
conceived, can point up areas where
the psychologist, the sociologist, the
economist, and others, as well as the
architect, can find expanded roles in
the cultural development and definition
of built places and settlements.

What, of course, is suggested is that
new, expanded, and life-long
pedagogical systems must be set in
place to enable all participants in the
contemporary design process to reach
the wealth of physical and intellectual
tools - the array of methodologies, al­
ternative technologies, environmental
management processes, growing
automated information systems, and
appropriate design methods - and
through their activities and research,
further enrich and contribute to the de­
velopment of these tools. These peda­
gogical settings could yield liveable en­
vironments and a humane architecture
for this era.

To accomplish such an effort will re­
quire the formation of consortia, inter­
connected associations of individuals

and institutions - possibly centered in
professional schools in universities but
not necessarily so - constituted as a
situs of resources of regional or na­
tional or of international range - serv­
ing the architectural, environmental
design, and management needs of
communities, provide the assistance
necessary to meet future socio-cultural
demands, and seek the support of
agencies and industries related to the
design, building, and the management
of environments. Such consortia
would function in a way analagous to,
possibly exceeding, the role which the
teaching hospital plays in medicine ­
as a facility for the education of the
medical student, for research by con­
tributory disciplines, for the practition­
er-physician confronted with patient
needs beyond the resources of his
clinic or office, and one which serves
the health care needs of the larger
community of which it is a part.

A new beginning is accordingly sug­
gested - a third watershed in the his­
tory of mankind.

The first occurred with the invention
of the hoe in an agricultural revolution
that resulted in the first massive devel­
opment in mankind's capacity to
manage its terrestrial habitat. The vil­
lages of this era, 12,000 years ago,
were the primitive prototypes of the
human settlement. Continued tool ev­
olution eventually made possible the
support of vastly incresed populations
- and the city was invented in the
historic civilizations which appeared in
the major riverine environments in
Mesopotamia, Egypt, India, and China,
about 3500 B.C. A second historic
watershed, the product of mankind's
leap into the Industrial Revolution,
was an era of previously unimagined
economic and industrial expansion ­
at once brilliant, radical, and cata­
strophic. The advance of empirical
knowledge was without precedent,

but a rift in the interactions of society
was also created. With this rift, the
human habitat becomes undifferen­
tiated, characterized by continuous
growth and continuous change - with
problems continuously intensifying
and new ones continuously created.
We are poised now upon the threshold
of a post-industrial era. Although its
advent will not be without turmoil and
difficulty, it is postulated that the evo­
lution of new institutions, goals; and
value structures and notions of a new
quality of life on earth, together with
advanced technological and economic
developments, will permit the celebra­
tion of built places to again exist along­
side a care to meet the needs of in­
creasingly diverse human societies.
Were this not to occur, the stark alter­
native would appear to be the end of
recognizably human existence as we
have known it.

The ultimate questions are now be­
ing raised - as they have been in every
previous period of historic acceleration
and change and from which have
come the values and ideas that deter­
mined how we lived in the human hab­
itat. Should not Alpha Rho Chi, a sig­
nificant professional fraternity for ar­
chitecture and related disciplines, con­
tribute its diverse resources to the
search for the profile of the new
horizon, become part of the new par­
ticipatory and learning activities that
could change architecture's curve of
descent to one of ascent? And with
the proposed introduction of an ex­
panded format for its convention ses­
sions - addressed, paradoxically, to
the theme liThe New Horizon" - pro­
gram fraternal activities which join the
search for the larger purpose in the
practice of architecture - a purpose
that could yield a way to express the
role of knowledge and its transfer for
the building of a civilization in this his­
toric present?


