
[image: Cover Page of Teaching Design]


[image: Title Page of Teaching Design]


Copyright © 2017 by Meredith Davis

All rights reserved. Copyright under Berne Copyright Convention, Universal Copyright Convention, and Pan American Copyright Convention. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form, or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without the express written consent of the publisher, except in the case of brief excerpts in critical reviews or articles. All inquiries should be addressed to Allworth Press, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

Allworth Press books may be purchased in bulk at special discounts for sales promotion, corporate gifts, fund-raising, or educational purposes. Special editions can also be created to specifications. For details, contact the Special Sales Department, Allworth Press, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018 or info@skyhorsepublishing.com.

20  19  18  17  16          5  4  3  2  1

Published by Allworth Press, an imprint of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc. 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

Allworth Press® is a registered trademark of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc.®, a Delaware corporation.

www.allworth.com

Cover design by Meredith Davis

Cover photo credit Matthew Peterson

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available on file.

Print ISBN: 978-1-62153-530-0

Ebook ISBN: 978-1-62153-531-7

Printed in the United States of America




FOREWORD

It is surprising that there are so few books on teaching design, given the expanding size of the educational workforce in the field, very little college coursework on teaching design, and growing interest by K-12 teachers and university faculty from outside design in a design-thinking pedagogy. For the most part, architecture and design faculty have neither preservice nor in-service training for their role as teachers. They arrive in academic positions from graduate programs in design and professional practice, not from the study of curriculum and pedagogy more typical of teachers in K-12 schools. As an art education major at Pennsylvania State University in the 1960s before later study in design, I was required to take courses in the psychology of learning, philosophies of education, and sociology of teaching. I spent a full semester in high school teaching under the mentorship of an established educator and in supporting night classes required by the university to make sense of my full-time classroom experiences. While my college education couldn’t prepare me for the unpredictable realities of managing a classroom, it did provide me with a “meta” view of teaching that guides my work in and with complex institutions today.

Even more puzzling is limited recognition by design professionals regarding the contribution of education to practitioners’ worldviews of the discipline. Some designers question whether formal education in design is necessary, arguing that novices can acquire skills on the job or through self-education. Others debate the possible outcomes of two-year versus four-year programs or the relevance of qualifications in graduates of master’s programs. And while there is general acknowledgment that particular institutions produce certain kinds of design professionals, there is little analysis regarding exactly how these curricula and pedagogies impart specific values toward an evolving context for the field. With the exception of the Bauhaus, not much of recent design history is attributed specifically to the proselytizing effects of training and education.

At the same time, K-12 educators and college faculty in other domains who want to use a design-based approach to teaching and learning in any discipline cite a lack of literature in support of their interests. A study by the National Endowment for the Arts found that K-12 teachers who used design strategies in their classrooms generally had no background in design and learned about it through loose associations with design practitioners. They often felt adrift in the absence of appropriate references for their professional development. Similarly, college faculty seeking ways to increase students’ critical and creative thinking find few resources that describe practical strategies for applying design pedagogy to other college disciplines.

The purpose of this book, therefore, is to provide discussions of teaching and learning that fill gaps in the preparation of the professoriate. It is also to offer suggestions regarding practices for developing, articulating, and assessing curricula in an academic climate of increasing accountability and competition for resources.

In one sense, this book is ideologically agnostic toward the literal subject matter of education. There is no attempt to endorse a particular view of design that serves all programs or disciplines well. At the same time, discussions also reflect a fervent belief that curricular structure and pedagogy influence students’ lifetime goals and perspectives on the consequences of their work. How faculty organize what they teach and the methods through which they deliver content reflect a particular worldview against which designers evaluate professional responsibilities. In this sense, the book encourages rethinking design education for the rapidly changing context in which today’s students will spend their careers.



PART I

TEACHING ABOUT DESIGN



Unlike many professions in which practitioners study for their life’s work through specialized training, college and university faculty rarely prepare for their roles as teachers. They master disciplinary knowledge through focused undergraduate and graduate study, but few undergo instruction for imparting expertise to novices. Some faculty come to the teaching profession naturally, with strong skills for interacting with beginners, speaking publicly, and inventing learning experiences. Others mature as teachers on the job, while the consequences of their early struggles affect generations of students who enroll in their classes.

Complicating faculty lives is increasing pressure on college-level design programs to conform to the values and behaviors of institutions that look more and more like businesses. It is no longer possible to ignore a counting and measuring culture that allocates resources on the basis of competitive proposals, assesses effectiveness using standardized metrics, incentivizes particular kinds of scholarship, and rewards programs and faculty for their ability to achieve national reputations. Maintaining the authenticity of design curricula and instruction under the weight of these mandates requires that faculty and program administrators frame teaching and learning in ways that are also accountable to the strategic environment in which their programs exist.

At the same time, architecture and design are rapidly changing fields. Standing still is not an option; neither is simply reacting to the immediate hiring practices of local design offices whose interests are in the short-term skills of entry-level designers. Today’s design programs must prepare students for evolving with the field across fifty-year professional careers, responding to shifting paradigms for practice, and solving problems that are new to their fields. More importantly, colleges and universities prepare productive citizens who shape the world we live in through the type of inquiry a design education instills. This is not a responsibility faculty can leave to chance or view only as student preparation for employment.

The purpose of Part I: Teaching about Design, therefore, is to redress in some small way the missing education of college design faculty. In the opening chapter, the book traces the history of design education as evidence that many of the long-standing teaching traditions arose from very specific conditions. The chapter on curriculum development provides practical strategies for building programs that respond both to a counting-and-measuring culture and a changing profession. A chapter on what makes a good design project helps design practitioners distinguish between client-based work in design offices and learning experiences for students. The current emphasis on interdisciplinary engagement inspired the chapter on teaching collaboration and the implications of general education in design. The last chapter in Part I addresses assessment at the levels of student work and curriculum effectiveness, with concrete discussions of standards and rubrics.



CHAPTER 1:

A BRIEF HISTORY OF DESIGN EDUCATION



FROM TRADES TO PROFESSIONS

Today’s design fields began as trades, rather than professions. Artisans produced graphic communication, crafted objects of practical use, fashioned the interiors of buildings, and constructed shelter. Focused on the practical work of making things, new practitioners acquired expertise through on-the-job training. As early as the twelfth century, apprenticeship systems in Europe prepared people for work in design trades: traces of this approach to design education can still be found in some practices today.

In contrast to trades, modern professions have documented histories, bodies of literature that contain the accumulated knowledge of the discipline and practice, codes of ethics and standards of fair practice, critical discourse, efforts devoted exclusively to the generation of new knowledge, and formal strategies and institutions for educating new professionals. The professions of graphic, industrial, and interior design have origins in the twentieth century, especially in the United States.

The American Institute of Graphic Arts formed in 1914 as a small club of illustrators, graphic artists, printers, and publishers in New York (Heller & Gluck, 1989). The organization’s website describes the original forty members as “the old guard for a new profession” (Heller & Gluck, 1989). Design historian Steven Heller characterized their motives as an attempt to preserve the high art of typography and printing, threatened by the visual clutter of nineteenth-century ephemera and new, cheaper printing technologies (Heller & Gluck, 1989). The founders’ constitution reflected their professional and educational purposes:

To stimulate and encourage those engaged in the graphic arts; to form a center for intercourse and the exchange of views of all interested in these arts; to publish books and periodicals, to hold exhibitions in the United States and participate as far as possible in the exhibitions held in foreign countries relating to graphic arts; to invite exhibitions of foreign works; to stimulate public taste by school exhibitions, lectures, and printed matter; promote the higher education in these arts, and generally do all things which will raise the standard and aid the extension and development of graphic arts in the United States (Heller & Gluck, 1989).

William Leiss attributed the development of the industrial design profession in the United States to the rise of advertising in the first half of the twentieth century. Although nineteenth-century American products had a strong reputation for engineering and durability, their appearance suffered when compared to their European counterparts (Leiss, 1990). The Industrial Designers Society of America (IDSA) traces public recognition of industrial design in the United States to a 1927 “Exposition of Art in Trade” organized by Macy’s Department Store, which featured “modern products” from a 1925 International Exposition of Modern Decorative and Industrial Arts in Paris (Gantz, 2015). Advertisers encouraged American manufacturers to change the surface qualities of their goods to compete with European imports. They surrounded products with attractive advertising images of a prosperous modern life, promoting public consumption through desire for the next new style and purchase of ensembles of coordinated products that shared formal characteristics.

The first recorded interior decoration commission in the United States was to Elsie de Wolfe, who went on to write a 1913 book titled The House in Good Taste (IDLNY, 2016). The field grew through the efforts of furniture companies, which expanded their services to include advice about textiles, wall treatments, and architectural features that complemented their products. Dorothy Draper—the first documented designer of commercial interiors—established her firm in 1923 (IDLNY, 2016). She was known for colorful interiors in otherwise drab business environments and the design of luxury hotels in a number of American cities. The term “interior design” was coined in the 1930s by a magazine titled Interior Design and Decoration (IDLNY, 2016). A year later, the American Institute of Decorators was established, eventually merging with other organizations and changing its name to the American Society of Interior Designers (ASID). Originally associated with the work of homemakers, not professionals, the study of interior design began in home economics programs. It was not until 1982 that the first title registration legislation supported professional status for interior design practice (IDLNY, 2016).

Architecture has a slightly longer professional history than other design fields in the United States. The American Institute of Architects formed in 1857 with the intent “to promote the artistic, scientific, and practical profession to its members; to facilitate their intercourse and good fellowship; to elevate the standing of the profession; and to combine the efforts of those engaged in the practice of Architecture, for the general advancement of the Art” (AIA, 2016). In 1867, the AIA debated establishing a national school of architecture based on the École des Beaux-Arts in Paris for teaching evening classes in drawing, aesthetics, and the history of art and architecture (AIA, 2016). Instead, the membership chose to support an existing program at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, which was followed later by new programs at the University of Illinois and Cornell, Columbia, and Tuskegee Universities. No legal definition of what it meant to be an “architect” appeared before 1897 when Illinois adopted a licensing law, but it was another fifty years before all states had established standards for architectural licensure (AIA, 2016).

The history of design practice, therefore, is one of transition from trades to professions; from purely instrumental know-how gained through employment to academic preparation that includes study of the discipline as well as the practice—that is, the theories, perspectives, and discourse that underpin professional decision-making. Increasing demand for professional design services in the United States during the twentieth century raised the importance of college-level programs in ensuring a predictable supply of competent designers. However, the curricular and pedagogical practices of American programs owed much to educational systems in Europe, dating from medieval guilds through the immigration of design teachers to the United States during World War II. The following discussions trace important influences on contemporary design education. While the list of examples is far from complete, the purpose in describing them is to identify educational practices and philosophies that shaped much of today’s study in design.

EUROPEAN CRAFT GUILDS AND APPRENTICESHIP SYSTEMS

Economic historian Stephan Epstein described the craft guild as “a formal association of artisans that functioned both as buyers of raw materials and as sellers of finished goods” (Epstein, 1998, p. 685). The eleventh and twelfth centuries saw development of a strong merchant class engaged in trade and commerce that supported growing populations in European cities, a consumer society whose citizens no longer produced everything they needed through privately owned land and labor. Although merchants imported commodities from afar, there was a need to convert raw materials, such as wool and metals, into objects of practical use. Out of this need emerged craft guilds that regulated the production of goods, product quality, apprentice training, and guild members’ conduct. The guild controlled the practice of their craft in a particular town or region and depended on letters of patent from a local ruling authority to enforce trade and to retain ownership of tools and materials. By the fourteenth century, there were more than one hundred craft guilds in cities throughout Europe (Weisner-Hanks et al., 2003). These guilds dominated craft production well into the sixteenth century.

Epstein argued that the real benefits of the guilds—that is, advantages that could not have been achieved through other means—were the reduced costs of training a skilled workforce and making efficient use of labor without the risk of losing trade secrets (Epstein, 1998). Guild masters offset the expense of educating novices through entry fees charged to apprentices and discouraged default on their obligations or jumping to another master by starting wages below market levels and raising them across time with the promise of a payoff at the end of service (Epstein, 1998). Masters also held the rights to work produced by apprentices, a practice that may account for attitudes by today’s colleges and universities regarding the ownership and use of student work. In return, guilds enforced adequate training of their members and guaranteed proficiency and employment for at least one economic cycle (Epstein, 1998).

Apprentices spent a designated number of years learning their craft, eventually advancing to journeyman status by working in the shop of a master. After completing service as journeymen, they crafted masterpieces through which master craftsmen judged their worthiness for acceptance as full members of the guild. Although the amount of time spent at each level of training varied from craft to craft and from town to town, all craftsmen went through this three-stage process before opening a shop as a master.

Most guilds restricted membership to males: young, unmarried men typically lived with the master’s family during their years as apprentices and journeymen before earning full guild membership. In this way, the guilds represented a process of socialization for young men by establishing peer groups engaged in the same training (Weisner-Hanks et al., 2003). During economic downturns, the guilds limited the number of full members. Some men remained at the journeyman level for their entire lives or broke with their masters to form journeymen’s guilds that protested the working regulations of the master guild (Weisner-Hanks et al., 2003).

The formation of a guild required town approval and, once sanctioned, held a monopoly over particular kinds of work. Competition among masters was controlled by the amount of raw material each master could own and the size of his workshop (Weisner-Hanks et al., 2003). Limits on guild size and the number of hours apprentices and journeymen could work discouraged experimentation with new processes that required more workers or that lowered the cost of finished goods (Weisner-Hanks et al., 2003). Although there is debate among scholars on this point, it is generally accepted that guilds were not hotbeds of innovation. Even when they experimented with new techniques, they tended to retreat back into traditional practices best suited to their scale and limited resources. Epstein cites journeyman migration as a primary means for technological innovation. As restless craftsmen relocated, often across regional boundaries, they took ways of doing things with them (Epstein, 1998).

Many guilds prohibited the use of machinery, guaranteeing the special status of handicraft expertise gained through training and the role of the master craftsman in setting standards. Larger production operations took place outside the city where the guilds had no regulatory powers. They were called cottage industries, a reference to the frequent employment of entire households in a single production activity. Because cottage industries had lower costs than city guilds, they attracted investors who did none of the work but provided raw materials. This alternate system of production threatened the guild system. A first-stage form of capitalism, cottage industries marked an early division of labor that led to eighteenth-century factories in which work was done outside the home and workers were paid as individuals (Weisner-Hanks et al., 2003).

In the 1700s, the French worried that guild apprenticeships were not serving the needs of children and hindered French economic development. They developed drawing schools to fill the gap between children’s completion of public school at age twelve and entry to apprenticeships around age fifteen. In 1746, Ferrand de Monthelon published the Project for the Establishment of Free Drawing Schools, expressing concern over children’s idleness before entering an apprenticeship and declaring that drawing was fundamental pretraining for most trades (Crowston, 2009). A number of prominent French craftsmen concurred that drawing schools allowed students to determine their aptitudes without the seemingly endless time spent as apprentices and journeymen. Jean-Jacques Bachelier—former artistic director for the manufacture of royal porcelain—established the first free drawing school in Paris in 1766. The École Royale Gratuite de Dessin enrolled 1,500 male students in a six-year curriculum that included four hours of study a week in “architecture and geometry, the human figure and animals, and flowers and ornamentation” (Crowston, 2009, p. 58). Originally intended as pre-apprentice training, the school eventually served as continuing education for students already engaged in apprenticeships (Crowston, 2009).

The craft guilds established the first organized system of design education and had lasting impact on design practices, how designers prepare for professional work, and definitions of craft. The apprentice system of the guilds shaped later educational models and defined hiring practices in design offices well into the twentieth century. For much of the late twentieth century in communication design, for example, recent graduates of college-level programs started their design careers as production artists in the preparation of a senior designer’s work for printing. They gained control of project direction and form only after mastering the technical aspects of the print production process. The introduction of computer-assisted design in the mid-1980s toppled that hierarchy in many design offices. Software quickly collapsed the processes of form generation and technical production and the newest employees were often the most experienced in digital work. New practices, such as design strategy and interaction design, emerged to fill the gap left by technological advancements. These practices diversified the skill sets sought by employers and, in some cases, the missions of various design schools. Today, there are distinct areas of communication design practice, and the management of technology is too specialized to serve as a first step to a design career. Instead, most students enter laterally, rather than vertically through production, into different areas of practice.

The contemporary design internship, however, continues the traditions of the apprentice system for students in college or immediately after graduation. In the field of architecture, for example, preparation for taking the licensure examination requires 3,640 hours of Internship Development experience in a professional office across four content categories: predesign, design, project management, and practice management.

Internships have recently come under scrutiny by the judicial system and journalists. Students in design fields compete for temporary employment in major metropolitan design centers, often willing to work for free in exchange for experience and impressive entries on their résumés. In 2013, a federal judge in New York charged that Fox Searchlight Pictures violated federal labor law and minimum wage laws by employing unpaid interns (Adams, 2013). A Supreme Court law from the 1940s describes a six-part test employers must meet to have unpaid workers. Forbes magazine cites the creative fields in particular as largely ignoring these laws, attracting more than a million students a year in unpaid labor seen to advance students’ eventual search for full-time employment but also contributing to the billable hours of employers (Adams, 2013). In some cases, design employers have advertised these positions specifically as “apprenticeships,” continuing low-wage or unpaid traditions of the field that preceded the availability of a college education in design.

A primary role of the guilds was to maintain high standards of craftsmanship at each threshold for advancement to master status. Across history, however, the very definition and status of “craft” have changed with the times. Art historian T. A. Heslop describes the emergence of a hierarchy between fine arts and craft in the twelfth century. The growth of consumer society and the apprenticeship system practiced by the guilds meant that craftsmen were no longer associated with major art patrons and resulting prestige (Heslop, 1997). Painters and sculptors rose in status as producing something only the wealthy or the church could afford, creating a distinction between fine and applied art that is reflected in today’s art historical canon, separation of work in various types of museums (art versus craft, design, and historical institutions), and college curricula. This distinction between the creation of utilitarian, mass-produced objects and one-of-a-kind artistic expression is often the source of long-standing curricular disagreement among faculty, especially in colleges and universities where art and design reside in the same administrative unit and majors share first-year coursework.

The apprentice system also set the tone for the relationship between student and master that is reflected in some contemporary design classrooms. The task of the apprentice was to learn to produce work in the style of the master. High value was assigned to continuity among works produced by the same shop, regardless of individual makers. Today, it is possible to see this attitude reflected in “cult of personality” teaching, which produces visual similarity among student portfolios through faculty’s art direction approach to instruction. The goal is less about developing independent styles and problem-solving than for students to walk in the shoes of the master.

THE ÉCOLE DES BEAUX-ARTS AND CLASSICAL EDUCATION IN ARCHITECTURE

An example of ongoing patronage for art and design can be found in the French royal academies. Louis XIV established academies in a variety of intellectual endeavors as a means of centralizing his power. Under the imprimatur of the Académie Royale d’Architecture, founded in 1671, prominent architects selected by the king met once a week to discuss ideas, address architectural problems, and advise the monarchy on royal buildings. As an extension of this work for royalty, members of the Academy lectured to the public and an elite group of students (called the éléve) twice a week on mathematics, geometry, and theories of architecture (Chafee, 1977). Unlike the medieval guilds, the Academy elevated the study of architecture from craft to philosophy and discourse, with a focus on beauty in the logic of classical buildings of ancient Rome and the Italian Renaissance (Chafee, 1977).

Decidedly aristocratic in membership and intent, the academies struggled under the French Revolution. In 1819, five years after the restoration of the monarchy, the individual academies devoted to painting, sculpture, and architecture were consolidated to form the École Royale des Beaux-Arts. However, architecture retained its own faculty and curriculum, and the École offered instruction in architecture continually until 1968, when student unrest at French universities resulted in protest for an “American-type” of architectural education (Davis, 2010).

The educational goal of the Academy throughout its history was to design in the tradition of great architects from the past and to appreciate the most perfect examples of architecture. Therefore, lectures and drawing exercises included detailed analyses of elements from exemplary buildings. The characteristics of the Beaux-Arts style of architecture included: symmetry; a single element as a defining gesture (such as a grand archway or colonnade); paired columns with entablatures (moldings and bands above the columns) that designated the location of columns; axial floor plans; and an articulated roofline that often included sculpture (Fricker & Fricker, 2010). In many Beaux-Arts buildings, long runs of steps led to the main entrance (Fricker & Fricker, 2010).

The course of study for mastering this style was a pyramid with four steps. At the base was preparation for admission, followed by second-class and first-class studies, and then competition for the Grand Prix de Rome at the peak (Chafee, 1977). Students progressed at their own rate, going as high in the curriculum as they could but with no guarantee of completion.

The student first found a master in an atelier, the independent workshop or studio of a professional architect. It was in the atelier that the applicant learned the practical work of architecture, which qualified him as an aspirant à l’École des Beaux-Arts through a letter of reference from the patron of the atelier. Under atelier patronage, aspirants typically spent two years preparing for the entrance exam, which included mathematics, geometry, history, drawings of architectural ornament, and architectural design (Chaffee, 1977). Aspirants had library and sketching privileges at the Academy and could sit for the exam, annually (later biannually) as many times as necessary, until they were thirty years old.

The second class consisted of lectures—also attended by aspirants—with no exams and no required attendance across the two to four years of study. Historically, students attended lectures on construction but ignored others (Chafee, 1977). The pedagogy for second-class study was the competition or concours d’emulation through which academy members judged student work (Salama, 1995). Most of these competitions evaluated architectural composition through timed sketches (one drawing after twelve hours of study) and rendered projects (three large drawings of a small building completed across two months) (Chafee, 1977). Four construction concours included work in stone, iron, wood, and an analysis of classical elements. Students could complete as many concours as they liked but were dropped if they completed none in any given year. Requirements changed over the years after study in architecture merged with the academies in painting and sculpture. There was increasing interest in figure drawing and ornament modeling, as well as concerns for mathematical and scientific proficiency (Chafee, 1977).

Advancement to the first class depended on receiving credit for all concours, as well as approval of two drawings based on an architectural program—one completed in twelve hours of isolation at the school and another refined in the atelier, then compared for the same idea to make sure they were done by the student and not the patron (Chafee, 1977). The first-class curriculum was similar to second-class study but emphasized six sketches and six rendered projects as part of the architecture concours.

The British envied the success of the French academies and established the Royal Academy in 1753. Like the French, the British saw drawing as a prerequisite to the development of design abilities across a range of industries (Puetz, 1999). British students learned through commercial drawing and model books. The former provided copying exercises, while the latter were collections of iconographic and formal elements from which students were expected to generate new compositions for various surfaces and materials (Puetz, 1999).

The École des Beaux-Arts established pedagogical practices we find in design education today, including the study of precedent and the use of important theoretical texts. François Blondell—the Academy’s first professor and director—assembled the Academy’s official syllabus from readings by selected authors. Blondell relied on Vitruvius, Palladio, Scamozzi, Vignola, Serlio, and Alberti (in that specific order), believing in the principles of antiquity rather than current practices in France. His public lectures focused on these readings and were published in three volumes: the first on the Five Orders of Architecture (Tuscan, Doric, Ionic, Corinthian, and Composite) and the second and third on a speculative rereading of ancient columns, pedestals, entablatures, architraves, and cornices (Gerbino, 2010).

This philosophical study of classical proportion and beauty was an attempt to define an ideal or “correct” architecture. Blondell’s approach contrasted with that of the earlier craft-oriented guilds in which an understanding of built form developed through apprenticeships in local methods of construction and traditions of the regional culture (Gerbino, 2010). And while later academy directors countered that standards of beauty were changeable with the times, the curriculum remained focused on theories of architecture, traditional building materials, and studies of ancient precedents until modern construction in the first half of the twentieth century argued for a more technical education and presented practical competition from schools of engineering (Gerbino, 2010).

The Beaux-Arts interest in landmarks of antiquity influenced American architectural education, as well as the style of buildings at the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth centuries. Thomas Jefferson, as minister to France, visited the Maison Carrée (ca. 20 BC), an example of Vitruvian architecture in Nimes, France. He commissioned a stucco model in the Beaux-Arts tradition of working from exemplars and used it as the basis for the design of the Virginia State Capitol Building (1785). Architecture was among the first academic disciplines at Jefferson’s University of Virginia in 1819, elevating the field to the status of other kinds of intellectual inquiry. Jefferson’s original campus design included ten pavilions—one for each academic college in ten different styles as an encyclopedia of architectural history—and a small version of the Roman Pantheon housing the library at the head of the axial layout. Jefferson said in a letter to James Madison, “How is public taste in this beautiful art to be cultivated in our countrymen unless we present to them, on every occasion when public buildings are to be erected, models for study and imitation” (Stapley quoting Jefferson, 1911).

If lectures were the place of Beaux-Arts discourse, the ateliers were the locus of practical study. Comprised of twenty to thirty students—usually in off-campus locations—ateliers were under the direction of professors or architects of distinction. The atelier was the precursor to the modern architectural studio in today’s colleges and universities. Its practical content, pedagogy of active learning, and size were comparable to those of contemporary design classrooms. École students typically had the skills and knowledge to execute a variety of architecture styles, but the patron controlled the range of theories and form possible in student work. As with guild masters, the unstated intent in this instruction was to learn to design in the spirit of the patron’s work. As mentioned earlier, this attitude still pervades much of contemporary design education, although many faculty are reluctant to admit it.

Atelier projects at the École des Beaux-Arts included school assignments and occasional commissions, but the dominant instructional format was competitions. The concours followed strict architectural programs and were juried by professionals, much as they are today. The highlight of École study was the Grand Prix de Rome, a nineteenth-century culmination of smaller competitions that populated the curriculum in the eighteenth century. It usually involved the design of a public building and secured four to five years of future study in Rome for the winner, as well as a contract for the building upon return to France. Many winners went on to become members of the Academy.

American universities began architectural education in earnest after the Civil War. American alumni of the École des Beaux-Arts established the Society of Beaux-Arts Architects in 1894 to educate the nation’s next generation of architects. Its professed values included re-creation of the French ateliers that supported the work of aspiring architects through study under accomplished professionals and juried competitions. The Society published and administered its own competitions through architectural schools, such as Columbia University and Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Most American schools adopted the École des Beaux-Arts curricular content and practices, including the Paris Prize as a corollary to the Prix de Rome.

This legacy of juried competitions as curricular content is still apparent in architectural education. Unlike other design disciplines, in which competitions are often poorly organized and utilize a client strategy to circumvent professional fees for design services, architectural competitions often produce strong work and publish outcomes that inform the field. The Beaux-Arts jury system is also still used in end-of-semester reviews, although the psychological stress of this system is the subject of recent criticism in studies such as Kathryn Anthony’s Design Juries on Trial (see chapter 5).

INDUSTRY AND INDEPENDENT SCHOOLS OF DESIGN IN THE UNITED STATES

The Industrial Revolution (1760–1840) provided a new impetus for design education. In 1837, the British House of Commons established a committee to “inquire into the best means of extending a knowledge of the Arts and the Principles of Design among the people (especially the manufacturing population) of the country” (Cole, 1853). The result was the development of Government Schools of Design, beginning in London at Somerset House and duplicated in twenty-one other locations in Great Britain. In his opening address in Westminster, Sir Henry Cole described the purpose of the institution:

… to provide for the architect, the upholsterer, the weaver, the printer, the potter, and all manufacturers, artizans better educated to originate and execute their respective wares, and to invest them with greater symmetry of form, with increased harmony of colour, and with greater fitness of decoration; to render manufacturers not less useful by ornamenting them, but more beautiful, and therefore more useful (Cole, 1853).

The design school movement also flourished in the United States, although under the auspices of industry itself rather than government. In the second half of the nineteenth century, the expense of importing decorative products from Europe—china, wallpaper, textiles, and furniture—pushed American industry to find homegrown solutions for satisfying the public appetite for well-designed products of the Industrial Age. Only the wealthy could afford British and French designs. American manufacturers bought European patterns for duplication in an attempt to lower costs, but the long-term response to growing middle-class markets appeared to lie in cultivating design talent at home (De Angeli Walls, 2001). Governing boards of these new college-level design schools saw the work of their graduates as enlightening the populace in standards of “good taste” through an education that encouraged European approaches to form (De Angeli Walls, 2001). Philanthropists and manufacturers determined appropriate curricular content, and their interests reflected growing separation between fine arts and design.

American interest in design education also coincided with increasing concern for the issues of class presented by immigration in the late 1800s. Twelve million immigrants entered the United States between 1870 and 1900, with 70 percent coming through New York and competing for survival through lower-class employment as servants and factory workers (Library of Congress, 2016). Society presented limited employment opportunities for middle-class women needing to support themselves through labor matched to their higher social status. Design offered a viable alternative.

This confluence of forces resulted in a collection of schools in the United States created by businessmen, in part to educate women in design and as art teachers for public schools that would guarantee continuing skills for expanding industry.

Philadelphia School of Design

Of the original efforts to develop design education opportunities for women, only the 1853 Philadelphia School of Design—now Moore College of Art—remains devoted exclusively to women’s education. Early criteria for the admission of women signaled the bias of their benefactors—native birth, some previous education, churchgoing Protestant faith, and no male breadwinner in the family—and the institution enforced a strong code of conduct for admitted students (De Angeli Walls, 2001). Under a post–Civil War agreement with the State of Pennsylvania in exchange for public funds, the Philadelphia School of Design also established the Pittsburgh School of Design, which merged in 1902 with Carnegie Institute of Technology—now Carnegie Mellon University.

The New England School of Design

At the urging of the Massachusetts state legislature, the New England School of Design opened in 1851 as one of three schools, including the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Lacking sufficient funding from an industrial sponsor, the school closed during tough economic times but reopened in 1873 as the Massachusetts Normal Art School, a coeducational institution under support from textile mill owners and railroad families. Its purpose was to train drawing teachers for the public schools, as well as architects and designers. Now called the Massachusetts College of Art and Design, the school is the only publicly funded, freestanding college of art and design in the United States.

Cooper Union

Cooper Union began as the New York School of Design for Women in 1852, offering tuition-free classes in “drawing for mechanical purposes and in designing for paper, cotton, and woolen manufacturers” (De Angeli Walls, 2001, p. 6). In 1859, industrialist Peter Cooper funded the institution as a center for the study of architecture, art, and engineering. The school served as an expression of Cooper’s progressive social views, accepting students of color and housing a public reading room for the children of New York.

Maryland Institute College of Art

Maryland Institute College of Art started as the Maryland Institute for the Promotion of Mechanical Arts. Its charter described a mission to:

encourage and promote the Manufactures and the Mechanic and useful Arts, by the establishment of popular lectures … a library and cabinets of models and minerals; by offering premiums for excellence in those branches of National Industry deemed worthy of encouragement; by examining new inventions … and by such other means as experience may suggest (Maryland Institute College of Art, 2016)

The institute operated a night school in 1849 to supply the printing industry and growing industrial design market with skilled artisans. The women’s Day School for Design at Maryland Institute followed in 1854 and included teacher-training programs and study in applied arts. Publishers and wallpaper and textile manufacturers purchased student designs, a common practice in early design schools that helped women to fund their education.

Rhode Island School of Design

It took Rhode Island School of Design two decades from planning to offering its first classes to men and women in 1878. The Women’s Pavilion at the 1876 Centennial Exposition in Philadelphia asserted women’s rights to self-sufficiency and highlighted the work and patents of women in American design schools. The ladies of the Rhode Island Centennial Committee had $1,675 left over following the exposition and chose a board of trustees to found a design school (Barrett & Martinez, 2008). The Rhode Island General Assembly incorporated the institution under a purpose described first as instruction of “artisans in drawing, painting, modeling, and designing, that they may successfully apply the principles of Art to the requirements of trade and manufacture” (Barrett & Martinez, 2008, p. 31). They also charged the school with the general advancement of public art education and the practice of art.
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