
being favourably disposed (somewhat ambigu-
ously) towards both artistic approaches and tech-
nical solutions.

This cleavage is reflected in the relative auton-
omy of architects. Many rank-and-file architects,
according to Blau (1984), feel that they have little
or no ‘voice’ because of their specialization in rou-
tine tasks outside the realm of decisions about
design. The voice of principals and senior architects,
meanwhile, is often closely circumscribed by the
conservatism of other urban managers (Halper,
1967; Prak, 1984). Goodman (1972) wrote that

our economic system has reduced the architect
to the role of providing culturally acceptable
rationalizations for projects whose form and use
have already been determined by real-estate
speculation.

Yet the relative autonomy of design itself, noted
above, leaves architects with a significant influence
on urban outcomes. Moreover, architects effectively
act as arbiters, in many circumstances, between
developers and builders (Dickens, 1979); and those –
like Richard Siefert, John Portman and the notorious
John Poulson – who have been able to make the
transition to architect/entrepreneurs have been able
to act as master coordinators of urban change and
redevelopment, with profound implications in terms
of ‘who gets what, when and where’.

With the crisis of Modernist architecture, the role
of architects as urban managers is in flux:

As the forces of late capitalism make themselves
increasingly felt, profit for the professions
becomes a motive more compelling than status
or class, and the interest of architects falls into
line with that of the construction industry
(Saint, 1983, 160).

At the same time, of course, competition from engi-
neers, building programmers, construction man-
agers, facilities managers, interior designers,
home-builders and package dealers has become
more intense, fostering the transition of the archi-
tect from a principled professional into a hustler
(Banham, 1982). The internationalization of the
economy under advanced capitalism, meanwhile,
appears to have become as much a threat as an
opportunity for architects: between 1980 and 1983,
design services imports to the US grew by 300 per
cent (Ventre, 1986). Some architects, in response to
these pressures, have sought to capitalize on the
‘contextual’ emphasis of post-Modernism to stake a
claim on urban design, only to find themselves in a

new turf conflict with planners and landscape archi-
tects (Knack, 1984).

The outcome of such trends is important not
only for the profession itself but also for the form
and dynamics of the post-Modern city. As
Gottdiener (1985) emphasizes, the design of the
built environment is an important element of the
productive forces of society, not just a reflection of
them. ‘The question of control over spatial relations
and design’, he asserts, ‘represents the same revolu-
tionary importance to society as the struggle over
the control of the other means of production,
because both ownership relations and relations of
material externalization – that is, the production of
space – are united in the property relations which
form the core of the capitalist mode of production’
(1985, 124–25). The economic and social oper-
ation, as well as the aesthetics, of the post-Modern
city will thus depend in part on the interactions
between the profession and the opportunities and
constraints, stimuli and deterrents, of the postafflu-
ent phase of advanced capitalism.
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