The Evolution of Modern Architecture

On the Origin of Styles

Chapter Three: Definitions
1.0 
Introduction
Fundamentally, the approach taken here is based on a definition of architecture as a dynamic and self-regulating complex system. In this model, stylistic change and development are explained as a cumulative result of the selective forces which arise in the normal processes of communication and exchange between architects. Change - in this instance the change from the diversity of historical styles which prevailed in the 19th century to the dominance of a single architectural style in the 20th century - is explained as the unforeseen result of the collective activity of architects conditioned and limited by the prevailing socioeconomic system. In other words, while individual architects sought to produce effective solutions for their own design problems by adapting existing forms to new purposes, there was no ‘conscious’ or collective intention on their part to produce what we now call Modern architecture whose characteristics could not possibly be imagined beforehand. It is in the interaction and exchange of experience between architects and the consequences of architecture’s need to adapt its forms to a radical change in its social and industrial environment that an explanation for such a change can be found. To put it at its simplest: Modern architecture was not ‘designed’ or intended by anyone. Nor was it the creation of a small group of avant garde designers. It emerged from a great mass of individual attempts to adapt available forms to new and unprecedented uses; attempts which were synthesized into a new set of forms by the mutual exchange of forms between architects – selecting elements from each others work and combining them in new contexts. It is this which provides the underlying dynamic of the architectural system. This continuous exchange of experience gives architecture the uniformity of characteristics which one can see to some extent or other during any historical period.  

This interpretation of the architectural history of the 19th and 20th centuries therefore centres around the processes involved in the emergence, development and transformation of those uniformities of character to which we give the name: ‘style’. As it is used here, the meaning of this concept is quite specific: that is, the ‘typical set’ of elements or paradigm which acts as the template for the production of many individual works of architecture. This is the collective unit of architectural production. Style - which we can now define as a particular uniformity of expression amongst a large number of different buildings - is explained as an emergent phenomenon which arises through the mutual selection and combination of their diverse experiences by many different architects. Stylistic uniformity is an effect of communication between architects. In this model the diversity of characteristics which is inevitable in the mass of work produced by many different architects gradually converges towards a limited set of commonly-used forms. This continuous exchange of individual experience between a limited number of agents in a geographically or discursively confined environment ultimately leads to an increasing similarity of behaviour between them. The use of this collective concept, devoid of any intentional aspects, allows us to explore the large scale effects of many individual experiments in the architecture of the time. 

2.0 
Adaptive Change

These large scale changes in architecture from the 19th century to the Modern can be understood by recourse to a general theory of adaptive change similar to that currently employed in the evolutionary theory which explains change in terms of the interaction and activities of large numbers of individual agents. Other kinds of theory which attempt to explain the same phenomena usually involve some arbitrary collective intention or other such as ‘reactions’ to current events or ‘zeitgeists’ of whatever flavour. Others simply import ‘causes’ from outside architecture itself to explain the changes taking place within it, for instance, the impact of sociological, technological or ideological forces. Architecture in these cases is reduced to a passive vehicle for the direct expression of these other forces. The result is, of course the production of convulsive histories of architecture where things happen suddenly and inexplicably coming ‘form outside’ as it were. The historical continuity of architecture, its repertoire of forms, its internal dynamic and its own formative processes are simply rendered invisible or neutered by these naively cause-and-effect approaches to historical explanation. The complexity of architecture and its formal character at any given time lies in the multiple interactions between architects, between architects and the demands of the social and industrial environment and, most significantly, between these factors and the formal language provided to them by historical experience. This language of forms is the only medium of expression available to architects to represent current experience and as with any ‘language’ it changes by continuous development or adaptation rather than convulsive leaps to match the vagaries of taste or ideology. Even when architecture has to respond to radical social and industrial change as it did in the 19th century, it does not do so by the spontaneous ‘invention’ of new forms. It adapts existing forms to cope with the new demands. Over time, this continuous and recursive adaptation ultimately results in forms which are radically different to their antecedents.  

Evolutionary theory, provides a way of looking at these kinds of systemic processes and as a theory has by now moved well beyond its origins as an explanation for biological phenomena to become a general theory of adaptive change in dynamic systems which involve the interaction of many agents and their relationship to their environment. Given the number of architects practicing at any given time and given the massive industrial and social changes which were taking place in the 19th century which would have direct effects on architecture of the time, a theory which can deal with large scale transformations is clearly valuable. It is not enough for a history of architecture to simply offer lists of detailed facts, biographies or individual buildings with the implication that these of themselves provide an adequate explanation for the changes that took place. Of themselves the ‘facts’ do not explain anything. Taken on their own they suggest a convulsive theory of history full of discontinuities and surprises. Equally, to intentional motives  the formation of these large scale movements  In order to re-establish the continuity and coherence of the historical process  and its cumulative effects and therefore give adequate explanation for the changes that took place, it is necessary to inform and organize the ‘facts’ with relevant concepts which integrate them into a coherent pattern and are in scale with the environmental forces impacting architecture at the time. Applied to architecture, the concepts of evolutionary theory and of dynamic systems allow one to explain both the constancy of stylistic characteristics which define the periodic history of architecture and, at the same time the inevitable change in those characteristics as one style shades into another. 

Given that this treatment of architectural history is somewhat unusual at least in terms of its evolutionary approach, the arrangement and formatting of the chapters is designed to ensure the clearest possible explanation of the theoretical concepts and their application to the historical events. To this end this first chapter provides definitions of key concepts and lays out the theoretical approach taken. Further chapters apply these concepts to the state of 19th and 20th century architecture. Where possible arguments and explanations are laid out in point form. While this may limit the ‘literary quality’ or smoothness of the text, it does serve to ensure that the ideas presented here are expressed as clearly as possible and thus more easily available for consideration.      

The aim in this short history of Modern architecture is to provide a coherent alternative to the individualistic and subjective explanations offered by current architectural history and theory in favour of a theory which can explain large scale systematic transformations in architecture; the shift, in other words from one stylistic phenomenon to another. It seeks to offer an alternative explanation for the shape of  Modern architecture.

3.0
Initial definitions
These definitions are provided at this point to establish a basic vocabulary of concepts and allow easier access to the ideas presented in the text. 

3.1
Architecture 


A recognizable similarity of form between a large number of buildings irrespective of their function. How else would we recognize the existence of architecture other than by noting such regularities of form? Architecture is the information which characterizes the forms of buildings which are themselves material objects. This definition also resolves the confusion which sometimes occurs between the respective definitions of ‘architecture’ and ‘buildings’. The information which architecture embodies is the learned product of the mutual exchange of experience of many architects over long periods of time; experience about which forms can best be used for what purposes. 

3.2
Style
The particular set of characteristic forms which produces a similarity between buildings based on the use of a typical set of forms which architects select and combine into new buildings. Style – a similarity of forms - is the collective result of the exchange of experience between many architects within a particular geographical, discursive or historical arena. The most obvious Western example is that of Classicism and its developments since the Renaissance where a limited number of forms – the Orders – plus a preferred set of compositional patterns provided a ready-made repertoire of forms from which architects could select for the design of many different kinds of buildings. The same preferred set principle applies to all architectures, Chinese, Islamic, and so, each with its own set of canonical forms. Styles change over time as architects adapt the basic set of forms to represent new circumstances, thus producing a gradual ‘stylistic shift’ in the character of the typical forms used. As with the concept ‘species’, style can be seen as a snapshot of evolving characteristics. A style is not a separate entity from the buildings which define its character. It is immanent in the form of many buildings which use the same architectural elements. In this sense, style is a statistical concept in the sense of how many buildings use a particular set of forms. In all historical periods there will be several different and equally valid styles in existence each of which may be identified with some particular environmental or cultural niche such (geographical, political, religious, industrial). However, in certain periods, a dominant style emerges which determines the character of many different building types.

3.3
The Classical or Dominant style
The dominant style of a particular historical period derived from a synthesis of the characteristics of a previous set of styles. Sometimes referred to as a ‘classical’ architecture. While previous styles may have been closely associated with particular cultural niches (religious, political or industrial buildings), the meta-style offers a set of forms which can be universally applied across a wide range of building types. It poses as the one answer for all architectural problems. The various elements of the original paradigms are selected and exchanged in terms of their fundamental similarities and differences. The ‘almost similar’ becomes the ‘similar’ in an essentially economic selective process where the most representative and TYPICAL routines which underlie circumstantial differences become the single behavioural set which one can call the Meta-style. Note that it is the contextual or circumstantial aspects of the original forms that are eliminated or repressed during the processes of exchange in favour of a single comprehensive model which can be applied across a wide range of contexts within the same architectural system. If we want to 'see' a style or meta-style, we must look at the uniformity of characteristics which increasingly link many different individual works. In Western architecture, both Classicism and Modernism have provided such a universal formula. 

3.4
Typological  Process 

The normal processes of communication and exchange between architects which results in the production of typical sets of stylistic forms. The process involves mutual selection and combination of forms by architects within a defined geographical or discursive environment. The continuous exchange between architects leads to a convergence of characteristics in the forms they use where minor differences between the same solutions are filtered out with the development of a standard or canonical solution. The end product of this kind of convergence is the Type, or in architectural terms – the Style. 
3.5 
`Environment


Architecture is one cultural system among the many which make up a given society. Its general environment is, therefore the cumulative effect of all the other cultural systems (institutions) which architecture represents in built form within a given society. More specific environments are those which require the design of individual buildings and include the building program, location, finance, available technology, law and so on. It is this complex of environmental factors to which the architect responds by adapting available architectural forms to suit these specific environmental requirements. 

3.6
Evolution
Continuous adaptive change by a system in response to conditions imposed by its environment. In order to deal with changes in the environment, and to maintain its organizational integrity, the system draws upon the repertoire of behaviours which it has learned from experience. It selects and combines these possibilities to match the current state of its environment. If it is successful in adapting its forms to these demands, the system will pass these learned routines to the next generation of agents who make up the system. (See ‘Natural Selection’ below) In biological terms, it is genetic material which is passed to future generations. In architectural terms, it is a repertoire of forms. Systems change in order to stay in the same stable relationship to their environments. Change, in this sense is not an intention, it is, paradoxically a result of trying to stay the same. Failure to successfully match its behaviour to the environment may happen because the system for historical reasons simply does not have a suitable range of behavioural routines available to it to. This is possible if the system’s environment changes radically and quickly. In other words, there is no combination of acts within its repertoire which can solve the problem. The result is extinction which in architectural terms means that a particular set of forms is no longer used to produce future buildings.   

3.7
Species


A community of organisms defined by a reproductive boundary within which genetic information is exchanged leading to a similarity of physical characteristics within the community. Species evolve into other species by continuous adaptation over long periods of time or, through geographic isolation of one of the species populations which then adapts to a different ecosystem. Like the concept ‘style’, the term ‘species’ defines a class of individual entities which have similar characteristics. It is not a ‘thing in itself’ but a category. Translated into architectural terms, the ‘reproductive boundary’ which identifies the limits of the species refers to the processes of communication and exchange between architects which produce a convergence of characteristics in buildings. Without such communication, architecture as defined above would not exist, only an aggregate of different individual buildings.

3.8
Self-Organization 

The characteristics and organization of a system are a function of the interlocking activities of its agents in their struggle to adapt to their environments – other systems. The key activity being the communication and exchange of information between them. As already discussed, there is no need to invent extraneous causes to explain the workings of the system or its evolving characteristics. These are simply products or effects of what the system normally does. Nor is there any need to privilege particular groups or individuals within the system as motivating forces. All this does is try to give the system as a whole a personal consciousness or intention and thus a simple and spurious reason for doing what it already does. While individuals are intentional, systems are not.

3.9
Representation

In architectural terms this refers to process of adapting architectural forms to match the form of some referent institution or other. This is the basic process of design where a building can be seen as a map of the dynamics of a particular organization. (To quote the biologist D’Arcy Thomson: Form is a diagram of the forces acting on it). The building is taken to represent the organization in a particular place at a particular time. The building ‘stands for’ the organization in a particular context and its character is derived from adapting (selecting, modifying and combining) existing forms to new purposes In both architecture and biology a given set of elements (of form, behaviour or genetic information) are combined to match the organizational state of an environment. In one case the result is buildings, in the other the result is organisms. In both cases one can think of this as a transcription process or in a more literary sense the making of a metaphor. The organization of one system (an environment) is written out or translated into the form of another (the system). When a system adapts, it characterizes or represents its environment in the form of its own behaviour. The form of a system is a map of its environment. Again in a linguistic analogy: the building is a statement in a particular language about a referent organization. 

3.10 
System

A group of agents in close and continuous communication with one another, mutually exchanging information derived from their individual attempts to represent (adapt to) particular aspects of their environment. (Note the similarity with the concept definition of species). This is the dynamic of the system. While individual agents may be replaced, the system remains intact defined as it is both by the medium of expression used and the network of communication between its agents. It is worth noting here that the concept ‘system’ cannot be adequately understood by a reductive approach which seeks to understand the system by isolating and analysing the work of individual agents. It is the dynamic of exchange which defines the character of the system and its products.
3.11 
Adaptation

When a system adapts, it characterizes or represents its environment in the form of its own behaviour, (the medium of expression particular to that system. In the case of architecture the medium of expression is built form). By definition, the concept suggests that new forms are a result of the combination and recombination of existing forms to describe and represent new experiences. In other words, architects do not invent new forms for each specific design problem. Architectural forms are adaptations or modifications of previously-produced forms. This ensures the continuity of the system and the continued intelligibility of its products. 

3.12 
Natural Selection 

The mechanism by which the particular characteristics of organisms in an ecosystem are tested against the prevailing environmental conditions and some are eliminated. It has been suggested that the term ‘cumulative selection’ is a more useful description of the process since it describes the continuous and recursive nature of the process. The success or failure of the individual organisms of a species to cope with the conditions of their environment determines their relative reproductive success and the successful traits of those organisms in adapting to their environment are passed to future generations. In the case of architecture, selection occurs through mutual exchange of forms between architects where some combinations of forms are found to be useful in the design of different kinds of buildings. It is these which are taken up and incorporated into the architectural canons – the style – of the period and applied in a wide range of projects. ‘Success’ in biological terms is about adaptive flexibility: the capacity to adequately represent a changing environment in the shape of its own behaviour. The same criteria applies to architectural works. The success or failure of a particular building is a matter of how well it represents its local environment with the set of elements at its disposal; elements which have been quite pragmatically selected from other works and modified to suit local conditions. Each building acts as an imitative source for other works of architecture and it is the semiotic flexibility of the forms used in each which determine the extent to which a particular combination of forms is repeated and exchanged in the selection and combination process carried out between many architects. Semiotic flexibility in this sense is about how easily a form can be adapted for use in other circumstances. Continuous communication and exchange of forms between architects through the medium of their buildings filters a set of conventional forms – a canon - which can be applied generally.

3.13 
Network Principle


Architecture functions as a network of communication and exchange. Individual architects do not create architecture any more than individuals create their own language. They create statements (buildings) in a language which emerges out of the shared experience of many architects, past and present. This continuous sharing of experience involves the selection of real and observable architectural elements drawn from each other’s work and their recombination as new and unique buildings. The currency of this network of exchange is architectural form. That is, the forms that architects observe in the buildings produced by others. It is the connectivity of the system – the degree of connection between its agents - which ensures that the mass of experience produced by architects is transformed into a useful set of uniform characteristics – a style.  The size of the network – the number of architects who share information – defines the spread and influence of the style. The means of communication in this network, as against its content is a matter of technology. This can mean the availability of books, magazines, travel, television and so on, but it also involves the uniformity of training received by architects in schools of architecture. Given the global reach of modern media, this means that geographical context no longer defines the size of the network and therefore makes possible the emergence of dominant styles on a global scale, albeit with regional variations. 

4.0 
Uniformity and Diversity in the History of Architecture
Its possible to imagine a situation where every building was different to every other building or a situation where every building was the same as every other building, but these are certainly works of the imagination because the most visible feature of the history of architecture is the emergence and dissolution of distinct styles; uniform sets of characteristics shared by a large number of different buildings. Indeed architectural history is often written out (somewhat simplistically and convulsively) in terms of a series of such styles, one succeeding the other over long periods of time. Periods in histories of architecture are defined in terms of the prevailing uniformities of style (Gothic, Renaissance, Neo-Classical, and so on). Even the work of particular architects could not be fully understood without reference to the general state of the architectural language of the time and the attempts by individuals to formulate their work in terms of, or as revisions to current conventions of form in architecture. Thus, the concept of style (a set of shared characteristics) and particularly its emergence out of a great mass of individual buildings provides the explanatory context for a comprehensive study of architectural history. 

The basic premise of the evolutionary argument is that this uniformity of characteristics between a large number of buildings – a style - is an absolutely inevitable product of the interaction of architects and their exchange of information in the form of architectural elements. In studying these large scale events one must not lose sight of the fact that they are the result of a myriad individual acts of selection and combination of forms based on the pragmatic needs of architects to find forms that can be adapted to suit particular purposes defined by their environment. This is the dynamic of the whole system and it is out of this apparent chaos of individual concerns that the great movements of architecture emerge. One must also recognize that the existence of a style or its relative influence on the architecture of a given period is a quantifiable matter of the number of buildings which use elements drawn from the repertoire of that style. A ‘dominant’ architectural style, for instance is simply one whose characteristics are used by more buildings than any other. Applying evolutionary concepts to the study of architecture precludes the use of aesthetic, ideological or other qualitative categories to explain the relative success of different styles. The predominance or success of a particular style is not, at this collective level, a matter of aesthetics. At the level of the system as a whole – the collective level - there is ‘no one’ to make such judgments. The relative success of a style (a statistical issue) when compared with others is a result, not a choice. 

5.0 
The Typological Process in Architecture

The continuous production of definite stylistic sets throughout the history of architecture (and their extinction and replacement by others) points to the creation of uniformity amongst groups of buildings as the fundamental process in architecture. It reflects the integration of the experience of many architects into a usable template for future actions. These typical sets of forms which are filtered out of collective experience can also be regarded as the product of learning, namely which combinations of forms work and which don’t  work in any given situation. This applies not only to the emergence of ‘universal’ styles such as Classicism and Modernism whose formal repertoire so completely dominated  architectural production, but also to all the other less ubiquitous styles such as Art Nouveau, Arts and Crafts and the host of other ‘Neo’ styles which existed for a time in the 19th century. They were all the result of a convergence of many architectural works around a distinctive set of formal characteristics, the formation of a unique stylistic identity and the production of a visible similarity between many buildings. Yet, the study of architectural history cannot simply be a description or record of a series of monolithic styles and their characteristics. It must also reflect the considerable variety of periods where no overall uniformity exists and crucially, the transitional periods between the dissolution of one dominant style and the emergence of another. There are many periods which are more-or-less uniform or which have no clear-cut identity or which vary in lifespan.  With the disintegration of the great classical styles it almost seems as if the tendency towards uniformity goes into reverse and there is a seeming move from order to chaos. While production of uniform sets of characteristics may be the systemic process which underlies architecture, its realization throughout the architecture of any period is a matter of degree. There will always be several different styles co-existing within a society at the same time. One can say that the drive towards uniformity of characteristics is a tendency never fully realized. The degree to which it is realized in the form of great classical styles or a number of less influential styles can be explained as a result of the same formative processes constrained in some way by architecture’s environment. From this one can suggest that while the ‘rules’ which govern the formation of styles are simple (selection and combination and the communication and exchange of forms), the end results ‘on the ground’ can be very complex - as the history of architecture shows. 

6.0 
Stylistic Variety in the History of Architecture

With the proviso, already mentioned, namely that the architecture of any society can never be completely uniform and that there will always be a number of styles of varying degrees of influence in existence at the same time, we can now outline the different possible states of uniformity which can be found in the history of architecture:

6.1: 
Stylistically the character of architecture during different periods is sometimes extremely diverse while at others it is almost completely unified around a particular style.

The difference between different periods does not necessarily mean that the architectural processes involved are therefore different. For example, while Modernism may have been the predominant style for most of  the 20th century, acting as the single template for many if not most buildings, the diversity of styles which identify the Postmodern era does not presuppose the invention of a whole new set of architectural processes. Architects continued to do what they had always done in terms of selection and combination of forms, but while the processes remained the same, the results were different. Recognizing the continuity of these architectural processes throughout history  precludes the application of convulsive and arbitrary theories to explain the observable differences that arise over time. So too in evolutionary terms, the process of adaptation allows the formation of new forms by recombining existing material. Combined and re-combined to suit many different contexts, differences are the inevitable result. There is no need to invent spontaneous events to explain the emergence of differences in history. 

6.2
The emergence of global similarities of form - the great classical styles which can dominate architecture for long periods of time.

In a sense the emergence of such styles is an improbable event, given that they are product of innumerable individual design decisions. The same can be said of the emergence of technological, political, social or artistic movements or paradigms which are also the product of the interaction of many individuals. However, they do happen and they happen often because, as has been described previously, there is a selective or filtering process built into any continuous exchange between a large number of individuals in close and continuous communication with each other. In the exchange between such groups, the almost similar becomes the similar with circumstantial differences of form being eliminated from the typical set which eventually arises. Only the most essential or typical elements are defined as part of the stylistic set and given the status of templates or standards for future actions. From this point of view, Gothic, Classicism and the Modern were not ‘invented’ by any individual or group, but are simply the products of cumulative selection from amongst a great mass of architectural work.   

6.3  
The co-existence of a dominant style with a group of styles of more limited application (usually focused on some institutional niche or other)

Theoretically at least, the great classical styles provide a set of forms, a vocabulary and grammar which can be applied across a wide range of different design problems. This is their inherent value, their adaptive flexibility which allows that at least some combination of the typical set will provide a coherent solution to any given design problem. That anyway is the theory. In practice however, no single design template can ever provide the solution to all problems. The model can never be as complex as the reality it represents (otherwise it would be the reality). The map is not the territory. This leaves room for other styles which have either developed around a very specific environment or have become closely associated with a particular kind of institution. These can be termed ‘vernacular’ These styles are ‘precisely engineered’ to suit particular environmental niches. The continued use of Gothic as an acceptable way of creating religious buildings or the development of specifically industrial forms of architecture exemplify the diversity of the architectural ‘ecosystem’ at any given time. Equally, the rise of a universal style does not automatically lead to the extinction of other styles but rather limits their application. They remain as historical leftovers from previous environments eventually withering away.

6.4
The disintegration of classical architectures into several different and equally-valid styles.

Styles rise, but they also fall. One can safely say that there is nothing inherent in the style itself which brings about its extinction. There is no reason why its forms should not continue to provide formulae for the design of many buildings unless, of course those buildings must reflect a whole new set of spatial and technical conditions which cannot be dealt with by any combination of the prevailing style. Then, the style is thrown into crisis, but the result is not the swift and magical acquisition of a whole new set of more relevant forms. Architects can only work with what they already have; they can only adapt existing forms to the new conditions. Forced to adapt to new circumstances, there will be a period of trial and error where existing forms are distorted to match new kinds of problems producing increasingly radical and non-canonical adaptations of what they already have. The integrity of the dominant style will be gradually dissolved since its compositional formulae no longer provide workable answers to new kinds of problems. Pragmatism, the demand to accurately represent the form of a given institution in architectural terms forces change and change, in this case can only be the slide from uniformity to diversity of combination. There is nowhere else to go. The end result of this is the multiplication of non-canonical versions of the style as its forms are pragmatically distorted to match new compositional requirements.

6.5
The disintegration of classical architectures into variations on a theme

There is, however, a parallel process to the disintegration of the dominant style described above which arises out of the internal dynamics of architecture itself. In this case, over long periods of time in very stable environmental conditions, the language of architecture becomes increasingly stereotyped. The key factor  here is continuity of the environmental conditions in which a particular style exists. The tendency towards uniformity described earlier is reinforced over long periods of ultra-stability to the point where even the typical set of forms already established – the classical set itself – is subject selection and combination and  overly precise analysis in a search for its most typical or essential aspects. The result is a rigid stereotyping of the typical set of a style and an elimination of its flexibility. In a sense the environment, by its very stability has ‘tricked’ the system into establishing a precisely-engineered formula no matter what the local circumstances. Evolution, the gradual transformation of one style into another to meet new conditions is here replaced with its negative - involution, the establishment of a rigid and abstract set of forms which cannot possibly respond to any set of environmental changes. The result is the collapse of the integrity of the style into a set of variations on itself which rely on decoration to distinguish one from another and to distinguish one building from another.  Given the continued stability of its environment, there is no reason why this play of variations on variations should not continue indefinitely.

7.0  
Constants and Variables 

If we include amongst this diversity of states the sometimes considerable variation in the lifespan of styles with some lasting only a decade while others last a millennium we have what appears to be almost a random element in the history of architecture. In one sense of course, this is true since the variations which occur in architecture are in many cases the result of changes taking place outside architecture itself in its environment - other systems such as technology, economics and social organization to which architecture must respond. Seen from within architecture such changes are random ,unpredictable and the product of chance events which is of course exactly what they are since the developments which take place in these different systems are not coordinated. A society is not a unified machine but a constellation of different systems interacting with each other and each with its own developmental timescale. Chance events which by their nature cannot be foreseen, such as the Industrial Revolution will ripple through a whole society provoking adaptive change in all other systems. The state of architecture at any time – its degree of uniformity or diversity - is, therefore a response to several conditions:
a)  
Its general environment in terms of events taking place in other parts of society (for instance, Feudalism, Merchantile Capitalism, Industrial Revolution, Corporate Capitalism.)
b) 
Its local environment in terms of the kinds of building projects it is required to represent.
c)
The particular character of the architectural language at the time which is historically determined.
d)
The continuous selection-combination processes and the mutual exchange of information between architects.
 

The first three conditions change over time, while the latter is a constant since it is the formative process which translates the others into built form at particular times and places.
8.0  
Architecture’s Environment

While in the past the word ‘patronage’ was used to define who ordered and paid for the construction of buildings, it is more useful to look at the systems of power which defined in general the kind of buildings which would be built and whether the existing architectural vocabulary would or could cope with the demands of new systems of patronage. 
8.1
Social and Economic States

a)
 The Integrated State

The total wealth of a society may be centred on a small number of large institutions. These few institutions which dominate the economic and social life of a society. These institutions may be monarchic, theocratic, centralized government or corporate power. 

b) The Plural State
The total wealth of a society may be dispersed amongst a large number of smaller institutions. In this, the various institutions within a society are autonomous and have random or variable relations with one another. Examples of this kind of society would be Mercantile capitalism and the rise of a middle class. 

c)
The Transitional State

The socioeconomic system moves unpredictably between these two poles of organization – Integrated and Plural  - with a consequent change in the number and relative power of the patrons who will commission buildings. In other words, there is a mixture of large and relatively smaller institutions coexisting in the society. This is the normal state of things.
9.0. The Time Factor
Time is a significant factor here. Without some degree of continuity, none of these states would have any particular effect on architecture. For instance, it obviously takes a considerable amount of time for architecture – a great mass of individual activity - to converge around the particular set of characteristics which define a style. It has already been pointed out that time – in the sense of continuity of conditions - can have its own definite effects on architecture by locking it into a stereotyped state. It is also worth noting that the interaction of a particular state of technology with a particular state of architecture, for instance the 19th century introduction of frame structures of steel or reinforced concrete into the building process at a particular time is a matter of timing and therefore of chance. It could have happened sooner or later than it did given the different developmental timescales involved in each system.  Either way, the time factor is the crucial element in the establishment of a particular architectural and stylistic state.

10.0.
The Limits to Design

Architectural activity – the mutual selection and combination of forms between many architects  - is invariant no matter what the current state of the system of patronage. Architects are still required to accurately represent social institutions in built form; accuracy in this sense also means the capacity to distinguish the similarities and differences between buildings and thus imbue them with a distinct meaning. The environment’s inescapable demand for uniformity or diversity of approach will have a considerable impact on architect’s ability to produce such distinctions. In a system which demands uniformity is it possible for architects to accurately represent radically new building types if they are constrained by strict canonical rules which are a function of uniformity of expression? And, what happens if they cannot? Equally, in an environment which is inherently diverse, is it possible for architects to address the similarities between buildings or even establish (through mutual selection) the standards and canons of practice which define the economics of design. In extreme terms, these questions are indicative of the endless search for both ‘order’ and ‘freedom’ of expression in design terms. The problem is that at least half the answers to these questions lie outside architecture itself in its environment.  All that architects can do is to manipulate the language of architecture in such a way that the problems of uniformity or diversity of expression at least appear to be solved even if this is done through decorative or fictive means as we shall see in the following discussion.

**************
