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Today, we are bombarded not only by academic discussions 
on what global may mean for architectural educa� on, but also 
by what social movements like #MeToo and #TimesUp may 
mean for current architectural culture. S� ll today, in spite of 
inclusive accredia� on requirements, a majority of architects 
are awarded their degrees a� er studying programs charac-
terized by a lack of acknowledgement of under-represented 
minori� es. Recently, Mark Jarzombek argued that to achieve 
global we fi rst need to accept that it is s� ll a promise to be ful-
fi lled, we fi rst need to see its absence; and for the longest � me 
half of the human race was absent from the surveys of archi-
tectural history. As is the case with many scholars, Kathleen 
James-Chakraborty experienced diffi  cul� es fi nding a suitably 
inclusive book for her survey courses on architectural/art his-
tory –even a� er the early 2000s shi�  towards global. She was 
prompted to write Architecture Since 1400 (2014) “furious 
about the coverage (or lack thereof) of work by women in 
all these books and manuscripts” she was being asked by 
publishers to use or to review. Architecture Since 1400 is intel-
ligible and readable; it has even been considered a joy to read, 
and it synthesizes previous scholarship, as is the case with 
any survey. This paper aims to demonstrate that by taking 
a globally inclusive perspec� ve, James-Chakraborty’s con-
tribu� on goes beyond the mere revitaliza� on of the survey, 
and redefi nes it as a genre. In his review, Fraser considers 
Architecture Since 1400 “the First Year survey course we wish 
we had been given.” This prompts the ques� on: with more 
inclusive literature now available, are exis� ng approaches to 
survey courses being eff ec� vely updated?  

This paper brings together two themes that framed the 
conclusion of my doctoral disserta� on: the study of the 
wri� ng of a global history of architecture (or at least the 
‘mixed’ eff orts to achieve it) and the study of the wri� ng 
of architectural surveys –through the lens of the teaching 
of architectural history and the development of the NAAB 
Condi� ons for Accredita� on. In the paper presented at the 
72nd Annual Interna� onal Conference of the Society of 
Architectural Historians (SAH), “Modern to Contemporary: 
A Historiography of Global Architecture,” I inves� gated 
the literature resul� ng from the transla� on of postcolonial 
theories into architectural discourse, exemplifi ed by Sibel 
Bozdoğan’s 1999 call to challenge the Eurocentric canon in the 
teaching of architectural history.1 She wrote:

The point in architectural history is not to incorporate 
Indian, Chinese, Islamic and other architecture into the 
Western canon in some form of benign tokenism, nor 
to discard the Western canon and replace it with works 
of the non-Western other. Rather, the point is to show 
what [Edward] Said calls “intertwined histories,” that is, to 
show that contrary to the basic assump� on of tradi� onal 
Eurocentric historiography, the Western canon and the 
cultural produc� on of socie� es outside Europe and North 
America are not separate and independent. For one thing, 
the Western canon has been too deeply imprinted in the 
culture of the non-Western world for so long as to become 
as much their property as that of the West. 2

Despite the fact that Bozdoğan and Esra Ackan argue that the 
term ‘non-West’ homogenizes what is ‘the Other’ of the West 
without allowing diff erence and diversity to come forth,3 the 
NAAB criteria kept the diff eren� a� on between Western and 
non-Western tradi� ons in its documents of 1998 and 2004. 
Consequently, the diff eren� a� on between Western and non-
Western tradi� ons was s� ll in place un� l the new document 
was adopted in 2009, already ten years a� er Bozdoğan’s 
seminal text, and three years a� er the publica� on of A Global 
History of Architecture by Francis Ching, Mark Jarzombek and 
Vikramaditya Prakash.4

In terms of my previous study of the wri� ng of architectural 
surveys,5 it is worth men� oning how the NAAB criteria 
validated un� l 2009 a trend ini� ated in the mid-1980s of 
publishing histories of the Western tradi� on, namely David 
Watkin’s A History of Western Architecture and Isabelle Hyman 
and Marvin Trachtenberg’s Architecture, from Prehistory to 
Postmodernism: The Western Traditi on.6 Both texts, published 
in 1986, have had subsequent revisions and edi� ons and are 
s� ll being used for teaching survey courses. 

Before commencing the analysis, it is worth introducing a 
disclaimer: I have not yet taught a survey course. This year I had 
the chance to design a research seminar on my research topic, 
the Historiography of Modern Architecture. We studied the 
wri� ng of architectural history in the 20th c through Giedion, 
Pevsner, Zevi, Banham, Tafuri, Cur� s and Frampton (white male 
historians), with a couple of weeks reserved to the absence 
of the ‘Others’, namely countries outside central Europe and 
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the United States, and women and other minori� es, who 
were prac� cally absent from my own course. I did precisely 
what Bozdoğan argues is not enough: I introduced a couple of 
tokens in an otherwise, very privileged account.

In this paper, the development of NAAB Student Progress 
Criteria related to the study of architectural history from 1998 
to 2019, is discussed in light of the debate about the global in 
architecture and the general invisibility in it of gender issues. 
Finally, this paper presents a survey that arguably addresses 
this gap and opens up further development of both NAAB 
criteria and survey literature. 

FROM HISTORY TO TRADITION (AND BACK TO 
HISTORY)
The NAAB Student Progress Criteria was introduced in 1982, 
‘history’ was one of the categories that organised them. 
In the 1986 document history was replaced by ‘context’, 
un� l categories disappeared in 1998, where this account 
begins. In his paper at SAH, Joseph Bedford men� oned how 
tradi� ons, and not history, was the term chosen in the 1998 
document, in which the non-West appears for the fi rst � me.7 

Western architectural canons and tradi� ons were required 
to be understood -that is assimilated and comprehended by 
students-, while an awareness -that is, familiarity with and 
recollec� ons of- was required for non-Western parallel and 
divergent canons and tradi� ons. 

The fact that there are separate criteria for the Western 
and the non-Western tradi� on in the NAAB 1998 and 2004 
documents is evidence of the use of the same categories, the 
same binary opposi� ons, that had already at that � me been 
ques� oned by postcolonial theory. Bozdoğan argued that “in 
insis� ng on the diff erence [cultural diff erence, not diversity] 
shown by other cultures (of women, blacks, Orientals, and 
so forth) and resis� ng the naturaliza� on of this diff erence by 
a benign inclusion, postcolonial cri� cs seek to unse� le the 
canon itself and expose the rela� ons of power that are integral 
to its ini� al cons� tu� on as the canon.”8 That is actually one of 
the few men� ons to women found in reviewing the literature 
on the global. Moreover, as Ackan wrote just three years later, 
“the word ‘non-West,’ not only refers to and simultaneously 
con� nues the ideology of an exaggerated diff erence between 
‘West’ and its ‘other,’ but it also disavows the diff erences 
within these ‘others’ themselves.”9

The immediate impact of postcolonial studies on 
architectural knowledge and educa� on has been to 
express the necessity to challenge the Eurocentric canon 
and the collegiate survey course, as this quota� on from 
Sibel Bozdoğan represents. Yet, this is not as facile as 
it might fi rst appear to readers, since bringing a few 
examples from ‘non-Western’ contexts to the survey 
course as epilogues to a metanarra� ve is not what 
postcolonial cri� cs have been arguing for. Challenging the 

Eurocentric canon in architectural history necessitates 
challenging the very condi� ons that have formed the 
canon itself.10

Even if with the 2004 NAAB document both Western 
and non-Western canons and tradi� ons require a level of 
understanding, the wording of both remains diff erent. In the 
case of non-Western tradi� ons, landscape is not men� oned, 
nor are the clima� c, technological, socioeconomic, and other 
cultural factors that have shaped and sustain them. While 
the Western canon and tradi� ons, though plural, seem to be 
somewhat homogenous, non-Western canon and tradi� ons 
are referred to as parallel and divergent.

In addi� on, in both the 1998 and 2004 documents, there is a 
criteria en� tled ‘Na� onal and Regional Tradi� ons,’ requiring 
a level of understanding, where NAAB would include ‘local 
regional heritage’ and the ‘vernacular tradi� on.’ According 
to Bedford, this criteria, “for NAAB was seen to be neither 
Western nor, non-Western, but, one imagined, American,” 
more accurately, from the United States.11

It is not un� l the 2009 accredita� on document, released three 
years a� er the publica� on of Ching, Jarzombek, and Prakash’s 
A Global History of Architecture, that the divide between the 
West, the non-West, and the Na� onal disappears into the 
criteria ‘Historical Tradi� ons and Global Culture,’ s� ll framed 
around canons and tradi� ons. According to Jarzombek 
and Alfred Hwangbo, the terms in the epigraph should be 
rearranged given that “History is always global, and tradi� ons 
are always cultural products.”12 They stated:

The problem, however, is that many things that we call 
‘tradi� ons’ are not historical, but modern inven� ons o� en 
frozen in � me for poli� cal expediency. By only teaching 
‘historical tradi� ons’ we are not bringing into the open 
the circumstance that tradi� ons are also shi� ing signifi ers. 
The linkage of “global” and culture, in the context of 
‘indigenous,’ is also hardly neutral. It is a reitera� on of a 
decades-old posi� on that holds that global is to be taught 
and researched as a recupera� on of an architecture-
from-below, a premise which today is seen as patronizing. 
Taken together, the words Historical Tradi� ons and Global 
Culture should have been arranged diff erently to read 
‘Global History and Cultural Tradi� ons.’13

In the case of the criteria’s wording, one of the problems is 
what the authors refer to as catena� on of the following terms: 
indigenous, vernacular, local, regional, na� onal, which used to 
be part of the epigraph of na� onal tradi� ons, and which result 
from the architectural discourse of the 1960s and 1970s and 
postmodern cri� que of modern architecture, rather than from 
postcolonial cri� cism, as was the case with the use of the no� on 
of tradi� on. The way the terms are arranged, in succession, 
implies a certain development or progression beginning with 
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indigenous architecture and working the ‘way up the historical 
ladder’ to the architecture of modern na� on-state, which 
evidences an alignment with the western canon, rather than 
its challenge. Even if with the 2009 document NAAB aimed at 
preparing graduates for global prac� ce through cross-cultural 
and cross-curricular experiences in other disciplines, the way 
that this par� cular criterion is framed is s� ll evidence of an 
Orientalist and colonialist a�  tude and does not overturn the 
bias and privilege of the canon.

In the 2014 accredita� on document, the term ‘History’ 
replaces ‘Tradi� on’ which had been used since 1998. The 
references to the ‘Eastern, Western, Northern and Southern 
hemispheres,’ present in 2009, disappear, as does the term 
‘na� onal,’ from the catena� on that now goes from indigenous 
and vernacular to local and regional. 

Lastly, there is the development throughout � me of the 
vaguely defi ned issue of ‘diversity’. Although both the 1998 
and 2004 documents had the criterion ‘Human Diversity,’ the 
level of performance required increased from ‘awareness’ 
in 1998 to ‘understanding’ in 2004, as with non-western 
tradi� ons. Also in the 2004 document ‘physical ability,’ was 
added to the ‘diverse needs, values, behavioural norms, and 
social and spa� al pa� erns that characterise diff erent cultures.’ 
In the 2009 document ‘Cultural Diversity’ replaced ‘Human 
Diversity,’ with ‘Culture’ going from being one of the factors 
aff ec� ng human diversity, to becoming the main emphasis, 
however, its wording was the same as in 2004. Reinforcing the 
direc� on that NAAB took when including ‘physical abili� es’ in 
2004, the 2014 document refers to the ‘responsibility of the 
architect to ensure equity of access to sites, buildings, and 
structures.’ Hence, the term equity, which could be used to 
introduce the reference to gender, minori� es, class and race 
issues, is restricted to the accessibility of buildings, relevant 
and necessary, but not the only responsibility of architects 
(educators, and even students) in terms of diversity. Equity 
that was as well absent from the available literature.

Yet, our study of architectural history texts indicates that 
such cri� cal thinking con� nues to remain marginal to the 
grand narra� ve of architecture. Even in the most recent 
texts published in the twenty-fi rst century, fi gures that 
other authors widely acknowledged as prolifi c female 
voices remain, at best, marginally covered in the canonical 
premises of the text or at worst, totally dismissed.14

Postcolonial cri� cism permeated the NAAB criteria, even with 
limita� ons and defi ciencies that I have pointed out, in a way 
that feminist studies s� ll have not. Gender issues con� nue 
to be absent from the NAAB criteria. If they are present in 
syllabi and curricula around the United States is because of 
educators including those issues in their survey courses, but 
it is not required. Already in 2006, and based on the 2004 
document, Meltem Gürel and Kathryn Anthony, pointed out 

that “NAAB has not yet specifi cally acknowledged gender 
issues in architectural history as a criterion for accredita� on,” 
making it “possible for students to graduate from an 
accredited architecture program without ever being exposed 
to women’s contribu� on to the built environment.”15 And this 
con� nued to be the case a� er NAAB released the 2009 and 
2014 documents, and right un� l 2019. 

It is up to authors of future NAAB student performance 
criteria as well as future architectural history texts 
to remedy these defi ciencies. In order for change to 
occur, NAAB criteria regarding diversity, and gender and 
racial issues in par� cular, must be strengthened and 
more specifi c. A greater measure of accountability is 
needed to ensure that faculty teach and students learn 
about the importance of gender and racial diversity in 
architectural history. As we have already seen, changes 
in the NAAB criteria can translate into enhanced 
versions of architectural history, but one need not 
preclude the other.16

During 2019, the NAAB has presented for comment and 
consulta� on diff erent dra� s of what will become the 
2020 Condi� ons for Accredita� on. It proposes numerous 
and substan� al changes to the accredita� on process for 
architecture schools, including the replacement of the Student 
Performance Criteria with Program Accredita� on Criteria 
and Student Accredita� on Criteria. The program criteria 
include ‘History and Theory’ and ‘Social Equity and Inclusive 
Environments,’ the la� er’s aim being for students to deepen 
their understanding of diverse cultural and social contexts. 

INCLUDING WOMEN IN A SURVEY OF ARCHITECTURE
Even if NAAB criteria regarding equity and diversity are not 
strong, nor specifi c, there is at least an author that has a� empted 
to remedy these defi ciencies, and intertwine gender, race and 
class issues into a grand narra� ve of Architecture Since 1400 
(2014): Kathleen James-Chakraborty.17 Also published in 2014, 
in A Criti cal History of Contemporary Architecture, editors Elie 
Haddad and David Ri� ind presented what they considered to 
be the major theore� cal developments a� er modernism and 
over fi � y years - namely, postmodernism, deconstruc� vism 
and postcolonial cri� cism in architecture, and high-tech 
and sustainable architecture, failing to include a chapter on 
feminist cri� cism in architecture. It is precisely these major 
revisions of history of the previous decades, colonialism and 
postcolonialism, non-western architecture, economic and 
urban history, but also social class, race and gender that 
James-Chakraborty intertwines in her text. 

The book is the result of the tradi� on of teaching architectural 
history at the University of California Berkeley. The example 
of Norma Evenson teaching there since the 1960s “eventu-
ally supplemented by that of her colleague Spiro Kostof, 
established Berkeley as a place where the issue of modern 



149 Surveying the Contribu� on of Women within Architectural History

nonwestern urbanism occupied center stage.”18 By the early 
1990s, Nezar AlSayyad, Paul Groth, Thomas Metcalf, Dell 
Upton, and James-Chakraborty, all commi� ed to the study of 
non-Western modernism, were working with students who 
would publish a string of important monographs on nineteenth 
and twen� eth century urbanism in China, South Asia, and 
Turkey as well as elsewhere, including Swa�  Cha� opadhyay 
and Zeynep Çelik.19 In her opinion, it is not only a ma� er of 
covering new geographical ground, but also intellectual, with 
an emphasis on the connec� ons of the architecture of empire, 
on the periphery as the loca� on of innova� on, on understand-
ing architecture as the locus of cultural memory, and on the 
changes introduced by migra� ons.20 In a forthcoming essay 
that she has generously shared with me, also giving me permis-
sion to quote it, James-Chakraborty recalls:

By 1990, when I began to teach, it required very li� le eff ort 
to insert women into my lectures, since there was already 
an easily accessible secondary literature describing their 
contribu� ons. And yet more than a decade later, when I felt 
almost besieged by textbook publishers hoping that I would 
adopt their new book or at least review the manuscript of it, 
what stood out most to me about these surveys was their 
blindness to the existence of half of the human race.21

Debates around ‘inclusiveness,’ and the challenge of what to 
insert or include in grand narra� ves, permeate not only the 
research on the global in architecture but also the wri� ng and 
design of architectural surveys and survey courses. According 
to Jarzombek, to think global is to see fi rst the absence, rather 
than a phantasy of inclusion, to think of what is not there- “a 
promise that it is yet to be fulfi lled, if ever.”22 If to include, fi rst 
we need to acknowledge an absence, one of the most striking, 
although not the only one, is the absence of half of the human 
race, regardless of their place of birth, class, race. 

James-Chakraborty’s narra� ve emphasizes the role of all 
agents of the built environment, which facilitates the inclusion 
of ‘the Others’ including important women patrons of the 
arts and women architects –rather than ‘genius-architects,’ 
as well as construc� on workers or slaves. Her emphasis on 
including the work of women expands beyond the narra� ve 
into the short bibliographies for further reference that 
conclude each chapter. By eff ec� vely considering the other 
half of the human race –that is, the under-represented work 
of women as stakeholders of the built environment– as part 
of a wider cultural context, Architecture Since 1400 broadens 
our understanding of the global in architecture.

Given the ambi� ous character of her study of global 
architectural history through six centuries, there are 
diff erences in the way women are included depending on the 
� me and place in ques� on. In the fi rst half of the book –un� l 
the nineteenth century, references to women are by name in 
the case of the Western countries, with the Medici women as 

examples of the “handful of wellborn European women [who] 
acquired a degree of poli� cal power that had been rare in the 
Middle Ages,” and Eleanor Coade in eighteenth century Britain, 
businesswoman and inventor, manufacturer, and seller of the 
cemented-like substance Coadstone.23 On the other hand, 
women of the non-Western world are introduced, in a more 
general way, when explaining life in imperial palaces of the 
O� oman Empire or the Mughal court in South Asia. Outside 
of ruling classes, James-Chakraborty elaborates on the role of 
women in building, dwelling and inhabi� ng of na� ves on the 
North American Land and Sumatra. These accounts seem to be 
drawn from sources of anthropology as opposed to the more 
architectural ones listed in the chapters on the Renaissance or 
Baroque, which she has admi� ed to be the case some� mes in 
our latest communica� on.24

In the second half of the book, it seems that informa� on 
on more women in Western countries was available, also 
beyond the ruling and upper classes, and the author refl ects 
on their role as customers of shops and department stores, 
housewives and social reformers in houses, and workers, 
cra� swomen and professionals beyond the factories, though, 
for example, in the case of the United States, s� ll race needs 
to be taken into considera� on with the segrega� on of African 
Americans. Segrega� on is also the key for James-Chakraborty 
to understand South Africa, where the African account from 
north to south fi nishes. The role of women in building and 
decora� ng the tents and houses throughout the con� nent is 
acknowledged, though again in an anthropological manner, 
without having specifi c examples or their names. Looking 
forward, James-Chakraborty shares:

Since wri� ng the book I have taught a class on compara� ve 
sixteenth through eighteenth century court cultures 
in Europe and Asia, and found that there is much more 
available regarding women in these places and periods 
than I knew about at the � me I wrote Architecture 
since 1400, so were I to produce a second edi� on, I 
would be able to weave some of this knowledge into it. 
Eleanora of Toledo owning the Pi�   Palace is just the � p 
of the iceberg!25

I argue that there are lessons to be learned from the process 
of building an inclusive survey text when designing and deliver-
ing a survey course. It seems that the teaching of the survey 
course is in itself a challenge that at � mes can lack equity. 
Several of the authors men� oned in this paper affi  rm that 
the survey course is thrown at early career researchers or 
“junior faculty,” who endure the “enormous challenge” that 
is “so o� en off -loaded dispropor� onately” onto them, as was 
the case of James-Chakraborty.26 Jarzombek’s cri� que of this 
inequality is even harsher: in his opinion, and contrary to his 
own case, survey courses are “usually taught by the professors 
at bo� om of the academic food chain” and are “o� en seen as 
far too trivial for advanced scholars.”27
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either neutralizing or reifying the diff erence of other 
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ques� on that a� er postcolonial cri� cism, they survey 
course, like the Western canon on which it is predicated, 
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tory research and teaching uses migra� on, infrastructures, or 
trade as cross-cultural comprehension tools, in what could 
be seen as the realiza� on of Bozdoğan’s 1999 claim. Not only 
available survey literature, but also NAAB criteria, even if with 
room for improvement, evidence this. Although research 
undertaken since 1970s in architectural history has looked 
at gender and race issues, in this case, it does not seem to 
have permeated the educa� on of architecture, nor the lit-
erature with some excep� ons, nor the NAAB criteria. I argue 
that James-Chakraborty’s Architecture Since 1400 presents a 
cross-cultural transna� onal account of architecture, that is 
also gender and racially inclusive, making it more poli� cal, and 
exemplary of what is now the framework to reconsider diver-
sity and inclusion in architectural educa� on: intersec� onality.
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