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M oder nism, Postmoder nism, and cor por ate power : historicizing the architectural

typology of the cor porate campus

Introduction

The main purpose of thisesearch isto identify what thetransition fromarchitectural
Modernism to Postodernism teH us almut the evolution of ideologies that animate
corporations in relation to wider developments in capitalism. In order to do tkis, w
historicise the architectural phenomenon of the corporate campus headqu@&teski

2013) a type of business complex buitt ‘a pristine rural setting’ that ‘reinvents the
traditional country estate and in terms of modern corporate programs’ (Pelkonen and

Albrecht 2006, 10).

In particular, we focun a series of corporate campuses built in pleeiod 1945-2005,
designedby the threemain architectsresponsible for originating and developing this type of
building: Gordon Bunshaft (Skidmore, Owings & Merrill: SOM), Eero Saarinen (Sa@g:
Assocides), and Kevin Roche (KRJDA). This focus allows us to ideridw corporag
identity was designed and constructed through architecture; how changes inatioasel
between architects and corporate clients drove the transition from ModerntriwoBesh in
the construction of corporate identity; haarporate ideologiesf identty and identification
were realised in spacandhow changes in architectural style and building argerelatd to

changing forms of capitalism

This researcls situated in theecentrevival d interest inthe*historial turn’ in management

and agarization gudies (e.g.,Rowlinson andHassard2013; Suddaby, Foster ariills



2014),which has raisedjuestions othe benefs and dangers for historians aB& scholars
alike of pursuing a synthesis of historiograpdnyd critical organisation studida responding
to the call from thigournal’sSpecial Issue editots revisit the ‘historial turn’ (Kieser 1994;
Zald 1993) we therefore explore the potential for‘marriage’ of history ad critical

organisation studies by focusing on the historicisation of corporate power atecefleough

architecture.

Our theoreticalapproach is a synthesis tife critical sociology of PierreBourdieu with
architectural historiographyThis approachis, we believe, timely, given the recent
publication of Bourdieu’s dctures a the State, in which he discussiéee relationship
between historiography and sociology (Bourdieu 2012), and the growing intgyest
sociologistsin the contributios of Bourdieu to historical studies, as evidenced by Gorski

(2013), Swartz (2013), Calhoun (2013), &tdhrle (D13).

For Bourdieu, theoreticalomcepts aretools for conducting empirical researcather than
formal constructs, definitions, or abstract, fixed, propositions’ (Swartz ZIN3Keeping

this in mnd, we develom conceptuaframeworkwith temporalandspatial dimensions The
temporal conceptBom architectural historiographgeriodandtypology allow us to connéc
architecture and the socialacking the phenomenoof the corporate campus through
delimited historial period The spatial conceptssymbolic, socialand physical space
(Bourdieu 1993), allowmore finegrained analyses of the Mdings in relation to the
production of corporate power. In addition, by combining the temporal and spatial analyses,
we identfy what subsequent changes in us@ht tell us about changes in the social,

political, and economic contexts in which the buildings as material objects comtiexistt

We address the following questions: What can a study of theWé& architectural
typology of the corporate campus headquarters in the US and Europe tell us about how
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corporate ideologies are realised during a given pehidld&t does historicisinthecorporate
campts typologythrough thearchitecturatransition from Modernism to Pesbdernism, tell
us about changes in corporate capitalislAAd what does the fate of these monumental
buildings tell us about the changing symbolic, economic and social pafesuch

corporations in the period 1945-20057?

In addressing these questionge make theoretical andmethodological contributionso
management and organizational histoAt the epistemologicallevel, we show how
researchinghe history of corporate spaceser timegenerates knowledge aldacorporate
strategies and organizatio®ur methodologicalcontribution is to show how a synthesis of
critical sociology and architectural historiographgplied through a critical hermeneutic
approach(Thomp®n 1981; Robinson and Kerr 2002015) can be used as a way of
analysingthe samdype ofobject (here, the campus) at different periods, ghestling light

on the rise and fall of individual corporatioasd the wider historical context within which

this occurred

Sociology, history, architecture and or ganizations

As already noted, theuppose of the paper is to trace the evolution of corporate campuses in
the transition fromarchitecturalModernism toPostmodernism. ¥ propose to do this
through synthesising critical sociologyd architecturahistoriography, thusontributing to
discussionsan Management and Organization History (MDbler the role of theory in
historicallyinformed approache® the study of organization@sdiken and Kieser 2004;

Clark and Rowlinson 2004, Booth and Rowlinson 2006, Rowlinson and Hassard 2013).



The ‘historic turn’ in MOS (which follows similarly motivated ‘historical turns’ incemogy:
seeElias 1987; Calhoun 1996) had the aim, by turning to history and historians’ practices, of
countering the ‘scientistic’ positivism that has dominated MOS, paatiguh US academia

(see Ross 1991 for a history of the ‘scientisation’ df @@ntury American social science

and its disconnection from the discipline of history).

Similar concerngoncerning epistemology and methaodstivated he more recent ‘histodal
turn’ in MOS (summarised by Durepos and Mil2912, andVeatherbee, Durepos, Mills and
Mills 2012). Dominant @proaches withirMOS were seen by, e.g.Jacques (1996, 2006
Kieser (1994) Usdiken and Kieser (20p4s, inter aliaghistorical presenti universalistic

in their presuppositions, positivistic itheir approachesmethodologically individualistic,
‘privileging evolutionary notions of historical developmeint’their philosophy of science
(Kieser 1989),and lacking incriticality. Booth and Rowlinson (2006) for example,
suggestdthat‘more critical and more ethical reflectiowas required in the field and that the
‘historic turn’ might lead in this directio(Booth and Rowlinson 200&-9). In particular,
they continue, (200610) ‘if there is to be methodological reflection and experimentation in
historical writing, then this will involve further engagement with the philosophy obriyis
and historical theoristsTaking our cue from this, in this study, we put Bourdieu’s socio

historical method into dialogue with architectural historiography and critique

Architectural historiographwas an early interest of Bourdieu's (see his postface to his
translation of Panofsky: Bourdieu 196i#)d has inspired a number of Bourdieusian scholars.
For example Lipstadt (2003)characterisethe relationship betweeaslient and architect a&

‘dialectic of distinction’ through which each side gains prestige (Lipstadt)20a3ile



Dovey'’s critical study opower and built form also draws on Bourdiela series of studies

of building deggnin relation to political powe(Dovey 1999).

Within MOS, a number of studiedollowing ‘spatial turn’ in organization studielsave
focusedon architectureand spacdrom a variety of perspective@he ‘spatial turn:van
Marrewijk and Yanow 2010). These includ&ganizationabestheticfe.g., Linstead and
Hopfl, 2000; Wasserman and Frenkel 2Q01brganizationallegitimacy (e.qg., Proffitt
and Zahn 2006)and organizational symbolisniGagliardi, 1990; Berg and Kreiner,
1990) In many ofthese studies, the focus is primarily on the internal design of organisations
(see, e.g., Clegand Kornberger 2006 Hatch 1990, Hofbaue000) with those on
organizational cultures often taking a strongly normative and functionalspgutive (e.g.,
Duffy 2000) Other scholars have identifiethks between architecture and ideology. For
example, Gabriel (2003) discusses the link between new university buildings arsddbr
postbureaucratic control; while Hancock and Spicer (2011)sictem architecture, interior

design and ‘forms of identity’ in relation Bonew university library.

Issues of pwer, space and organisational contexts are central concerns in the work of Dale
and Burrell(2003, 2011) and Dale (2005), who drasvs Lefebve (1991), to loolcritically

at office space, focusing on controlataridity and spatial politics; whil&err and Robinson
(2015) take a Bourdieusian perspective to analyhe interactionsbetweenholders of
corporate power and political power in refatito the planning and design of therporate

headquartersf a Scottish bank (Kerr and Robinson 2015).

With regard to Istorical approacheso architecture, space and organisatiomgs) main

research themesave emergée: namely, the role of buildings imhe construction of



organizationaldentity and of organizationaidentification For organizational identitiderg

and Kreiner (1990) show how buildings have been understood to symbolise good taste,
power, and @tusthrough the attention paid to the idénof the achitect while Kersten and

Gilardi (2003)also look at corporate identity, providing a case study of architect Philip
Johnson’s design for treorporate headquarters for PittsbuRjhte Glass (PPGidentifying

the importance of externallyrgected image and the use of material symbolic of the

corpaation

For organizationablentification Stanger (2000) shows hdhe Larkin Building, designed by
Frank Lloyd Wright was intendedas a‘family home’ for employees of the soap company
(Stange 2000;Dale andBurrell 2007 see also JonemdMassa P13). hdeed, long before
Mayo’s work (1949) on the value of -@peration in increasingorkers’ productivity (Dale
andBurrell 2007, companies such as CadpiRowlinson andHassard 1993), and Hbey
were trying to create company towns as ‘capitalism’s utopiaeen 201037). Earlier still,

in the 19" Century,Krupp moved their workers to a rural site in order to ‘deprokmtise’
the workforce (Bentmann aduller 1992114), while in the UKindustrial‘model villages’
such as New Lanarin Scotlandor Saltaire in Yorkshiravere constructeih the mid19"

Centuryin order to create a ‘family’ of worke(#/1cKinley 2006).

In additionto thedualthemes of identity and identificatipaomehistorically-focused papers
connect organizational theory with Modernist @arate architecture. In particujlathe
historical trajectory oModernst corporatearchitecture is assue in an exchange initiated by
Guillén (1997), whaclaims thata dominant Tagrism s omnipresent ithe industrial style
of Modernarchitecture(see also Yates 200T®utch 201). However, this thesis has been

critigued by Dale and Burrell (2007inasmuch as European ddernists, including the



Bauhausarchitectsand Le Corbusier, gre motivated byissues of Utopianism andsocial

critiqueas well as productive efficien¢ipale andBurrell 2007, 166).

In contrastto the literature orarchitecturalModernism,little has been written by MO®r

MOH scholars orthe connectios between architecturald8tmodernismand organizations
(althoughSpencer 2011, in a study of a new college, shows how Deleuzian philosophical
concepts have been taken up for corporate)eddss is somewhat surprising, givetine
suggestive work in other disciplinby, e.g.,Harvey(1990)and Jameso(iL991), in paticular

the latter's‘Postmodernism or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalismith its identification

of ‘the extraordinary flowering of the new postmodern architecture grounded inttbagma

of multinaional business{Jamesori991, 5).

Taking a lead from Jameson and Harvey and their interest in the connectionsnbetwee
architecture andorms of capitalism we now go on tohistoricisethe corporate campus
phenomenon throughn approach to sociology and history based on the wbrRierre

Bourdieu and incorporating elements of architectural historiography.

Typology, periodization and space

Architectural typology

In terms of architectural historiography, the corporate campasyjgologyor building type
that has been developed through a tradition of architectural thinking and eractdfer
solutions to question®lated tobuilding function, environment and ideology (Giedion 1970;
Ackerman 1986; Bentmann amMduiller 199Q Markus 1993).Typology in this sensds a

concept that provides a way of identifying and studyingctienge andlevelopment of an



architecturatbuilding type’, and how each pacular examplelevelogs the typology further.

The concept of typology iwidely used by architectural $tiorians and critics, for example,
Markus (1993), who identifies the t_hLQCentury ‘explosion of typologies’ that met the
demands of capitalist modernity (schools, hospitals, prisons, workhouses, etc.) ded by t

architects themselves, wlkloaw on precedestwhen designing new buildings (Roche 1985).

This means that, although in the 1940 corporate campusonstituteda new typology, it
drew on earlier bilding types bymaking explicit historical reference to, for example,
Palladio’s Venetian Vas (Ackerman 1986). Suchrgcedents are explicitly drawn doy
architectsasSaarinen notesWhen you do a job like this your mind goes back to Versailles,
the Tivoli Gardens, San Marcdin Time 1956) That is in designing a new building
architectsnot onlydraw on recent examples of theuilding type but also orhow previous
generations of patrons, architecsdbuildersaddressed similar problems through the siting

and construction of villas, chateaux, and so on.

Drawing on this tralition of architeairal enquiry offers, we believe, réavalue to
organizational researcim that we can use the connection between typology and period
(Lupton 1996) to analyseodalities ofcorporate power (one of the main interestEritical

Managemenscholar$ in the Modern and Postmodern periods.

Periodization

‘Period’ isused in archectural historiograph{in the tradition ofBurckhardt 1860/19513s a
way of understanding connections between history, architecture, and the Boe@dncept
of periodization providea way of entering into critical debates andwarchitecture, time and

societies. B facilitating comparison between individual buildings, building types and



periods,it allows us to identifyand explairrelated aesthetic arsbcial changeat the maaw
level (Charle 2013) Thus, studyingthe relationship betweemonarchicalabsolutism and
CounterReformationreligious powerthrough the lens oérchitecturecan help toidentify
why the Baroqueaesthetic supplantedRenaissance classicistfMaravall 1986; Buci-

Glucksmann 199@enjamin 1998).

This identification ofthe Baroque as successor to Renaissance classiasimformed and
structuredrecent debates on tHeostmodernas successor to thodern (Harvey 1990
Jameson1984. Ideologically, the Mdern movement in architecture rejected historical
reference and ornament in favour ofigaality and functionalismthe function is form’
aestheticpromoted by key figures such s Corbwsier (1927 and inGermany (and later in

the USA) Gropius and Mies van der Rohe.

But, if Modern architectie expresseshe unity of form and functionwith an absence of
decorationand a refusal of hierical reference (Giedion 197@aarinen 1959), time(the
argument goes), because Postmodern architechssociates form from function (g,
offices appearmas palaces) and celebrates pastiche, nostalgi,historical reference, the

Postmodern becoes, in effect, a replay of theaBque (Jencks 1984, 1991; Scully 1096

In this way, throughthe imitationof dead styles... stored up in theaginary museum of a

now global culture’(Jameson 1991)the Postmodern involves a ‘loss of historicity’, an
eternal present. In order to address this naturalisation of the present, and to nohtleesta
role of culture in economic, social and culturalacbe over timewe historicise the

Postmodern (Jameson 1991; Gorski 2013

<<<<<take in Fig 1 about here>>>

Spatial concepts


http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Le+Corbusier
http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Gropius%2c+Walter
http://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Mies+van+der+Rohe%2c+Ludwig

If typology and period areorcepts that allow us to studprporate campuses diachically,
thensymbolic, socialandphysi@l space(Bourdieu 1993) provide us with a synchroniew

of an individualbuilding at a specific timd=or Bourdieu, symbolic power includes the power
to impose a vision of the world, tealise the specific categories by which the social world is
constituted(Bourdieu 2012 This includes the power to inscribe the symbolic on space: so,
for example, ‘the country’ may be preferred as a symbaliegory to ‘the cityas a space of
physical dwelling Thus, he symbolicdimenson of space is whereategoris of distinction
arevalorised andhe social dimensionis the topography in which social groups that possess
forms of capital of various sorts are distributed: ecgltural captal as land or as heritage

(thearistocracy), or economic capitalldsng for ostentatior(the nouveaux richgs

The possession of such forms of capital means that socia¢ saac beobjectified and
distributed inphysical spacéo reinforcesocial distinctiongdBourdieu 19938 However, br
Bourdieu: ‘the mossuccessful ideokhical effects are those that have no words, and ask no
more than complicitous silence’ (Bourdieu 197I88). In this study, ve use these
Bourdieusianconcepts to question the takim-granted spatial arrangements of corporate
buildings that reproduce forms of domination, i.e., ‘history objectified in things’ (Baurdie

1989, 59).

M ethodology

In this study we present historicallygrounded case in orddo excavate‘the saial
conditions of possibilityof an empirical phenomendBourdieu 1998129).To do this, and

in order to develop a methodological framework to address our research questions, we
followed Charle (2013) by initially posng the following questions (1) what are the
problematicsthat we want to addre®slere,we wanted to'read and recostructthe history

of the great Postvar American corporations through their architectural prgjé2ishow do
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we understand- or construct-the objectof researc? This we identified asthe corporate
campugypology as distorical phenomenathat we cold address throughistorical critique

or historicisationto understand how forms of power are naturalised in changing-socio
historical context@and to critique the apparent permanence of these forms of Gweski
2013; Steinmetz 2011).Historicisation also allows us tb take issue with the
misrepresentations of reality that are produced by dominant ideologies, whidbsigned to
conceal the material and symbolic divisions within vertically structured soti€fasen

2015, 15).

We then identifiedwo questions of scale. These w¢g the scale of divisiorand (4) the
scale of time For the first,we restriced our study tothe Unhited Sates in particularto
exurban(‘upstate’) New York and Chicago; anthen,as asort of codato Europe(France
and Spain) For the secondve delimitedour researcho the period 1942005 (the time in
which the three architectsvere designng corporate campuses), althoughe issue of
historical antecedents requires to consider a longdmistorical vista takingin Rome,

Venice, and Versalilles.

From this starting point we employed acritical hemeneutic methodology (Kipping,
Wadhwani and Bucheli 2014dirawing on architectural historiography (e.g., Panofsky
1939/2010) and critical sociology (Bourdieu 2012), icait hermeneutics beinga
development of hermeneutic method that aims to understand the object of resgarch b
passing it thouglsuccessiveycles of interpretatiore.g.,formal, sociehistorical,and most
importantly,critical/conceptua(Thompson 1981for examples, seRobinson and Kerr 2009,
2015). Although historicalhermeneuticsilthey 1883/1985; sedabermas 1972; Ricoeur

2004) originated in the historical interpretation of biblical textstical hermeneutics
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considers text to include a wide ange of interpretable phenomerigm actions toart
works. see Ricoeu(2004, Prasad (2002 In this research, as noted above, the corporate

campus typology is the object of reseatehvhich we apply oucycles of interpretation.

Initially, in the firg cycle of interpretationywe conducted &eries of detailed case studies
startingfrom photos and other visual representations ofbihi&lings andworking through

the documentary evidence of the buildings’ conception and planning. Data included
documeng such aghe client’'s brief; the architect’s intention/visidorom the KRJDA and
SOM web archives; the social and historical context as understood by the arahdér
client (IBM and GM online archivéspublically available interview transcripts (Bshraft, de
Blois, Saarinen, Rochg)online archives ofspecialist journals and local and regional
newspapersphotographsand exhibition catalogues. For the second cycle of interpretation,
we tookour temporal concepts from architectural historiography dreev on architectural
history for the social context as understood by architectoistbrians and critics. Thefor

the critical cyclecritical sociology provided us with the concepts of symbolic, social and
physical space (Bourdieu 1998ringing these cycles together allowed us to fuse empirical

data, architectural history amtitical sociology in order to historicise the phenomenon.

In researching the typology, weentified 42 completed buildings: see Appenduhere we

list the corporate campuséat we have been able to traceigi unfortunately impossible to
estimate how many were built, given that in many cases both the corporations and the
buildings have since disappeayedVe categorist the campuses intdModerrist and
Postmodernbased onlencks (1976). For the ddernst campuses we focused &M, Bell

Labs, Connecticut Gemal, IBM (two campuses)and Union Carbide. The éstmodern
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campuseswere represented byseneral Foods, Bouyguewear Paris and Santandemear

Madrid.

In the analysighat follows, we ‘follow the conceptsthat is, the individualcase studies are
subsumed under the concepts we use to organise our analysis, i.e. the corporate campus as
typology, followed by the spatial analysis and the periodization analysisugh this we
historicisethe case (Goks 2013),identifying the overdetermined nature of the phenomenon
(Resnick and Wolff 2002)that is, thecombination of political, aesthetic, economic, social,
comporate, and ideological driverplus individual particularities (Craven 1998jat ‘were

indispensable for the occurrence of the effect in its concrete form’ (Vi6B6).

Analysis

Therole of architectsin the construction of corporate identity and identification

By the early 1950s it was clear thiée urban towr block office although symbolically
powerful, was failing to promote interaction acdmmunitywithin the corporatior{(Roche
19895. In contrast, the corporate campus, conceived as a ‘horizontal’ skyscrapehdBuns
1990) with communal areas for socgaliion, set in a natural or landscaped ‘pastoral
environment (Mozingo 2011yas intended to providen alternative to the highise ‘anthill

appoach’ to office building (according to Henry Luce, CEOlohe/Life 1955).

Three main architectural firmsere responsible for the development of kv typology:
SOM, Saarinen & Associates, and Kevin Roche John Dinkeloo & AssociaieiK). The
first significant examples, built in the 1940850s, were designed by either Gordon Bunshaft
for SOM (ConnecticutGeneral or Eero Saarinenof Saarinen & Associate$M). Later
(1960-2005)campuses were designed by Kevin Roche, too& over Saarinen’s firm after

the later’'s death in 1958Pelkonen andilbrecht 2006). For the purposes of this study, the
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work of these threearchitects provides a history of typological variation over the period

1945-2005.

Gordon Bunshaft, a Modernist designer schooled in the work of Mies van der Rohe and Le
Corbusie, joined SOM in 1945 (Bunshaft 1990). Bunshaft wia®ef designein SOM’s New
York and Chicago offices (Bunshaft 1990, de Blois 2004),asdlesign fothe Connecticut
General Insurance (CGlheadquartersat Bloomfield, Ill, can be consideredhe first
corporate campus headquartékozingo 2011,119). This complex,inspired by Mies
lllinoi s Institute of Technologgampus(Mozingo 2011,119),and completed in 1954yas
intended to provide a ‘highly civilized and satisfying office environment’ wiitelgsive

amenities’ (SOM2014 see Fig L

The second key archite&ero Saarinen, emigrated from Finland to the USA in 1923 with his
architectfather, Eliel Saarine(Pelkonen andlbrecht 2006) Having taken over his father’s
firm in 1950, the younger Saarineon commissions to design a number of public buildings,
includinga series of US embassiand consulatgtipstadt 2001; Loeffler 1998 Saarinen’s
success as a public architect has batmbuted, in part, to the beli¢hat his ‘glamoous’
Modernism waswell suited tocelebratios of postWar American power rad confidence
(Friedman 2010; Tuomi 2006But Saarinen’sstyle of Modernismalso appealed to the
leaders of IBM, Bell, and General Motors, who commissioned him to desiggries of

corporate campusédalbrecht 2006).

<<<<take in Fig 2 about here>>>>>
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The first of these,for General Motors (GM)was an enormous campus, wiflve
departmental buildings around a-2@re decorative lakéPelkonen andilbrecht 2006:see

Fig 2). Saarinenthenwent on to design two campuses for IBM, at Rochester, Minnesota
(1958) andat Yorktown Heights (1961) and a campus for Bell Labs at Holmdel, NJ (1962)
(Pelkonen andAlbrecht 2006) For IBM Rochester, CEOThomas Watson wanted the
facility’s identity to be ‘bothpopulist and aristocratic, contemporary and histpmicbrder to
‘visually express the character of the new IBM’ (IBM archive 2014). The glaszsin wall

of IBM Rochester wa$BM blue, while Yorktown Heights presented a curving, crescent
shaped, glasBonted building, sited, like a feudal fortress, on the coést hill (Pelkonen

and Albrecht 2006:Fig 3). Both the Rochester and Yorktown buildings were intended to
encourage ‘mobility between academia, governmend, industry’ (Albrecht 200653), as
was Saarinen’s fourth research cenBell Labs This al® featured curtain walls (in effect a
vast reflecting mirror) and a lake, while a transisioaped tower symbolized the Labs’ key
contribution to the invention of the transis{®elkonen andilbrecht 2006) Theseexurban
campus complexewere described at the time ake ‘Versailles of industry’ Time 1954),

thus equatingsymbolsof US corporag power with the greastarchitecturalsymbol of the

absolute monarchicglower.

<<<<take in Fig 3 about here>>>>

After Saarinen’s death, his assistant, Kevin Roche took over the firm in phinerish
engineer John DinkelogKRJDA). Roche, who would go on to becomé€t favoured
architect of corporate AmericgPelkoren 2011,5), claimed that he ‘wasn’t interested in
making works of art’ but ‘believed very much in communicating with the cligRtche

1985, 257)This increaseddcus on the wishes of the client represented, according to Roche,

15



a ‘turn to identity’ in architecture, inasmuch as the corporate architect waseteqo

produce a distinctive building that can provide an identity for a corporgfftocthe 1985
37). We can see thiplay out in Roche’s series of corporate campus buildifrgsn the
College Life ‘pyramids’ (196+72), throughUnion Carbide, GenerdFoods Conoco, and

Merck, culminating irBouygues (1985) and Santander (2005).

The preoccupation withostentaton, identity and emotional impac{Rocle 1985 74) is
particularly visible inthe General Foods HQ (Dal Co 1985) amdarks Roche’s move to
‘visible monumentality as a goorate ideal’ Harris 1996, 460)the white aluminiurrclad
building, with its Palladian pillared portico and domeas dsigned to make an instant
impression onpassing motorist (Roche 1985 As architectural critic Paul Goldberger
reported, the then newlpened HQcorstituted ‘a stunning and powerful presence’
(Goldberger 1985)a deliberate assertion of corporate identity by a previously invisible

corporation (Roche 198See Fig 4.

In addition to the projection of corporate identit,ueban relocation was intended to
promote corporate identification. Sagcording to Saarinen, the IBM Roctexsbuilding was
intended tdfoster IBM’s own community of lgal employees’, while for the clierihe new
IBM campuses would make ‘the attitude of our people who work in fifeed and more
rapid and more efficient’ (quoted in Albrecht 20@®). Roche and his clients were also
concened with promoting community: in designititge Union Carbide building,
‘the intention... was to accommodate a very large number of people in units, which
themselves are very small and intimate. It's that same thing we keep taliouog

that sense of family, thaense of community’ (Roche 1985, 262).
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This means that thaesign of physicatpace haa social purposehat of promotingtie ideal
workplace at least for its headquarters stafb small regulated and integrated community,
ruled over by a benign paterfamilias (Bentmann and Miller 1992, 21). $mion Carbide
the aim in o-locatingdivisionswasto ‘deal humanelyvith the workplace’ (Roche 19858)
through the design o& building with 1200 individual offices and central social areas,
restaurants, bars, etc. According to one employee, (quoted in Miller 2010),s'ilikea

working in a city... everything was available in that building. They didn't wanttoleave’.

<<<<<take in Fig 4 about here>>>>

The corporate campus in the US and Europe: realising corporate ideologies of identity and
identification

How were symbolic spaceand social spacenscribed on physicaspace in the cporate
campuses? In this sectioneudentify thecountry, rural, pastorahs symbolically positive in

the location of the campuses; while tiy, the urbarwere negative.

We then consider how combinations of theible, ostentation, concealmeand discretion
were employed to inscribe corporate identity on physical sg@oally, we turn to the
symbolic inscription of hierarchy: campus buildings were hierarchicaksphat reproduced
social status in takefor-granted ways, sometimes explicitly, agth executive/non

executive spaes, and sometimes nats with social and physical space as gendered space.

Corporate relocations from city centre HQs to exurtEmpuses were facilitated by the post
War suburbanization of AmericéPimlott 2007) between1950 and 1970 the suburban
population increased from 31.1 to 75.7m (Avila 2004). This prosessfacilitated by the

new universality of the automobile and its suppartinfrastructure (Elliott antrry 2010),
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while the low price of oil before the ‘efhock’ of 1973 meant that heating and-air
conditioning were not major cost consideratiolms addition, he geographicahnd social
space of upstate New York was attractive to top executives: 80% of top executiees wer
already living there before the reloicat of their businessg®Vhyte 1988) Indeed,n 31 out

of the 34 cases of corporateaedhtions studied by Whytéhe new corporate HQ was close to
the CEO'’s residence, it 12 of the CEOs living close twovo country clubs in Connecticut

(Whyte 1988/2009).

In this ‘flight from the city’, symbolic space was inscribed on physicatespte campuses
were msitionedoutside the cityMozingo 2011) But if the ‘country’ represented a symbolic
pole of attraction to CEOs, the ‘city’ (primarily New York and €&igo) represented a
negative pole. In the case @ereral Foods, flight from the city was prompted by fear of
nuclear attack (‘catastrophic planning’) and a desire to escape from Manhattan’s
‘discomforts’, including ‘dust, dirt, noise, and traffic congestion’ (quoted in iz
2011:106), and high city centre rents (Pelkonen 2011, 3@)rbEn areas also offered a
potentialworkforce in ‘places without a prior history of Fordist indudizetion’ (Scott and

Storper 1989, 213), thuallowing management betteontrol of labor’ (Ellin 1997, 35).

In addition to thecity/country dialectic,architectsalso faced a symbolic choice between
visibility and invisibility, ostentation and discretion. The choice here depended on the kind of
impact the building was tanded to make and on whqRoche 198h With Union Carbide
thebuilding employed discretiorafter a series of scandals involvinticesis, asbestosigd

dioxin waste the corporation wishetb present itself as a ‘good corporate citizen’ (Martin

2006. Designed as a massive mibivel car park withfractalshaped office clusters
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depending from it (Roche 985), the immense buildingvas like‘a sprawling metallic beast’

(Dunlap 2008xoncealedn the midst of an unspoiled natural forestdFig 5).

<<<<<<insert Figh about here >>>>>>

In comparisorwith this powerful yet invisible presee, Saarinen’s glass fortresses for IBM
and Bel Labs were highly visible,he massive curtain wall facades acting as mirrors to
reflect the landscape and the skyhil discretely concealing the academiedustrial
researchis in their cellike offices (Martin 2006).In contast Rocheusedvisible ostentation
and historical reference iredigning the General Foods H{pdthe Bouygues Challenger
HQ. For the latter KRJDA’s brief was to employ visibility, osteritan and historical
reference to design an integratadlding and landscape that would be ‘steeped in the history
of French architecture’, with particular reference to Versailles (KRJDAKknamed le petit
Versailles; the Challenger, like thehateau of Versailles itself, is located outsidelite of
theold Paris city walls (ltra muro9 and laid out on an eastest axis that exactly mimics the
eastwest axial procession tfie palace of Versailleshich lies a short distance to the north
west (the Google maps view provides a startling comparison). These ostentatiousahist
referencesvould constitute symbolic power in material form for theuveau richdounder

of the firm, Francis Bouygues, assedirhis ambition to found a new corporatendgty

(Barjot 1992).

Finally, Ciudad Santander (Santander City) outside Madrid, designed by Rochelfankise
President Emilio Botin, outdids American predecessors (and the Challenger), in resembling
a citystate of 00 inhabitants withAlhnambrastyle gardens, centrgblaza and focal

executive buildindKRJDA 2014) The Challenger and Ciudad $amder, bothn relation to
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their respective cities (Paris and Madrid) and in their internal design, mpketehistorical
reference to buildings that symbolise monarchical poweth were built for corporate
dynasties: Francis Bouygues wascceeded by his son Martwhile Emilio Botin,who had

been preceded as Presitlby his fatherwas succeedeoh his dedtin 2014 by his daughter

Ana Cristina(General Foods and IBM were also corporate dynasties of respectively, the Pos

and Watson families)

Within the buildingsthere was a hierarchy of symbolic, social and physical spaoe
Connecticut Generasocialspace was designed according to analyses of workflow:
‘what we found out... is that in an insurance company there's a key group of
executives who make all the policies. From then on, there's paper that moves from

one procedure to another’ (Bunshaft 1990, 98

Similarly, for the unbuiltTime campus, Saarinen produced a hierarchical plan in which
offices were represented as a series of named boxes that ‘diminished in size aadsne h

from executve to assistant’ (Saarinen 1961, 278).

Hierarchy was made sible in, and in part constituted by, the arrangement of physical space,
often in the form of opeplan offices for norexecutives and individual offices for
executives (as with College Life, Connecticut Genaral Bouygues). Even in the Union
Carbide buding, specificdly designed to provide equatdividual office space to all the
divisional managers, seventeen largentrallylocated,offices were reserved for the top
executives (Dal Co 1985). As might be expectbe ‘palaces’ (General Foods, Bougg,
Santander) had particulgrinoble’ executive spaceagfererting the Versailles of Louis XIV.

At General Foods:
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‘the executive offices are on the top floor, set in a semicircle that goesdathe top

of the dome. It is difficult not to think of th8un King with his axial bedroom at
Versailles when one observes that the chairman of the board and the president are
both on the central axis of this building, toatop the portico and right on line with

the entry drive’ (Goldberger 1985).

Similarly, & the Bouygues’ Challenger, thel®5's (PresidentDirecteur Generalexecutive

office was situated beneath tleipolaand ‘facing the rising sun’ likehe Sun King’s
chamber at Versailles (Barj@®92). Finally, at Ciudad Santander, the executive buildiag

the hub of the campus, with the President’s office ‘perched on the top’ (Jenkins 2013). As
Jenkins, who visitedhe campus in 2013, noteBom his office ‘(Emilio Botin) can see

everything’ (Jenkins 2013).

The corporate campuses were also gendered spaces, repgodoicis of masculine
domination. As described by Bunshaft (1990,115): ‘the heads of (the corporations) were me
who wanted to build something that they’d be proud to have representing their company...the
head man was personally involved grersonally building himself a palace for his people

that would not only represent his company, but his personal pleasure’.

In the case of Connecticut General, the CEO (Frazar YWadd the board members were
male whereashe workforce of 1200 was femgehillips 2006). This meant, according to de
Blois (2004, 58), who worked with Bunshaft on the projekst, although Connecticut
General ‘was a building that was designed with women employees of the gesamnpany

in mind’, the women’s desks were on open plan floors, while the top floor of a separate
building ‘was to be designated for the top management and directors’. As de Blois notes:

‘those conservative men on the board had miwdtices’, and thoséewho wanted their
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Georgian furniture (as oppesl to the Modernist furniture in the open plan) got what they
wanted’ (de Blois 2004, 61). Similarly, in the Union Carbide HQ, the individual offiees w

for the male managers, and the communal secretarial areas were occupied by wiltlaen
amongst other social spaces the building included ‘a back room modelled on a men’s club

and a singles bar’ (Martin 2010, 139).

The IBM research centres were also structured as masculine spaces. For IBMviorkto
Saarinen designed a building ‘appropriate to the personality of the users... like itnivers
professors, tweedy pipgmoking men’ (Saarinen 1961, quoteckinowles and_eslie 2013,
246); while atGM, spaces of masculine distinction includelief designetHarley Earl’s
office, created by Saarinen. This was (adotg to a contemporary report in an interior
design magazine),
‘like a Playboypad filled with “gorgeous gadgets” and smooth, sensuous surfaces...a
command post and an entertainment center that Earl oversaw from behind his custom
built cherry desk. His private dining room ... had a “sort of night club expectancy and
intimacy” about it; with its black, dark blue, and silver color scheme and itssaide
controls used to manipulate music, draperies, lighting, and even to summon the

“waitresses™ (nteriors 1957, 80-89).

As social spaces, theorporate campuses combined work, leisure and, as the typology
developed, shopping and services. However, although the campuses were neither self
sufficient (as with monasteries) nor total institutions (as with prisonasgiums), they
nevertheless represented an expansion of the ‘domain of work’ (Bentmann and Mduller 1992,
134), faditating a diurnal rhythm integratinghe workplace and the nearby dormitory
suburbs, with employees flowing in and out of the concealegar&king areas in a seamless

transition from home to office (Roche 1985).
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<<<<<take in Fig. 5 about here>>>>

The corporate campus typology: the transition from Modernism to Postmoder nism.
Architecturally, the campuses of Bunshaft and Saarinen fetlowhe principles of
Modernism, buexplicitly associated with the celebration of American politesal corporate
power. According to the US State Departmealassical modelsvere ‘outdated’ and ‘too
evocative of the architecture of Germany and otb&ltarian states’ (Tuomi 200&88;
Loeffler 1999, whereas Mdernis architecture, becauseltokewith previous forms, stgs
and historical references, provided the best way of projecting America’'ses/abf
democracy, openness, technical innovation, and progféseimi 2006, 288)At the same
time, @rporateclients also turned to prestigiousollernist architectdor their RPost\War
projects (‘a dialectic of distinction’ Lipstadt 2003 For Modernist designersuch as
Bunshaft, his PostWar period corstituted a ‘Golden Age’ comparable to the Italian
Renaissance, with the corporate ‘head men’ as ‘new MedRusishaft 1990, 115). Saarinen
too saw theperiod as ‘historically great’ and ‘formativédr Modernism,just as Tvelfth
Century France had bedormative for the Gothic, anéifteenth Century Florence for the
Renassance (Saarinen 1952). That idveg that ‘each age must create its own
architecture...one that is expressive of its own Zeitge&tafinen, quoted in Scully 2006,
15), Saarinen saw hirole as interpretinghe ‘Spirit of the Timé to celebrate American

power through Modern architecture (Friedman 2010).

However, in order to understand the subsequent turfPdstmodernism in corporate
architecture weneed to turnd Jencks (1976, 1991), Harvey (1990) and Jam¢s991).For
Jenckq1976) Postmodern architecture involvasdouble coding’, a combination of modern

techniques with traditional building types that creates, as in the case bé&,Rodybrid
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architectural language incorporatifigstorical allusions to corpota architecture’ (Pelkonen
2011, 10. With Roche, then, corporate Postmodernism gives expression to the client’s desire
for monumentalityin constructing corporate identity. It does this by deliberately refetang
exampls from history:so,in talking about corporate HQs, Roche ndtest ‘the castle or the
chateau in France is an administrative center for the community, the modeoration is a

kind of administrative center for a different community... it has a presence omtissdpe

which is very similar’ (Roche 1984

But if architecture, as understood by its practitioners and critics, is intin@iehected with
period, then the danger for architects is that they become servants of the poweriwy(Har
1990), withthe architect no longer an ‘artist’, but subordinated to the client’s viéwon:
Owings, SOM had become, by 1973, ‘a firm of ortékers’ Graham 198, 251) And tis,

we argue, is what happened to architecture in the USA during and after @ tt@6period

of transition fromthe Modern to thePostmodern. That is, architecture moved from the
Modernist celebration ohkmerica as such to architecture that expressed a corporation’s (or its

leader’s) preferred seiinage.

From this perspective, we canes@ow he first corporate campuses, those of General
Motors aml Connecticut General (see Fig 1), wepgressions of a Modernist aesthetic
(Bunshaft 1990) whereasa later generation of campuses, including corporate ‘palaces’ such
as the General Foods lugaarters (19783), represented a Postmodern turn to ostentation
and historical referenceBut this embrace of gporate Postmodernisnby architects
coincidedwith the imminent obsolescence of the great vertidaliggrated American firs
andtheir massie headquarters bdings. Meanwhile, in Europe,d3tmodern effest were
employed in two campuses theymbolsedthe foundation of corporate dynasties: Francis

Bouygues’ ‘Challenger’ complex near Versailles (1985) and Emilio Botin'sdaci
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Santander near atirid (2005). Our agument then is that studying sudhanges in
architectural typology in relation to histoal periodsprovides insights into dominant forms

of social and organizational power and how thgssnge over time.

Discussion

Architecture and the corporate: symbolic, economic and social power.

Writers on architecture, e.g., Bentmann avdller (1992), Ackerman (1986), Williams
(1997), and Chamboredon (1997), have identified a historicahduring —or recurring—
dialectical tension, betweehe urban and the rural, with the countrytlasantithesis othe
urban (Vernant 1988). This dialectic of the country and the city reaches back &nanci
Athens and the Rome of Petrarch, for whom flight to the pastoral signified retweathe
political (Bentmann and Miuller 1992n architectural terms then, in ancient Rome kabelr

in Venice (Ackerman 1986)ithdrawal to therural representedetreat from social conflict
into the Arcadian pagBentmann andiller 1992). ForBull (2010), this kind ofcorporate
pastoral representa beautiful relation between rich and poor’ and a reconciliation of class
contradictions (Bentmanand Miller 1992). The campus therefore presents the client’s
desired ‘image of the world’ (Ackerman 1986, 1989), i.e., the corporatioani ideal
community, with the building serving tintegrate the individual as part of the corporation’
(Dal Co 1985,39), working, drinking coffee, eating with colleaguestéracting. This
paternalistiqpower aims to recreate anganicfeudatstyle society, while rejecting the city as
alien, diverse and threatening (Bentmann ktidler 1992). In moving to the rurdhen the
master candeproletarianise’ the workfee, andremake the ‘common people’ as ‘a unified
work of art’ within an hierarchical sticture (Bentmann anililler 1992,114). This means
that althoughthe social tropes ‘community’ and ‘family’ operate at the symbolic level as

forms of inclusion they also acas control, as at Bell Labs, where ‘over the years men have
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been metulously ®lected and precisely trained..emchosen to fit the mold will fall io

the desired patterfHawkins 1950, quoted in Mozingo 2011, 62).

In addition, the internal hierarchy of space (the existence of ‘noble spabgsically ad
symbolicallyconstructghe corporateommunity aoth gendered andon-democratic The
categorieexecutiveandnon-executiveare socially and spatially distinct within the corporate
campuses: the executivedways have larger offices, placed either at the apex ef th
corporate pyramid or at the centre of the corporate Weése (now) obviousdistinctions in
social and physical space semeeperpetuate symbolic violen@d domination (Bourdieu
1993),and tis takenrfor-granted reproduction of corporate hierarchgdoees more evident

— ostentatiougeven- in campuses such as the Challenger, with its evocation of Baroque
absolutism. In fact, Versailles provides a continuing model for powdyfadstic‘princes’
(Giedion 1970,138): for example,in the waythe buildingis approached along a linear
perspective, aenfiladethat ends athe inner sanctum, the axis mdwer (Hillier andHanson

1984).

In returring to classical types andin his explicit reference to the Baroque ahd Palladian
villa — Roche contributedto the creation of a@Postmoden corporatearchitecture that
combined visual image with traditional symbols of authorit@u€toritas historiag

According to Bentmann and Mduller (1992:93):

‘at particular moments and in specific societies, Palladio’s fom@e reverted to,

thus duplicating the historicism that had already been developed in the Cingquecento.
This alway happens when a society wiblonial, imperial, and capitalist tendencies
has had to legitimate itself through artistic production... why ypécal “colonial

style” has generally followed Palladian models’.

26



But this embrace of d3tmodernism in its monumehtaeoclassicaform coincidedwith the
moment that corporate capitalistornedto neoliberalismAs Arrighi (2007169) notes, ‘in

the late1960s, Peter Drucker foresaw that the dominance of big US corporations lik@lGener
Motors and US Steel was abouteiod in an era of "turbulence™. This period of turbulence
in which corporate welfare capitalism was replaced by globalised neolibgeradied into

guestion the role and function of the corporate campuses.

As a onsequeoe cio-economic changes such as mergers, downsizing, or indeed corporate
collapse (BellLabs, General Foods, Union Carbide), or changes in corporate focus, including
diversification (Bouygueskffectedthe corporate campuses as symbolic, social and physical
spaces(Miller 2010). If, in Bourdieu's framework, symbolic space interacts with and
reinforces distinctions inscribed in social space and physical space, theatdberies of
symbolic space are subject to changes that impact social and physical spaeeankole,

with innercity redevelopmenénd gentrification in New York (de Blij 2009he symbolic
polarities switcked the stigmatizednner city of the 1970s dramethe secure, desirable,
corporate address of the 1990s, while the environmental problems that thdspearatent
campuses contributed to, began to weigh negatively on the exurban spaces both economically

andsymbolically,

The campusesow occupy physical space whose social and symbolic meaningsatiared
over time. With changes in technology and in organizatioteology and practice-
downsizing, outsourcing, offshoringthere is no longer a need feuch physical space
leadersnow rule overa core of valued employeeshile peripheral workers arexcluded
from the community, andhiddle managers are no longer need®zingo 2011) These
changes are particularly evident in the corporate HQs: with the disappearatheegoéat

corporate bureamacies and the decline of the ‘benign capitalism’ of the Cold War period
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(Mozingo 2011), the original social function of the buildings also disappears in a period of

disintegrated and disorganized capitalism.

So what follows the collapse or disappearasfdiese corporations? In some cases ‘struggles
over the appropriation of space’ (Bourdieu 1993), i.e., over the symbolic meaning of the
campus in the absence of the context that gave it its original meaning. Examipiés the
struggle over plans to convert the Union Carbide building intoseac@Miller 2010), and
proposals by property developers to demolishiBaais Bell Labsagainst the oppositioof
societies seeking to preserve the building as a monumenbtgeerhaps mausoleum of

American Pst-War scientific and technical invention (Shearn 2008)

In some cases, the campuses remaisyasbols of modernity and industrial power stranded
within postindustrial, postmodern, societieaausoleumsf corporate power and vanityas

with the ‘darkened floors’ of Union Carbide (Miller 2010), or the empty halls and dead
greenery of Bell Labs, whergines stretch across the carpet in the building's atrium and a
sole security guard walks around puddles of water when doing his rq@esarn 208;
Medina 2014). In other cases, e.g., General Foods, Uniondgadaimpuses are now multi
occupancy office buildings owned by property companies, converted into prestigious
addresses that small businesses can use to acquire symbolic capital or intdialestor

tourists and weddg parties Killer 2010).

The Postmodern and architecture: historicising the a-historical

As we have noted, the Postmodern involves a ‘loss of histor{dayneson 1994).e., using

history in ahistorical ways. Thisdepthless pesent’ can be addressedy rehistoricising
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Postmodernty through itsarchitecturethat is, by relatingchanges in the design cérporate

buildings tochanges in global capitalism.

In this way, Istoricisaton provides a way of makings question our presuppositions with
regad to the organization of spaagsingour spatial and temporal conceptsgizestion the
spatial arrangements of corporate buildings that reproduce mbdesnination, e.g., class,
gender, which are invisible and takim-granted but become visible over time, as modes of

domination change.

But we are also forced to surface questions related to what philosopisyooy s implicit in
our study. Can the periods that we discuss in this paper be considered as lineas poogrs
Hegelian negations in which theoffmalern negates and overcomes thedern?Or as
Hindu (or Schumpeteriarcycles of creation and destructioR@rhaps history operates as
recurrent sequemls or successions in which the Postmodern is to theelh as th@&aroque

is to the Renaissance: a Nietzschean philosophy of higtowhich ‘Baroque style’ is a

‘timeless phenomenon that periodically recurs’ (Newman 2009:24; see also d’Or3 1935)

For Ackerman (1990), the villa is such a constant, evidence of an empeumrecurring—
tension between the urban and the rurbetween withdrawing from the city and returning.
Walter Benjamin writes thatevery epoch not only dreams the next, but while dreaming
impels it towards wakefulness...With the upheaval of the market economy, we begin to
recognize the monuments of the bourgeoisie as ruins even before they have c¢rumbled
(Benjamin 1939/1999: 898). Following Benjamwe can perhaps see these great corporate
campuses, not quite as the immanent ruins that Benjamin imagines, for they are still
monumental buildings in physical space, but ratllex,deconsecrated churches, as surviving

memorials of Bunshaft's now vanished ‘golden agédie belief systems, the symbolic and
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social power that supported them, have gamg these monuments to the confidence of-post
WW?2 corporate capitalism are left stranded amid the uncertainties and predarity o
contemporary neoliberalism and postmodernityhe reflex andthe concomitant of yet

anothersystemic modification of capitalism @ (Jameson 1994: xii).

Perhaps, then, anotheeriodis starting that ofthe great1® CenturylT corporationsthose
established powsiof neoliberal capitalismbuilding their ownvast corporate campusts
their core creative staffthe ‘shining ring’ headquarters planned by Apple (designed by
Foster), the ‘futuristic grenhouse’ planned by Google (designed Hmwatherwick), and

Facebook’s ‘Facebook West’ (designed by Gehry) (Goldberger 2011; Wainwright 2015).

These new campuses, we might argue, demonstrate a rerieladectic of distinctioh
betweerprestigious architectsnd powerful cliats,a desire to project corporate identity, and
a need to promote the integrati@f a corporate communifynderstood as domination
this way constitutingainother rdication of social life underapitalism,in which ‘everything

must changsothat everythingan remairthe same’

Conclusions
In this paperwe addressd the following questionsWhat can a study of the pedtw2
architectural typology of theorporate campus headquarters in the US and Europe tell us
about how corporate ideologies are realised during a given paibd®? does historicising
the corporate campm typology through thearchitecturaltransition from Modernism to
Postmodernism, telis about changes in corporate capitalisid what does the fate of
these monumental buildingsll us about the changing symbolic, economic and social power

of such corporations in the period 1945-2005?
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In order to address these questions, we used Bourdieu’s conceptual model of
symbolic/social/physical spacalong with typology and periodization from architectural
historiography to explore the historical development of the corporate sa®@pu study
contributesto management and organizational histatytheoretical andmethodological
levels At the theoretical/ontological level we show hole tresearching thehistory of
corporate spaces generates knowledge about corporate strategies and tionmgaQina
methodological contribution is to show howstory can be used as a way of analysing the
same type of object (here, the campus) at different periods. In so doing, westiate how
reading architecture through our conceptual synthesis can shed light on the risk @ind fa

individual corporations.

Bourdieu hoped that in the future ‘history would be a historical sociology of the past and
sociology would be a social histoof the present’ (Bourdieu 1993,11). This paper is
intended to investigate an undesearched subject and map out a research anel in
employing Bourdieusian concepts and approaches, to bring together organizaties, studi
sociology, social history, and architectural historiography to explorstigne regarding

buildings, organizations and forms of corporate power in relatiepace and time.
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APPENDI X: chronology of key campuses

1950s 1960-64 1965-69 1970-75 1975-79 | 1980-84 | 1985-89 1990- 1995-1999 | 2000-2005
1994

General IBM College Pepsico Deere Bouygues | Borland | Total Santander

Motors Yorktown | Life (E.D. Stone | extension | Conoco (Roche), (Roche), | Systems (Roche),

(Saarinen), | (Saarinen, | (Roche), 1970), (Roche), | (Roche), |Volvo M er ck (Roche), RBS,

IBM John Boots Richardson- | Bell General (Roche), (Roche), | Lucent L ucent

Rochester Deere Nottingham | Vicks (Roche), | Foods SAS Corning | Tech Nuremberg,

(Saarinen), | (Saarinen), | (SOM), (Roche), (Roche), | (Torp), (Roche) | (Roche), GlaxoSmithKline

Connecticut | Bell Labs|Heinz American Union TRW BA

General (Saarinen), | Park, Can (SOM), Carbide | (Lohan), Waterside

(SOM), Upjohn Hillingdon | Weyerhauser (Roche), | Becton (Torp)

Reynolds (SOM) (SOM) (SOM), Cummins | Dickinson

Metals Wills, (Roche), | (Kallman,

(SOM), Bristol IBM, McKinnell
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General
Foods,
White
Plains
(Vorhees

1954).

(SOM)
Baxter Int,
Johns
Manville

(TAC)

Purchase,
NY, 1984,

(IM Pei).

& Wood),
Codex
(Kotter,
Kim &

Assoc)
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