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FOGUS

Return of the master builder

AS BRITAIN'S architects gather this
week in London for their annual con-

ference, their mood is sombre. The
immediate worcy, rooted in the reces-
sion, 15 rth of commissions. But

what hurts just as much for the mem-
bers of the Royal Institute of British
Architects is the dismal public image
of their profession.

The memory of the Poulson scandal
may be fading, but the tower biocks
atill stand as monuments ta the plan-
ning disasters of the past two decades,
And architects get the blame for them.
George Nicholson, the Bennite depury
~chairman of Greater London's planning
nmmu’cc, recently used architects
of “strangling the life out of com-
munities all aver Britain and many
who do nor share his politics would
echo that sentiment.

Yet amid all the gloom, there are
unmistakable signs of revaval. Para.
v, the international standing of

reputations of threse men — James
Sturling, Norman Foster and Richard
Rogers — whose idess are explored
helow. And there are other, general
causes for optimism:

® In = curious echo of the 1830s,
the depression has coincided with
a marked improvement in building
design, True, there sre still too many
dismal concrete filing-cabinets being
created in the name of architecturs, hut
the signs are that the grip of the
“developer’s architect,” hired for his
skill ar sidestepping planning regula
tions rather than, for any talent at the
drawing:board, has been broken.

@ Revulsion at the urhan disasters of
the 1960s and 3970s has made local
authorities and the Department of the
Environment pay at least lip service
10 good architecture. And a series of
decisions by the environment secretary
Michael Heseltine, parricularly his

Report by Deyan Sudjic, /chitecture Correspondent

it plain to developers that they are more
likely 1o N given planning permission
if they employ good architects,

® ‘ihe Roval Fine Art Commission, the
country's environmental watchdog, has
become much more outspoken, castis
gating poor designs, speaking up for
those it favours,
dovelopers to drop mediocre designers.

AFTER the excesses of the Sixties and
the disillusion of the Seventies, many
¢eritics bave pronounced modern archi-
tecture dead. Its death may well proye
2 rele: ‘he Eighties look like being
» particularly interesting and challeng-
i iod when old dogmas have been
abandoned and no new doctrines have
as yet prevxxlcd in their place. This P
s one of those rare times when almost

British architecture has rarely been  handling of the fload of projects monted  anvihing is possible, from neo-classicism
higher, largely Dbecause of the forthe London embankments, has made to high technology.
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RICHARD
ROGERS

High tech

partner

Pompidou  Centre

crowd-puller
Tower and the Louvrs put to-
gecher. Rogers and his former

Renzo Piano were rank
outsiders when thay enr
ion to design the centra
Their
oy hl'f Lo hrfn nan tha Anter

fdess.
He
mateskals

and

nolagical
arranged
expased 1

earlier work o

leaving the nuts and bolts n( the

uses a lor of unfam
shape
end to loo
cathedrals,
fumbing
< and

the Place Beaubourg is Pa job to his acolytes. In fact he NORMAN
has become a bigger doesn’t deaw particularly well,
than the Eiffel and his main contribution is in :

FOSTER

r
and  his
ike fech-

No tears

o

SLAIPCASOS

and quietly urging ;

A pawerful blend of sesthetic and
moral certainty dominated architecture
between the Thirries and Seventie
form had to follaw function; ornament
was crime; right angles and fiat roofs
wera compulso The outcome was
supposed to have been a herter life for
the occupants of the resulting build-
As we know, the dream did not
frue.

ings,
come
The initial reaction was a timid rush
reds self-effacing design.  In the
late Seventies, evervthing from office
blocks to fire stations was being camou-
flaged by & < feep layer of bric
and-tile domesticity. The most extrem
example of the tendency was Hilling-
don’s new town hall, a mundane apen.
plan office hiock with an exterior
yesembling & giant row of suburban
yillas,

Ne are now seaing a2 much more full:

blonded rejection of the fundamentals
of modern architecture as many former
disciples trample gleefully on the
principies they once held sacred.
Ornament is back with a vengeance,
giving rise to forests of corinthian
columns and mouldings. Architectural
humour, of & sadly heavy-handed kind,
has become fashionable, And architec-
ture courses in the fundamentals of air-
conditioning are being crowded out n(
the syllabuses hy tradirional studs
the measured drawing of old buil
Right-wing architectural histe
Jed by David Watkin of Cambridge,
are -wmg to demolish modesn archi-
tegturer’s pretensions to social purpose,
Mrnnrcmr» Watkin claims, is si
2 collection of isolated individual
masterpieces, which can he judged only
the criteria of educated good taste.
An immediate by-product of  his
polemics has bheen a sudden interest
in the warks of Albert Sprc: and |I|c
yehabilitation of E
Lurvens, who rrn,,nrcl New Delhi as

well as a torrent of E
house 1l be the suhject of a major
exhibition at London's Hayward Gallery
next month, He has been rescued from
nbscurity be proclaimed as the
upholder the true English tradition
of architeciure, cut off in izs prime by
the intrusion of alien, left-wing refugees
from Europe,

s Srirling has
ed firmly with

lla Rn,';u‘r\

S

now hecome
the historicist
and Foster are

exponents of

can (hu:u.. Wi ulj h\ improving the
evervday tv of people’s lives,
The supporters of these three maste®
huilders generate much sound and fur,
over the sup 1 battle of the styles,
and a new orthodoxy may well emerge
sooner or later, probably with stultify-
ing results,

In the meantime, we should enfoy
a “ﬂl’f‘l'.ﬂ ing variety of styles, chang-
2 Britain from an architectural back-
ss.mr into a major international centre.

Drawirgs 5y Cearnth Robissen

furniture, and looking after = tions.
cold-store.

He went an to take a master's
degree at Yale, where he and
‘rln'c R were tutored by
He spent two
in the United
ains an admiration
for the hardmosed American
st and then retursed 10

A VR PR rTIAe Rt h

the new

Workers,

He
prone warkiorce in the design of s

simple but effective ideas like a
common entrance and carpsting
on the shop-floor 1o destroy bar-
riers Detween management sad

Foster's practice has engineers
and nchnolomm on ‘l‘be staff, as

involved the strike. “I
lappening now
sed  mummified

building  and

' For
crisis s

v\n‘m

because of

et more kicks our of what

monuments."
savs. He seces the present as a
time full of possibilizies, "
nant and anb.m: with opy

&Y 1
bcs: lhmg that ever happc
the chance it gave
them to look at bullding in a

idings T don't feel

than from t ¢3SarY 10 open up

he and talk abour heauty. My

st ks mare often tle

" preps the engineering

- 7 coach that

cts, e can make his buildings sound

obably the dull, bur the buildings them.
ned,” selves ave anciher maiter

Foster was_zreatly  excited
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The solid skeleton is confined, in all these cases, to the boundary.
lines, or edges, or grooves between adjacent cells or vesicles, byt
adsorptive energy may extend throughout the intervening wallg
This happens in not a few Radiolaria, and in a certain group calleci
the Nassellaria it produces geometrical forms of peculiar elegance ang
mathematical beauty.

)

Fig. 60. Aulastrum triceros HkI. Fig. 61.

When Plateau made the wire framework of a regular tetrahedron
and dipped it in soap-solution, he obtained in an instant a beautifully
symmetrical system of six films, meeting three by three in four edges,
and these four edges running from the corners of the figure to its
centre of symmetry. Here they meet, two by two, at the Maraldi
angle; and the films meet three by three, to form the re-entrant solid
angle which we have called a ‘Maraldi pyramid’ in our account of
the architecture of the honeycomb. The very same configuration is
easily recognised in the minute siliceous skeleton of Callimitra. There
are two discrepancies, neither of which need raise any difficulty. The
figure is not a rectilinear but a spherical tetrahedron, such as might

160

formed by the boundary-edges of a tetrahedral cluster of four
o-equal bubbles; and just as Plateau extended his experiment by
wing a small bubble in the centre of his tetrahedral system, so
have a central bubble also here.
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i Fig. 62. A Nassellarian skeleton, Callimitra agnesae Hkl. (0-15 mm. diameter).

" This bubble may be of any size;! but its situation (if it be present
all) is always the same, and its shape is always such as to give the
Maraldi angles at its own four corners. The tensions of its own walls,

i I e | T P e,

i ! Plateau introduced the central bubble into his cube or tetrahedron by dipping the
1ge a second time, and so adding an extra face-film; under these circumstances the
- Dubble has a definite magnitude.
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