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Imagine that you have won a RIBA Award for a building that you designed, but which the client changed throughout the build process. You feel that the building is no longer your original design. What are your emotions about winning the award? (25 marks available)
Winning an RIBA Award would be a huge personal and professional achievement acting as recognition for the hard work and development that has been put in throughout an architectural career. It would of course be a humbling and professionally advantageous award to be granted. However, if awarded and a client were to change the design and the work was no longer original, this would undermine and diminish the achievement. 
The positive emotions that would go along with winning an award would be lessened knowing the design is not original. A major positive that would come with winning said award would be gaining a better professional reputation. It would show my colleagues and competitors that my practice is highly regarded and would prove my skills. However, knowing that I did not complete the design individually would put this reputation into question. On top of this, when others find out that the client changed the design, the award would have an opposite effect and would tarnish my reputation. 
As well as a professional opinion on myself and my work, accepting an award where I would not be able to take full credit for the design would influence me to change my opinion of myself. It would make me question my integrity as I would be going against the professional standards set out by the RIBA and by myself. It would also make me question my ability going forward as I might not have won the award if not for the clients changes. I would also feel that I am doing an injustice to the client as they could have possibly won an award such as client of the year for their input. 
If it was a RIBA House of the Year Award for example and the client wanted to change the design, this could be achieved during the conceptual stage, it would be highly disheartening if they did not raise concerns and proceeded to change the design without my knowing during the build process. This would not only make the design unoriginal but it would make me feel like the relationship between myself and the client was not strong enough leading me to possibly need to change my relationships and how I work with clients. 
A further positive of gaining an award however would be gaining a larger client base. If my practice was recognised as an RIBA Award winning company the number and degree of clientele that might want my services would be higher. If however, they understand that a previous client was able to change my design it might incline them to do the same which could further worsen my reputation. This might also cause faults in the structure and detailing of the building if it is not checked by myself or another professional. This might not only leave me with a greater risk of liability resulting in increased insurance premiums but also could be a health and safety danger for the occupants and those around the building. This might result in suspension from the RIBA or ARB with professional accreditations being removed.
Increased fees would be a further advantage of winning an RIBA Award however, a question of ethics comes into play. If the client solely wanted my services as a result of the award it would be unethical to take more money off of them for a reputation that I did not gain on my own. Depending on the extent of the clients input, future clients might want my services for something that the past client had designed. This would be wrong to accept the job let alone charge extra fees. This would not only impact my integrity but also the integrity of the entire profession by abandoning the code of ethics set out. 
However, the fact that the client changed part of the design during the building process should not diminish the work that I put in throughout the rest of the project. After all, the client did this without my knowing and therefore I could not intervene. Though it would still feel wrong to accept the award I did put a lot of work into the whole process which makes it somewhat unfair for the client to change something without my approval as it would inevitably lessen my achievements. This could have been resolved through better communication and a more collaborative relationship in which credit could go to both parties. 
In conclusion, I would feel like the RIBA Award presented to me would be somewhat unfair. It would be an extremely unfortunate situation as receiving an award would be such a huge accomplishment but knowing that the award was given for a project that was not my original design, it would feel wrong for me to take credit and reap the benefits that come with such a high honour. 
Consider the term ‘organic architecture’?  What is your understanding of this term and does it have any relevance to architecture today? Discuss (25 marks available)
The term ‘organic architecture’ can be interpretated in a multitude of ways and has done throughout history. The way in which the public and architects view the term ‘organic’ has a deep history which continues to unfold. It might be argued that the ‘organic’ is at the root of everything because after all, is all architecture not organic as it is created by humans who are inherently a part of nature? 
To understand the term the past interpretations and roots must be considered. The geometry and mathematics that come along with organic forms and shapes can be traced back to the Golden Section which has been studied and seen in architecture throughout history. One might infer that ‘organic architecture’ can be traced back to proportion and geometry which has been used for centuries. This could be traced all the way back to Egyptian times where the proportions of temples were used to show spirituality which might also be seen as a form of ‘organic architecture’. 
Another interpretation of ‘organic architecture’ might be a focus on the direct, pure use of nature within a design. This is can be seen through looking at the primitive hut. Early forms of domestic architecture employed the method of using natural materials from the site in which the building sits. This form of ‘organic’ is pure in the sense that the materials and intent behind it is to be natural and to utilise what is available. A pure example of this is at Sakra Brae 2500 BCE where natural materials and flow of construction creates an organic cell like formation of houses. This idea that is explored in Vitruvius’ Ten Books of Architecture which could be applied to the ‘organic architecture’ of the twenty first century. One might say that while over time we have moved away from this pure sense of ‘organic’, we are coming back to it through environmentally conscious architecture. Utzon’s poignant statement that if it naturally grows then the architecture is preserved on its own can be applied when discussing sustainability and can be interpreted that during use the building is cared for by nature then at the end of life the building reunites with nature and reaches an organic end.
One literal interpretation of ‘organic architecture’ is through mimicking nature within a design. This is not a new concept; the Romans would embellish their architecture with carvings of foliage as seen in column capitals for example. The precisely carved leaves within scrollwork might be seen as organic architecture. However, this might be considered to be false or simply ornamental as the carvings might not relate to the environment in which it sits. The work of Antoni Gaudi supports this method of integrating nature into design. This can be seen through his embellishment Sagrada Familia 1884. This the integration of nature into the design might be considered to be false but, the way in which Gaudi worked to develop his designs on site as a whole might be considered to be an organic approach. 
The idea of considering the building as a whole is expressed by Ulrich Conrads. Conrads (1971, p.25) states the importance of the occupant in determining the architecture. He considers the building’s “spirit” to be determined by the individuals who occupy the building. This creates an argument that for a building to be entirely organic the end user of the building must be considered. If the building follows all organic principles and is natural in every way but its function is completely separate, the building might not be considered organic. The way in which humans impact the organic nature of a building must therefore be deeply considered. Pearson (2001, p.14) backs this point up through talking about how the movement of forces both dynamic and human alike influence the building. Louis Sullivan explored this idea coining the phrase “form follows function”. His interpretation of organic architecture subsequently influenced arguably the most influential pioneer of ‘organic architecture’, Frank Lloyd Wright. 
Wright approached ‘organic architecture’ through the relationship between the building and the site. His buildings beautifully link the environment to the building through the use of form and material. This is exemplified in his Prairie house style such as the Robie House 1909. His use of cantilevers, warm robust materials and overlapping horizontal forms are reminiscent of the American planes in which it sits. The epitome of his organic design is Falling Water 1936. Wright’s approach to organic architecture is seen here as he moves away from the idea that natural materials make the building organic and instead takes inspiration from the rocks and forms of the woodlands to make the building organic. Wright (2017, p.31) explains this as bringing the outside inside and vice versa. This idea of blurring the lines between a building and its environment through form rather than natural materials is a unique interpretation of organic architecture that went on to be highly influential. 
The question of what organic architecture is has caused some controversy in the architectural profession. Namely what constitutes as organic and how far can we stray before it becomes inorganic. This was mainly in the 19th century through John Ruskin and Viollet Le Duc’s belief that architecture should be inspired by nature through the honest use of materiality during the gothic revival era. From a different interpretation, during the Arts and Crafts movement William Morris expressed the importance of craftsmanship and opposing modernity. This might suggest that Morris viewed organic architecture as being traditionally made by humans and not by machinery. Both interpretations as what constitutes as organic are valid as the use of natural materials is organic and the construction by humans is organic as we are inherently natural beings. Therefore one might question why we are keen to distinguish between humanity and the rest of nature. David Pearson backs this idea up through his ‘Gaia’ philosophy. Saying that earth is a living entity with humanity being only a small proportion of this. Therefore from his philosophy humans are natural.
In conclusion, the questioning the definition of organic architecture would cause great controversy depending on who you ask. It is all down to interpretation and personal view. However, it is possible to categorise these views into pure forms such as primitive houses, applied forms such as the capitals of Roman columns, how the user interacts with the flow of the building and how it directly impacts the environment. One might suggest that for a building to be truly organic then it must be considered as an entire entity and not simply components. Or someone might argue that all architecture is organic and would oppose that there is a difference in what constitutes as inorganic or natural. Organic architecture retains relevance today as it is more important now then ever to think about sustainability. Therefore, arguably the most important interpretation of organic architecture in the twenty first century is thinking about how we use natural materials and how we impact on the earth. We must therefore think, can we use past interpretations of organic architecture such as the basis behind the primitive hut to benefit us today and question whether sustainable technologies now while still using inorganic materials is going far enough.
What does the inclusion of ‘ornament’ actually signify, in architectural terms? Discuss (25 marks available)
Ornamentation in architecture is a wide subject that can be interpretated in a range of ways. We have seen how the view and use of ornamentation has developed throughout history. From pre-industrial to the development of new technologies, the use and interpretation of how ornament can be utilised has drastically differed. Ruskin describes ornament as being the “origin of architecture”, this held merit in his time however due to the everchanging society we live in and the abundance of new technologies this stance might be discredited.
One way of interpretating ornamentation and what it signifies is questioning whether it reflects the function of the building. A prime example of this is through studying government buildings such as the famously ornamental building Big Ben 1840-70. The rich embellishment and iconic details of the exterior do not necessarily reflect the function of a government building. In a case such as this, the building’s ornament is symbolic as opposed to being functional. During the period in which it was built more ornament presented a prestigious front of wealth and prosperity. The sheer amount of labour and therefore costs went into the ornament of this building was used to signify wealth prior to the industrial revolution. While this does not reflect the function of a government building it does reflect the wealthy image they wanted to present to the world.
Post industrial revolution however, ornamentation signified something completely different. Once machinery became more utilised and widespread, the creation of ornamentation became easier and cheaper. Once something becomes more widespread it becomes less exclusive and luxurious and becomes something of the masses. This is what happened to ornamentation. This shouldn’t however undermine the achievements and impact that machinery had on architecture and perception when it was first developed. During a similar period to Big Ben, the Natural History Museum was erected. The architect, Alfred Waterhouse utilised new technologies to create exquisitely detailed standardised columns. Though the value of standardisation declined, in its age it was undoubtedly revolutionary for architects and public perception as exemplified in the museum. 
Public perception is a huge influence on what ornamentation signifies architecturally. There might be two opposing views, one that ornament can look cheap and outdated and two that ornament is expensive and unnecessary. Architects must therefore campaign if they believe ornamentation is needed. An example of a practice that does this in modern times is FAT. FAT are known for their outlandish ornamentation. One could interpret that it would be difficult to convince a client to choose their ornamented designs unless that was what they desired as often they serve no purpose. This is seen in their New Islington Square 2009 scheme. The ornamentation here is simply a front and is not serving architectural honesty. In a case such as this ornamentation architecturally signifies falsities and embellishment. This idea of false decoration has been seen throughout history, for example the Colosseum is embellished with false columns acting as pilasters with no structural support. However, the iconic nature of the Colosseum raises the interpretation that ornamentation does not always have to be honest if done sensitively and for the correct project.
Ornament could be used as a structural advantage. The detailing of the building itself might offer ornamental interest and intrigue. This is clearly seen in the Pompidou Centre where the structure and pipework is expressed as an aesthetic. This presents architectural honestly and integrity which could be highly advantageous in public buildings in order to communicate with the users. 
The type of ornament used should be appropriate to the location and function of the building to retain said architectural integrity. This follows the principles laid out by Kenneth Frampton (2002) principles on ‘Critical Regionalism’. He expresses the significance of designing to the location and how sensitivity can increase the architectural value of the project. Therefore, the ornamentation or lack there of should consider the environment. For example, Alvar Aalto would be inclined to use nature as decoration such as in his Villa Mairea 1937-9. He uses subtle decoration to mimic the forms of the trees such as irregular placed columns (Stewart, 2017, p.109). This proves how ornamentation can be used subtly to suit the site. 
Modern architects such as Mies Van Der Rohe would argue that ornamentation is not necessary. His famous phrase “less is more” clearly depicts his standpoint on ornamentation. He is known for his understated, minimalist designs such as that of Farnsworth House 1951. This internationalist style is famous for its lack of ornamentation. This perhaps was a precursor for the minimalist domestic houses that we see in the twenty first century. The stigma around ornamentation has lead to the desire of clean, undecorated domestic architecture of the wealthy. 
There is a question of whether people are more intrigued to public buildings that are more ornamental. Architects must consider how ornament is signified and how function is communicated to the public through their designs. The inclusion of ornament might signify the use of the building or become an attraction. Heathcote (2015) suggests that this phenomenon is seen through Gaudi’s Sagrada Familia with the number of visitors being significantly higher each year than the population of the city itself. This suggests that the public view buildings with ornament to be an attraction or visitors site. This with my earlier point about the attraction to minimalist houses suggest public perception to be crucial in what ornament signifies.
To conclude, ornament has been signified in many different ways throughout history. This continues to change especially as we continue to develop technology. Picon (2014) backs this theory up by explaining that as we become more digitally inclined and more advanced in materiality, ornament is set to return. However, the lack of craft and skill that goes behind creating an ornamental building in the twenty first century alludes to ornament retaining less value in terms of money and architectural value. 
Briefly describe the distinctive qualities of the architecture, influences and design approach of the Italian architect Carlo Scarpa. (15 marks available)
Upon study of Carlo Scarpa’s architecture, his Venetian influence is abundant. However, it is also clear to see the modern influences in his work. This is why Scarpa is unique as he has strong ties to Venetian history but is also a part of the modern architecture movement. It is the combination of the two that allowed him to create historically sensitive designs that were architecturally merited to the modern movement. 
One of the main influences on Scarpa was the work of Andrea Palladio. Palladio influenced Scarpa in a multitude of ways both directly and indirectly. Being around the architecture of Palladio in Venice would have been a key driver in inspiring him. However, Scarpa’s summers spent in the Italian countryside also built on Palladio’s influence – at the time the countryside was full of Palladian Villas that Scarpa would have seen and admired. Furthermore, Scarpa’s first studio was near Palladio’s Villa Rotonda acting as a constant source of inspiration. We see Palladio’s influence in Scarpa’s architecture through his unified approach to public architecture and how he sensitively balances proportions.
We know that Scarpa had a clear affinity and appreciation for historic architecture as much of his architecture was renovations of historic buildings. This is how Scarpa’s architectural career began and continued. His first jobs as an architect were for glass companies; Scarpa had experience in glass design so combining his experience in glass and his talent for architecture made perfect sense. We see his expertise of glass in Gipsoteca Canoviana Museum 1955-57 with his unique corner window. 
Since Scarpa was part of the modern movement he also had the influences of the pioneering modern architects of the time. The main being Frank Lloyd Wright. We see similarities between their designs such as Wright’s Avery Coonley House and Scarpa’s Romanelli House. The similarities are detectable through their integration of the buildings with the environment, their material choice and the composition and proportions of the buildings, which Palladio’s work also exemplifies. Wright and Scarpa have a common influence being that of Japanese architecture. They both take inspiration from the quality of material, light and methods of division as seen in Japanese architecture which might also be reason for their commonalities in some designs. This influence can be further seen through his use of plinths and planes and how these interact with each other to create dramatic visuals along with private zoning.
One thing that is clear in Scarpa’s designs is his understanding and admiration of the finer details. Scarpa credits this to his Venetian background but it can also be inferred that this was due to his background in glass design. Kenneth Frampton (2002, p.95) backs this up by stating that Scarpa follows the principle of making the joints of the building and integral, deliberately designed detail as apposed to a simple, uninspired connection.
His inspirations and approach to design was extremely unique. Some might say he was very fortunate to have the influence of Palladio and the modern movement. His integration of them both makes it clear as to why Scarpa is so highly regarded as a designer.
Give examples of buildings that best display his work. Do you believe the intellectual heritage of his architecture is relevant today? (10 marks available)
The level of exquisite detailing can be seen throughout Scarpa’s Castelvecchio Museum renovations 1959-73. This is a key example of how Scarpa renovated a building while being sensitive and complementary of the historic fabric. The detailing interface can be seen through how the connections between rooms work from the arches even down to handrails – everything is thoughtfully designed. Scarpa uses the connections between the rooms to frame specific views such as the sculptures or artwork. He does the existing building justice, he draws the eyes away from the outside and brings the attention inside to give the design the appreciation it deserves. His placement of sculptures and artwork is all calculated to impact the way in which the viewer interprets them through strategic framing. In a sense the building enhances the artwork and becomes a holistic design. This building is a perfect example in showing how he appreciated the historic fabric and contents of the building while also being able to bring it into a modern day Italy.
His design of Gipsoteca Canoviana Museum 1955-57 is a clear representation of his skills in glass. Here he adds a beautiful glass box that adds a unique view and quality of light to the space that was likely an influence of his past in glass design. Furthermore, his work on the Brion Cemetery 1970-75 further shows his understanding of light and how this can influence a space through spirituality in architecture. The divisions and composition of the interiors was possibly influenced by that of Japanese Temples as the two have a comparatively similar quality. The quality of his renovation work can be further seen in the Ca’ Foscari Renovations 1955-6. Here we further see his influence from Frank Lloyd Wright through the use of beautifully carved timber supports acting as mullions and transoms to the extensive windows which gives a similar effect to that of the Robie House. Scarpa’s use of plinths and levels is seen in his Fondazione Querini Stampalia 1961-3. Here we see how he works with proportions and levels to create different spaces almost using levels as a tectonic feature.
I believe that the intellectual heritage of his architecture is extremely relevant today. I believe that architects can learn a lot from the fact that he was so open to integrating history with the modern aesthetic and ideas of the period. I think that architects should take inspiration from how he designs a building as a whole right down to minute details; this shows a great understanding and appreciation for design. Architects do use his buildings as a precedent. This can be seen in David Chipperfield’s Neues Museum. Designed in 1997-2009 in Berlin, the way in which the interior materials interact with the human movement and artefacts are reminiscent of Castelvecchio. Chipperfield proves that though Scarpa was inherently influenced by Venice, his philosophies can be applied elsewhere. It is his Venetian roots and modernist learnings that mean his architectural philosophies can be universally utilised. 
I further believe in the importance of Scarpa’s intellectual heritage being applied today through his willingness and skill in renovation. Scarpa proved that architecture does not always have to be from scratch. His works were mainly renovations on existing buildings that he made his own. In the twenty first century where we are increasingly concerned about sustainability, Scarpa’s principles of utilising what is already there could be applied to existing buildings all around the world. Furthermore, his appreciation for his cities history and culture is something that as a whole could be used by other architects to apply the philosophies of Scarpa but make them relevant to their location as a part of Critical Regionalism. 
In conclusion, Scarpa retains influence and relevance today. It is through architects and designers using his work as precedent that his design philosophies can live on and possibly enhance other countries heritage around the world.
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