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STATIC DYSTOPIA  
 

One of the greatest transformations of our constructed physical spaces is 

taking place now and for a long time to come. The buildings we have created 

do not serve the needs and conditions of our time. They are exhausted of 

recurrent renovations and inexhaustible attempts to remodify already given 

forms, which result in expensive contracts.  

According to new EU-requirements scheduled 2019, no new buildings are al-

lowed to consume more energy than they produce. And more restrictions con-

cerning energy consumption of our existing buildings are raised around the 

western world to better match our present conditions regarding our decreas-

ing resources. We have overbuilt ourselves with impractical structures that 

can not be modified for a natural change of our living conditions. They are 

too static and lack the possibility for rational reprogrammation. Instead 

of adapting them to future inevitable restruction, we make them even more 

static through passive housing.  

 

Relevant architectural intelligentsia seem to be a thing of the past 

where we can find numerous examples of buildings that allows adaptability 

and room for reprogrammation. Meanwhile temporary refugee camps turn into 

constant growing cities. Whole cities and landscapes are changed during a 

day due to natural activities. They too lack potential reprogrammability 

because of its poor and barbarous approach to human living conditions. Our 

civilization has all the tools for changing this situation by building in a 

format that calculates the process of reprogrammation of physical environ-

ments. This problematic is not as relevant in furniture or interior, but can 

still be used with great success to improve our homes and working places. 

Staticism, in contradiction to reprogrammability, have fundamental values 

that can not be questioned when used for its’ right purpose, and it is not 

my intention to replace it. With rational solutions containing the combina-

tion of them both we can, and will have to, revaluate the way we construct 

our physical surroundings.  

 

In my master degree project I am using my theory about reprogrammability 

to create a set of furniture that allows change in materiality, use, and 

function. This example should be considered as an exemplification of the 

thesis in a minor simplified scale rather than an object for actual use. 

The mounting of the furniture is based on a grid that allows easy assembly 

and reassembly of the various parts. The separated grids are shaped by 

their appurtenant c/c measurements (280 mm, 70 mm etc.), and are overlap-

ping each other to allow construction symbiosis.      
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CONTEXTUAL VOCABULARY 

  
Structural Prerequisite (SP) - Fundamental quality of an object that deter-

mines the degree of potential physical reprogramming. For example a town 

plan, the naked steel-skeleton of a multi-storey house, or separated remov-

able parts of furniture. The structure that rules physical potential 

change. SP consists/depends on physical abilities.  

 

Flexible SP = potential reprogramming = high durability  

 

Durability - What determines the durability of an object is the need for 

it. Needs and usages change, so has the utilities of an object. Giving an 

object the possibility to change (reprogram) strengthens its durability and 

making it longer lasting.  

 

 

      

 

The higher potential reprogramming abilities an object has (abilities to change  

according to new needs and usage), the higher durability it owns.  

 
 
 

 
 
The more flexibility the SP offers, the higher potential reprogramming ability.  
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Example 1: Autoprogettazione is a furniture concept created by the Italian 

designer Enzo Mari in the 50’s. The idea was a critic to mass-production 

hysteria of its time. Mari formulated a free catalogue explaining in intri-

cate detail how best to produce 19 pieces of furniture from scratch. The SP 

of his project lies in its materiality, construction and its limited use of 

dimensions. Using a fixed standard; one part of a furniture can easily be 

changed or reconstructed. Using pine customers/creators are facilitated in 

their work due to the costs and accessibility of the material. The mounting 

technique of using hammer and nail is obtainable for most people. 

 

 

Example from Enzo Mari’s project Autoprogettazione (a) 

 

 

 

The SP of Enzo Mari’s concept Autoprogettazione allows various possibilities for the 

creation of furniture, thus giving it high potential reprogramming abilities. 
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Example 2: One of our most reputed designers from last century, Poul Kjaer-

holm, made a furniture system in 1952 that does have a lot in common with 

Enzo Mari’s Autoprogettazione. It consists of standardized components of 

cheap boards. The structure of the furniture was very simplified and could 

be easily be put together with screws and a screwdriver.  

In the 60’s he made the lounge chair PK-22. The potential for reprogram-

ming are low, since it was not his intention. 

 

   

Giancarlo Botti’s portrait of Catherine  

      Deneuve sitting in Poul Kjaerholm’s PK-22 (b) 

 

 

 

In the context of reprogrammability PK-22 has low durability though it  
is a high durable furniture in the aspect of material and aesthetics. 
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SPATIAL PROGRAMMING  

 

Since I am addressing physical space in general, separation of scales is 

unnecessary. Comparisons and studies of architectural projects have a more 

direct resonance to the stated problematic due to its dynamic relation to 

human activities. The pragmatic division of geographic usage enhances the 

problematic with static spaces. Since human needs and usage of space chang-

es, so should our physical environment. We have to make them more flexible 

in relation to change of our needs. The dynamics in smaller scales (interi-

or, furniture) loses this complexity due to its low-tech programming. The 

simplification of the problematic can at the same time help us understand 

the similar approaches to reprogrammability of the various scales. So what 

do I mean with programming alternatively reprogramming?  

 

A space is mostly a constant factor. Creation of an object (furniture, 

building, city, earth etc.) means a temporary occupation of space. It is 

temporary because nothing last forever due to corrosion and gradual demoli-

tion of materials. All constructed objects are programmed for various func-

tions, either by nature or by human initiatives. A chair is programmed for 

a specific type of sitting; it can also be programmed for being stackable 

etc. A building has a more complex programming with its various service sys-

tems and physical demarcations of utility cells.  

 

Reprogramming of an object means a modification of existing relations of 

the objects various elements to serve a change of desired utilities of the 

object. Changing the seating part of a lounge chair into another material 

would be a physical reprogramming. The rest of the furniture would be the 

SP of the furniture (what makes the transformation of the seating part pos-

sible). Therefore; Physical reprogrammability is the potential change of a 

physical space’s qualities and properties to better suit the change of 

needs and conditions.  

 

Ex: Konrad Wachsmanns’ large span aircraft hangar (1951) was made out of 

completely reusable parts that could be dismantled without any loss of ma-

terial. Its’ SP is represented in a space grid system that incorporated a 

relatively complicated universal connector made from a combination of four 

standard die forged elements which allowed up to 20 tubular members to be 

connected at each joint. This structure allowed a large column-free space 

and therefor great room for reprogrammable space. 
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Konrad Wachsmann, hangar for the American Air Force (c) 

 

 

 

 

Due to its roof structure a total reprogrammability is created.  

The concept creates endless possibilities for reconstructions. 

 

 

 

 

Wachsmann’s hangar is one of few brilliant examples of how an integrated 

reprogrammable system creates a high-durable structure. Durability as a 

result of the endless variations the structure allows. 

 

These kinds of structures are made possible through a strict limited set 

of parts, a universal joint; and they are all ruled by a grid. A grid con-

structed of the points of connection. If one adds another joint or part, it 

has to correlate with the ruling grid or another overlapping grid has to be 

created in symbiosis with the first. 
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PREVIOUS RELEVANT WORK  

 

The Go-Go Box - is the result of a previous course at Konstfack. My inten-

tion was to make an indoor house that would be programmed and reprogrammed 

into various shapes for various usages. Walls, roof structure, floor are 

all constructed and re-constructed without adding any material. The amount 

is constant. By using basically two types of cheap wood material; 45x95 

pine studs, plywood boards, and easy accessible mounting techniques the 

reprogramming is facilitated and easy to understand for laymen. The object 

is based on a grid visualized by the roof structure of Go-Go Box 2 (soft 

movie room). This would be the SP of the object that governs potential 

physical reprogramming of coming structures. Since a gradual loss of materi-

al is calculated during construction and reconstruction, the object will 

have less material for each variation. This means that the object will 

gradually disappear.  

 

Go-Go Box 1 - Heated Sleeping Cabin is a demarcated building for sleeping, 

resting and relaxing. A detachment from ordinary space. Inside there are 

bunk beds and a stove for making fires.  

 

Go-Go Box 2 - Soft movie room is a place for watching movies. Furniture is 

made out of polyurethane structures in various shapes that encourage people 

to interact with their surroundings.     
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STRUCTURAL PREREQUISITE OF FURNITURE  
 

The three objects are exploded into segments. These segments are grouped in 

3 categories. One addressing the furniture: furniture one (the easy chair), 

furniture two (the stool) and furniture three (the table). The two other 

categories separate each object into two layers. One being the static ele-

ment, and the other being the reprogrammable element. In this case the stat-

ic elements of the furniture are the SP - the foundation that formulates 

the means/possibilities for reprogramming the furniture. The reprogrammable 

elements of the objects are reprogrammable because they can be changed. The 

static elements remain the same.  

 

F1 - furniture 1  

F2 - furniture 2  

F3 - furniture 3  

SE1 - static element 1 (boards and fittings)   

SE2 - static element 2 (marble top)  

RE1 - reprogrammable element 1 (polyurethane foam?)  

RE2 - reprogrammable element 2 
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COMMENTS ON SEGMENTS OF FURNITURE  

 

SE1 - Its’ main object is to hold and bear SE2, RE1, and added weight. SE1 

is constructed by birch plywood (26 mm thickness). The dimension chosen is 

for assurance of stability and the mountings’ requirement of a minimum 

thickness when object is put together. A strict limitation of parts coun-

teracts an uneven distribution of RE1. The construction will weigh more 

than what is considered to be suitable according to standards, but this is 

a conscious factor because its’ enhancement of stability. My intention of 

using one kind of board as construction material for the frame - which lim-

its the usage of parts- is to emphasis and simplify the SP of the object. A 

rational marking of separate reprogrammable part.  

 

SE2 - In this case a Travertino top for a table, which actually should be 

considered to be a RE.? It can be changed to any other material of similar 

size without interfering with the object as a whole. Here it is considered 

as a SE due to its’ context of being an exhibited object. 1000x1000 is by 

human standards a normal size table for normal use (normality=majority). 

The dimension is after model experiments proved to be suitable for enhanc-

ing the quality of the shifting surface of the stone.  

 

RE1 - Possibly made of polyurethane foam, coxit or cellpolyeten. Experi-

ments will be made for finding the right density for the right usage. Deci-

sion not made at this point.  

 

RE2 - The Travertino top of the table will possibly have one or two change-

able covers. One made of natural rubber, the other in a more transparent 

material so the stone gets more exposed. The reprogrammability of the fur-

niture lies in the flexibility of changing the qualities of the object. The 

two REs are casted using a copy of the stone top as a frame.  

 

The main idea is to formulate the parts of the furniture by division into 

segments to understand how they correlate with each other. This inter-

action leads to a reinforced flexibility=reprogrammability. The idea is to 

manifest a solution for furniture that can be reprogrammed endlessly for 

different kind of usage. 

 

The grid will be based on a c/c measurement of 280 mm apart from the 

joints. The joints consist of 40 mm screws (m8 European standard), metal 

spacers, and a negative rampmuff for adjacent part.  
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INTRODUCTION  

 

About 10 000 years ago people stopped moving around and following their 

nourishment. Instead they became farmers. Villages were created for protec-

tive and programmatic reasons. Villages turned into cities. Cities turned 

stronger to resist assaults. Cities turned into city-states, which then 

turned into nations. For a time cities had to get stronger and more robust 

to resist stronger attacks. Staticism and durability becomes a necessity 

for any modern city system. The accelerating war-industry changes the pre-

sumption of a safe city. The major cause was gunpowder.  

 

Symbolic political power translated to buildings shifted focus to reli-

gion. Tremendous amount of labour, money, and effort were sacrificed in 

grand constructions to intimidate the people and make them aware of God and 

the State. Meanwhile cities grew bigger while common housing was executed 

on known techniques. Wood constructions burned down to be replaced with 

stone and masonry. Common know-how about building houses, were replaced by 

a new occupation based on culture and class. The architect in a modern 

Western context was born.  

 

The architect kept on being a political and religious tool until indus-

trialization. New possibilities opened up for mass production and a first 

set of standards. Big companies were born to replace the State and God in 

being the new commendatory of the architect. Old traditions and theory con-

cerning construction and housing were slightly transferred into the new 

means of industrialization. Cities turned into dirty and smelly machines. A 

big war raged, and new visions about our lives were created. An eagerness 

for something new and better pushed young architects to think again about 

architecture. The problems with the new world were clearly stated. The 

tools were available.  

 

Today the problems remain the same, only increased. We seem to have abol-

ished the post-war efforts to restate architecture as a prohuman activity. 

We can track down a “selective amnesia, each generation forgetting anything 

that had ceased to be of interest in order to find room for new matters of 

interest that had come up in its own time”1.  

 

The one thing that is truly of interest when looking at experimental post 

war architecture is their use of “free space”. Colourful and visionary 

projects have in common the addressing of the major problem of contemporary 

architecture. Liberation from traditional static architecture into new re-
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programmable space. We need a contemporary architecture that is compatible 

with the stated needs of our modern society.  

 

 

REALIGNMENT WITH NEUTRALITY  

 

“Two forces affect contemporary architecture. The first is the con-

servative pressure of tradition and the second is technology, which 

encourages a more progressive, open-ended approach to the architec-

tural problem. This latter “back to basics” argument provides the 

foundation of a radical architecture which will question basic as-

sumptions like permanence in architecture.”2  

 

As one of the more clear-sighted witnesses of progressive architecture, 

Banham often debated on the need for a vocational realignment, and a new 

vocabulary/toolbox for contemporary architecture. Criticism of our supposed 

modern architecture with claims for an architectural neutral point of de-

parture is not a new phenomenon. It can be traced back to the Futurist 

front figure F.T Marinetti’s seditious inquire for artistic “boldness and 

revolt” in 1909 3, and a reformation of old values. In reference to archi-

tecture Marinetti proclaims that;  

 

“The problem of futurist architecture is not one of finding another 

style of detailing, but of starting afresh on sound foundations, us-

ing every resource of science, abandoning all that is heavy and an-

tique. Architecture has been worn out by traditions, and must be re-

made by force.”4  

 

We can trace back a 100-year-old tradition of criticism concerning con-

temporary architecture – including proclamations for a revolt of old values 

to better suit the needs of our modern lives and varying living situations. 

The physical evidences of this tradition are harder to find. There has 

along the way been confusion about what this criticism represents. Instead 

of embracing its refreshing values they have been made to defragmented 

movements with different revolting agendas. A parallel aversion to these 

movements has repeatedly reduced them to anti-architectural, left-wing in-

tellectuals.  

What Marinetti was the first one to express was the need for “starting 

afresh on sound foundations”3. These requested foundations were in contrast 

to a stagnated architecture of that time with its monumental structures and 

recycled values upholstered by a strictly conservative occupational frame 
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believing architectural progressivity to be of style recycling and use of 

old approved techniques. This is no longer possible if we want to start 

afresh and reach requested occupational neutrality, thus making it possible 

to address the real problems of contemporary architecture. What Marinetti, 

and coming critical actors, asked for should not be interpreted as anti-

architecture, but pro-architecture demanding occupational neutrality as a 

starting point for experimental freedom.  

This trace of requested neutrality can also be seen in the recurrent com-

parison of the architect and the engineer:  

 

“Our engineers are healthy and virile, active and useful, balanced 

and happy in their work.  Our architects are disillusioned and unem-

ployed, boastful or peevish. Architects, emerging from schools . . . 

enter in the town in the spirit of a milkman who should, as it were, 

sell his milk mixed with vitriol or poison.”5  

 

Or:  

 

“The peasant builds well, in harmony with the universe, because he 

builds without thinking about architecture and without interference 

from architects. So presumably, does the engineer in Loos’s view…”.6  

 

When Marinetti speaks of an architecture that has been worn out by tradi-

tions, he partially speaks of the occupational traditions referring to ar-

chitecture in a historical way. The architect uses old know-how concerning 

planning, execution, and construction techniques because he is supposed to. 

That is how he is trained and that is how his line of business expects him 

to act. The role of the architect is defined too clearly, and the experi-

mental freedom in the execution and defining of buildings suffers.  

 

To be able to approach architecture like the peasant or the engineer, 

with realigned neutrality concerning style and execution, a redefinition of 

the architectural role has to be made. This demands a deflation of the sta-

tus of architecture. Banham makes a comparison to what Marcel Duchamp did 

to art:  

 

”His intension may have been to deflate the status of “art”, in the 

Marinettian manner, but the status he conferred on a simple, mass-

produced object by having it exhibited in an art gallery went far 

beyond anything the Futurists, or the Werkbund had achieved up to 

that time. This was the first (or, at least, the first occasion of 
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consequence) that an ordinary engineering product had, in physical 

fact, been translated to the realm of art.”6  

 

To redefine the occupational factors of the architect we also have to re-

formulate the reasons for building in the first place. We as clients must 

upgrade our visions of living structures. The role of the architect is to 

guide us, or at least present descent proposals in a pro-human manner. To 

upgrade and redefine the needs of the human living situation maybe we 

should start by looking at the people in more exposed living-conditions, 

where the basic needs often are lacking. “Bums are the ideal clients of 

modern architecture: in perpetual need of shelter and hygiene, real lovers 

of sun and the great outdoors, indifferent to architectural doctrine and to 

formal layout.”7  

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL STATICISM  

 

“In the experimental projects that one can illustrate, there is of-

ten an inconsistency of weight or image between the object itself 

and the underlying idea. This is the problem of form and imagery. We 

can too easily read into a mass of concrete the limitations of all 

previous masses of concrete. It is likely that in the next decade 

the linguistics of environment will rise to this problem: they must 

take account of time, relative relevance of parts in time, percep-

tive variation, economics and image transference and may, indeed, 

have to move right out of the world of architectural symbolism. Cu-

riously, most of the experimental work that I can find still looks 

like some kind of building. A characteristic, but no necessarily a 

positive one.”8  

 

Not much have been made to rejuvenate contemporary architecture concerning 

materials, building-techniques or the fundamental importance of defining 

room as human space. The latest invention in building-techniques that has 

been of major importance and now is considered as an obvious element in 

constructions worldwide is the use of reinforced concrete. The first house 

to be made with this new technique in a modern way, with steel skeleton and 

freestanding walls detached from the concrete structure was Auguste Per-

ret’s building on Rue Franklin 22 in Paris. It was erected 1902. Corbusier 

refined the idea of this type of building with his Dom-i-no in 1914. Since 

then there has been no important refinements of this most common structure. 

If you do a comparison between two, for its time, typical multi-storey 
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buildings you end up with surprisingly similar structures and techniques.  

 

 

CASE STUDY 1  

 

Deir el-Medina was a workman’s village, whose craftsmen built and decorated 

the tombs of the Pharaohs in the Valley of the Kings between 1550 – 1080 

BC. They were considered as middle class and worked as stonecutters, plas-

terers, water-carriers, administrators etc. To keep the water supply run-

ning to town they were divided into shifts: one-day shift, and one night 

shift.  

Except the Temple and other official buildings the town consists of small 

one-family homes directly adjacent to a main street. The houses are built 

of sun-dried mud bricks. The walls probably covered with plaster (hard to 

prove because of corrosion). The walls were dimensioned to hold the heat 

from the sun to gradually distribute warmth evenly during night.  

 

 

CASE STUDY 2  

 

Hammarby Sjostad is a workman’s village, whose craftsmen and employees 

maintained private and official services in the city of Stockholm and adja-

cent areas from 2006 and forward. They are considered as middle class and 

worked with social day-care, web design, bank assistance, administrators 

etc. To keep their neighbourhood clean and safe the village is divided in 

different tenant-owners’ societies. They keep an eye out for trouble, and 

arrange cleaning-days.  

Except Burger King, Pressbyran, and other commercial facilities the town 

consists of small one-family homes directly adjacent to a main street. The 

houses are mainly built of concrete and dried mud bricks. The façade is 

covered with plaster. A water-based service-system is installed to transfer 

heat to keep the apartments warm during the cold winters.  

 

The time difference is over 3000 years but building techniques, materi-

als, geographic location, structure and plan of the village is about the 

same. Off-course we now can add glass, metal-roofing, plumbing, and other 

extern service-modules but the principal sketch is the same. There has just 

been some adding to a very basic and static structure.  
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THE ANTI-HOUSE  

 

“Too often the procedure of building has been confused with that of 

building technique. From the late nineteenth century onwards we have 

been forced into an exactness of procedure that is as much the prod-

uct of time as of any other design factor. As the choice of tech-

nical means has expanded we seem increasingly to have become slave 

to any one or more of these means. In our present critical tradition 

it is necessary to value the methodologies of alien buildings, but 

once again one should beware of confusing methodological model and 

detail of technique.”8  

 

When Peter Cook speaks of alien buildings he is referring to experimental 

architecture. As one of the founders of the architectural avant-garde move-

ment Archigram in the 60’s and as a key figure on research of experimental 

architecture he seems well aware of the risks with experimental projects. 

He knows about building technique to be a centrality in not making experi-

mental architecture too detached from reality. What Archigram, Archizoom, 

the Metabolists and other experimental architect movements did best was to 

show the visionary possibility of architecture, and in a Marinettian man-

ner, detach themselves from their occupational burdens. This resulted in 

colourful projects based on newly reformed and crystallized needs of a mod-

ern population.  

 

“If there are several points of departure in making experiments, 

there are as many points of comprehension. From this it can be seen 

that is frequently necessary for a new idea to be explained in tra-

ditional terms.” 8  

 

In what traditional terms would you explain moving architecture like Ron 

Herron’s Walking-City or Cedric Price’s Thinkbelt? A new idea that cannot 

fit in an occupational traditional vocabulary has to be compared to a field 

close enough. In this case it could be ethnology, and the culture of gyp-

sies.  

To enable the trying out of new architectural ideas and, in a Marinettian 

manner, question our occupational burden, a broader vocabulary is needed 

and an extension of field of references concerning experimental architec-

ture, or else it will soon be labelled anti-architecture.   

 

“Francois Dallegret and his succinct visualizations, playfully con-

jures up a house which is determined totally by its services – an 
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“anti-house” where absolute functionality dispels any thought of 

symbolic fulfilment. This, Banham feels, is the logical conclusion 

to the American architectural tradition which is not hung up on 

questions of aesthetics or style.”9  

 

There is an evident dispensation between aesthetics and functionality in 

the discussion of experimental architecture, Dallegret’s Anatomy of a 

Dwelling addresses the pure functions and services of a building. There is 

an effort to delete the outside shape of traditional structure (the shell), 

and in that way delete traditional architectural aesthetics. He is trying 

to reach a functional purity but ends up with a machine-aesthetical anti-

house (according to traditional discourse).  

 

 

 

Francois Dallegret’s Anatomy of a dwelling (d) 
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Is there a way that we can utilize the efforts that have been made to re-

structure our traditional view on architecture without labelling it as an-

ti-architecture; “so that it becomes possible to define “home” without ref-

erence to hearth or roof, but simply as the integration of a complex of 

intrapersonal relationships and main services.2” To start afresh on new 

foundations to solve the already stated needs of human sheltering.  

 

 

REPROGRAMMABLE SPACE  

 

What all the examples I have studied have in common and what interests me, 

except their detachment from an ancient paradigm, is their addressing of 

the most obvious and direct problem in architecture. The problem is stati-

cism and the solution is an unlocked approach to the structure of a build-

ing. A space that enables growth, reduction, adaptability, or basically 

change. A space has to be reprogrammable to sustain. When Dallegret visual-

izes a house-core with the necessary services, and deletes the shell, he 

liberates the whole structure, thus making it possible to adjust the house 

to any condition. This is extreme, but a clear example of what most suc-

cessful experimental architecture have in common. The access to reprogram-

mable space.  

There are examples of modern architecture that have become successful be-

cause of being able to address this problem in an illusionary way. Like the 

Johnson House in New Canaan, where the shell is reduced to glass, but the 

distinct border still exists. A major factor of liberating space is to 

solve the fixed installations (electricity, heating, plumbing etc.) in a 

building. Like Dallegret made the house to an integrated service-core in 

itself, Konrad Wachsmann and Ezra Ehrenkrantz worked on the solution of 

integrating the fixed services into the permanent roof structure.  

 

 

Educational Facilities Laboratory Inc: SCSD prototype school building, 1960 (e) 
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“In the last few years this has seen its most sophisticated and in-

fluential application in the work done by Ezra Ehrenkrantz and his 

team on the SCSD project. They have produced schools where a highly 

sophisticated steel roof system can carry on top of it all the air 

conditioning, lighting, electrics and other services for an equally 

sophisticated type of school underneath.  

The implication of its use is that the school itself can be very 

freely planned and can be repeatedly changed and reorganized”8  

 

There is a close relation to the use of prefabricated parts when you look 

at the most influential examples of reprogrammable buildings. There is an 

evident correlation of the pragmatic approach to construction and the use 

of already made parts. There is a realignment with neutrality and clear 

detachment of style. A building that embodies the whole concept of repro-

grammable space, prefabrication, aligned neutrality, social and political 

responsibility, and the use of free space is The Fun Palace by Cedric 

Price.  

 

“The programmatic flexibility and formal determinacy of his work are 

an architectural analogue to the particular transformations experi-

enced throughout post-war British society.”10  

 

The building was never erected due to various reasons but it shows us 

that we have all we need for making valuable architecture concerning the 

use of free space.  

 

To be able to make valuable contemporary architecture we have to find a 

way to release us from present occupational doctrines. A realignment with 

neutrality is in great need for further objective process. Stylistic archi-

tectural expressions are fools game. Instead we should address the real 

problems, which we know about. They have already been stated since the 

50’s.  

 

Throughout the world there is a great need of housing. Refugee camps turn 

into permanent cities. People move more frequently than ever thus demanding 

the possibility of reprogramming their homes in a higher degree. We need 

flexibility and variation instead of staticism and architecture. Brilliant 

proposals have been sketched down addressing the need for reprogrammable 

space in our living and working environments, but we seem to have forgotten 

them.  
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“Society is filled with a violent desire for something  

which it may obtain or may not.  

Everything lies in that: everything depends on the  

effort made and the attention paid to these alarming  

symptoms.”11 
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