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A History

of Campus

rchitecture

At the sod turning of yet
other  graceful structure,

1ese in

oe hich will soon adorn our be-
* ved campus, we pause to
°.f his irvey past architectural glc-
1t out@ . and give some thought to
Shture ones.
very dif [, the beginning, our pres-
you ent forefathers mindful of
films, 3. ,ccessity of higher educa-
the Bri | 1, a civilized society, erec-
5“‘* Ongi a magnificent building on
-enter i, picturesque hillside we
he top @ . ish so deeply which proba-
y surpassed in proportion
ade (C d design anything then stan-
26) ng in New Bruswick. Such
s their zeal for this most
orthy project that the very
Tie ructure which they designed
t 27-30) engineered in 1828 still
Butler

ands, and is fondly referred
b as the Old Arts Building by
e present generation of
N.B. students. Built of mas-
e stone blocks, its classic
plicity bespeaks the gran-
eur of a forgotten era. This
ilding has become the world
jide symbol of the  University
f New Brunswick, and whet-
er in ~ London, Bombay or
uala Lumpur, whenever U.
B. is discussed or remembei-
d, the image of that timeless-
ructure ‘becomes focussed in
e mind.
! Unfortunately (in a sense),
r forefathers builded better
an they knew, for their sin-
le structure proved so solid
nd commodious that none
her was required to accomo-
ate the umiversity for nearly
century. However, the spirit
f Thomas Carleton and Sir
foward Douglas was long dead
hen in 1900 it became neces-
ary to erect a roof over the
gineers. Instead of adhering
0 the classic pattern set by
he pioneers of 1828, the new
eneration adopted the latest
hstitutional style of architec-
re and produced a build-
ng reminiscent of the finest
ictorian public schools in
redericton. Alas, the era of
upolas and turrets was just
past, thus the engineering
puilding was deprived of the
plendid embellishment which
haracterized the earlier triu-
phs of Viectorian architecture.
n the sublime tradition of the
bmythe Street school, it stands
peacock without feathers, a
ake without icing, yet preser-
ing the essentials of the best
ictorian style.
1925 saw the erection of a
tructure which was to meet
he cultural demands (such as
ey . were) of the expanding
post war campus. In keeping
pith the new look in campus
prchitecture, Memorial Hall was
built to conform with the style
)f the engineering building on
he gutside, but within a Got-
ic elegance is concealed, little
uspected from the red brick
acade. A Grecian porch was
hdded, possibly at the reques!
pf the influential classics de-
partment which desired at
east token resemblance to the
Dld Arts Building. This inno-
ation proved so successful (it
eeps the rain off) that it was
corporated into the design of
he Forestry Building, the Lib-
ary and the Engineering
Building Annex, which ware
frected several years later.
(SEE page 10)
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SEVEN ON ARCHITECTURE

David Galloway
English Department
“They're just buildings,
not very good ones at that.”
Brunswiclkan
What is your opinion of the

and

architecture on this campus,
beginning with the 1955 build-

ing boom?

Galloway
You mean the so-called Geo-
rgian. Well the trouble is with
this Georgian on the campus
is that it's not really good Geor-

‘gian. There is a vague hint of

Georgian on the outside, true,
but inside there is abeolutely
no Georgian at all. I think
that a good Georgian is a safa
style for University architec-
ture and it is appropriate to
this University, but Georgian
architecture does have certain
proportions and if you build
in a good style it’s probably
going to be in good taste for as
long as the building stands.
Brunswickan

Who is at fault: Larson and
Larson, the architects, or the
Board for choosing them?

.. Galloway j

Well I wouldn’t like to pin
the blame down exactly, but
I cannot believe that the Uni-
versity governors and people
responsible for this could not
be aware that the buildings
going up were very poor ex-

‘amples of Georgian architec-

ture, if this is what they inten-
ded.

]

Brunswickan
Would you rather see the ad-
ministration . change to good
Georgian or something modern?

Galloway

I hear a lot of people talk
about something else, but there

doesn’t seem in their minds

to be any clear idea of what
this something else is going to
be. The great advantage of Geo-
rgian, it seems to me (good
Georgian again), is that it is
always in taste — it will never
really date. You may get some-
thing more dramatic and ex-
citing and more appealing, but

it has been there for 200 years
and its classic proportio:..

such that it is still in style.
Brunswickan

Would you not agree that it
is almost impossible for one to
suggest what this “something
else” is, when no other archi-
tects have been consulted and
no other sketches considered.

Galloway
I think that that is the big
question, the waole thing

should have been much more
public. I think we should know
far more about building on the
campus.
Brunswickan

Are these buildings func-

tional?
Galloway
People say that the function

of a University is to encourage
an atmosphere in which to
teach and do research in com-
fort. Obviously any architenr-
ture should reflect your needs
and your aspirations. I'm not
sure what the aspirations of
this University really are.

I've been told, for example,
that this office in Carleton Hali
is functional. This word func-
tional is one which is so often
used very loosely. I take it to
mean that a functional build-
ing is one which serves -the
function for which it was built.
Unfortunately there is a ten-
dency for someone to see any
old square-looking box and
then say that this is functional.
It's true that the purpose of a
box is to put something in, but
when somebody tries to tell
me that the Carleton Hall pri-
sons are functional, I think that
a study is a place which should
provide one with an area con-
ducive to study. This room is
not especially conducive. I'd
like .more space so that more
students could visit me in com-
fort; more ¢omfortable chairs,
though you couldn't get too
many into this office; a wine
cabinet and a change in the
liquor laws. Generally it needs
windows; better lighting; and
a door which you can’t hali-
see through.

Brunswickan

Do you think that a new
building might possibly be a
sore thumb on campus if it
broke with the present trend.

Galloway

Well there are a lot of sore

thumbs on campus and I don’t

know that one more would

make that much of a difference.
Brunswicken
Any final comment?
Galloway
At the moment, we're just

" pottering along in the middle,

we haven’t got good Georgian
and we've got nothing new and
exciting. They're just buildings,
and not terribly good ones at
that.

Neil MacGill
Philosophy Department
Don of Neill House
“These Larsonian structures
have been done on the cheap.”
Brunswickan

What is your opinion of the
recent architecture on this
campus?

MacGill

In the Student Centre and
the Chemistry Building, attem-
pts at balancing areas and vol-
umes seems to have been fair-
ly successful, as for the Lar-
son and Larson structures,
they are all very derivative,
imitating a style which, if thev
are going to imitate properly,
would raquire far more money
as it's a style which requires

far more ornamentation. These
Larsonian structures have been
done on the cheap. It's very
pseudo~Georgian with no sense
of proportion. The windows are
exactly the same size on each
floor — plunk, plunk, plunk —
and the buildings could contin-
ue on endlessly. One has the
image of a great master plen

for all Larson’s buildings which

is just unrolled and cut off when
he feels he’s got enough length.
There is also the problem of

‘building this type of structure

on a hilly site. It is essentially
a style for flat land and these
buildings have resulted in som®
very peculiar effects, as though
they were disappearing int>
the ground. There is a great
indulgence in what is euphe-
mistically called landscaping
by Larson and Larson, which
to them means digging big
holes to put your pre-conceived
buildings in. Their attitude: if
the site doesn’t fit — by all
means change it.
Brunswickan
Is this bad style then, and
are we stuck with it?
MacGill
All this receat architecture
is certainly very backward
looking. It reflects an image
that’s very peculiar, and one
of a somewhat decadent so-
ciety. The problem, though, is
not one of being stuck with «
style but rather be‘ng stuck
with bad architecture. We have
ended up imitating things and
this never produces anything
worthwhile. As well, Larson
and Larson put bits and fea-
tures of all their. buildings in-
to the others, and if you pro-
pose to put good architecture
next to it, its badness will be-
come much more obvious. But
I think one has to take the
bull by the horns and just do
it — because otherwise we're
committing ourselves to bad
architecture for the rest of
time,
Brunswickan
Is this all the fault of the
designer?
MacGill
The architect, to some extent,
only builds what he is told to
build and ‘the University must
also share the responsibility.
Merely getting a new architect
might not solve the problem.
There seems to be no direct
access between the architéct
and those for whom he is build-
ing. The amount of construc-
tion that goes on seems to
warrant somebody with some
architectural knowledge who
could co-ordinate the needs of
the departments, resiuences or
student bodies concerned with
the architects. On a number of
these buildings, the plans sim-
ply don't reach the interested
authorities, or bodies — the
people who are in a position to
criticize the plans in detail —
until it is too late. In the case
of the residences they .often
didn't get over to the Dons till
the foundations were being
laid.
Brunswickan
Two main problems aré cost
and continuity. As one person
on the administration is repor-
ted to have said: “Larson and
Larson are cheapest and they
provide us with a package
deal.” We are saving perhaps
$55,000 by hiring these Ameri-
cans to design our SUB — is
it worth it?
MuacGill

It certainly seems to me cne’s
not getting more than one':
paying for. Larson’s buildings
are merely reproduced {from
one structure to another with.
out any attempt to be original
The possible advantage of o
new architect would be his
willingness and ability to comne
up with certain solutions *»
some of our problems. It wou'd
seem to me that we're not get-
ting anything very much in
the way of a bargain by thic
reduction in architectural fees

You mentioned continuity
Well, interesting groups of
buildings are most frequently,
unless you have an architect
of genius, ones which come
from diverse styles and designs
which interact. The idea that
you have to build them &l to
match is absolutely daft. Styles
can contrast quite successfully.
Take for example the old Ne-
ville Farm House between
Neill and Neville Residences.
It's interesting that the Uni-
versity plans to move it or
completely destroy it. This
farmhouse provides the feature
which gives these residences
some distinction, and it is in-
teresting that a campus which
seems ' to value so highly its
history should want to destroy
it.

Brunswickan

It is said that one of the
biggest features offered to uz
by Larson and Larson is that
their buildings easily take ad-
ditions.

MacGill

I suppose, for they are so

ugly nothing would harm them.

Des Green
Don of Neville House
Chemical Engineering
“Why build a building which
makes you itch a lot when you
see it?”
Brunswickan

What are your opinions' of

Larsonian architecture?
Green

Well, I think, number one,
that it's a travesty of archi-
tecture. It's very disappointing
because a University is an aca-
demic institution where there
is a certain search for truth,
a search for beauty, and if you
have this search for beauty
you must have beautiful things
around you if at all possibie.
We have a duty to our society
to build beautiful things-and
to elevate minds. To say that
architecture isn't an integral
part of the University is non-
sense. I think that it's not seo
expensive that we cannot af-
ford to have things built by
artists who are competent in
their fields. I don’t believe that
it should be modernistic just
for the sake of being modein,
but I think that to build sham

(SEE page 8)




