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FIRST PRIZE : Ralph Lemmer's work strongly emphasizes mofumentality, axiality snd large, heavily-planted spaces, ¢

‘Does fairness and respect for the initial inspiration

of a cultural centre not demand that the compe-
tition be declared null and void? Or are the orga-
nisers of the IGNCA going to take the shabby
and easy way out of "requiring" Relph Lerner to

make "

necessary adjustments’' in

oo

his design?

P. K. Das on the

prize-winning blueprints for the

indira @andhi National Centre for Arts.

wmﬂgm Government of India
organised an internation-
‘al competition to choose the
best design for its prestigious
Indira Gandhi National Cen-
tre for Arts (IGNCA). How-
ever the way in which this com-
petition  hag been conducted - and
the prizes awarded, has generated
justifiable anger and dissatisfac-
tion amongst a Ifarge gection of
the art and architecture commu-
nity in the country.

Some well-known and eminent
engingers,  historians, artists and
crafismen have expressed dissatis-
faction and questioned the rele-
vance and Indianness, or rather
nou-Indianness, of the first prize-
winning design. In fact, the Indian
Institute of Architects has decided
to investigate the matter and has
referred it to the Union of Inter-
national Architects.

The IGNCA must be
establishment
activities and

a unique
in both range of
architectural em-
bodiment, When built it I8 go-
ing to be the largest cemtre for
the arts anywhers din the world.
Rs, 200 croves.has Heen ganction-
ed in the -seventh five year plan
for this project. 'As stated in the
i programene:  “The

visualized a3 a ocnire
encompassing = all aris,

in their dimension of
terdepandence, interrelations

i specially
in-

mutual

with nature, function, daily life;
gocietal structures, world view and
cosmology.  Threugh the divers

programmes of research, publica.
tion, drawing, creative  activitiss

and projection, it will place the
arts within the ~ contezi of the
natural and human environment.

“The arts will comprehend the
fields of creative and critical lite-

rature -—— heard angd- = writien:
the  visual arts ranging _from
architecture, sculpture, painting,

‘graphics to film and photography;
the performing arts of music,
dance, theatre in their broadest
connotation: and all else in fairs,
festivals and lfestyle ‘which has
an - artistic dimension. The tribal,
the rural and urban arts will be
included in theirr dimension aof
hoth antiquity and contempora-
neity.”

A total of 194 enfries from all
over the world were received,
including 66 Indian entries. Asto-
nishingly, in the first 23 designs
shortlisted by the jury, only one
Indian entry, that of Gautam
Bhatia, figured, This implieg that

either the Indian’ architecture

comsnunity is utterly inept or it is’

the jury that has for some reasos
for reasons) beea completely
swayed by designs which are, not
surprisingly, quite ~ un-Indian in
their ethos end inspiration.

It ig, in fact, the jury which has
failed to meet the test. This is for
two fundamental reasoms: first,
there has been an asbsence of any
kind of coherent and unifying ap-
proach snd philosophy in  theie
rudzement - and- szlection of prize-
: designs, There is also 2
profound . contradiction- hetween
the philosophy and approach de-
manded from entrants in the com-
petition programene which s pro-
foundly Indian and the

actual

accepts, justifies and emulates Lutyens’ colonial architecture,

indeed m the

final selections,
shortlisting of the 23 entrants.

- Secondly, the jury hag shame-
fully excused the many technical

viclations in the first prize-win-
ping entry by the Ameridan pro-
fessor, Ralph Lerner of Princeton
University.

ig evident that each of the
frst five prize-winping designs
have distinctly different approa-
chés and philosophies, Ierner'a
work strongly emphasizes monie

mentality, - axiality and  large,
heavily-planted spaoes. It accepts,
justifies and emulates Fdwin

Lutyens’ colonial architecture,
while Gautam - Bhatia’s second
prize-winuning design evokes a
clearly identifiable Indian spirit.

As Bhatia has Himself expressed

it: “The architecture evokes sym-
bolg of & city besides a rive
through associations and allu-

sions: buildings are viewed as a
kind of a stage set awaiting a cul-
tural ecenario. A variety of parti-
ally sheltered indoor spaces, flow
intg semi-outdoor areas and then
to completely outdoor placeg all-
owing for fexibility of use.”

Different Ideas

The three entrants who shared
the third prize have ideas and ap-
proaches that are radically differ-
ent and opposing, However, none

“have any reference to the Indian

As a matter of fact thev
buildings

coniext,
could be designs - for
anywhere in the worid,
The very fact thag
frasting approaches should  be
chogen for the top three . prizes
indicates clearly that the jury did
not evolve a unifying principle
for assessment. It has not even
bothered to respect the very as-
sessment 2 were ane

such con-

criterta - that
nounced .in the competiticn  pro-
gramme! Central to these was the
necessity that all eniries try to re-
flect an Indian ethos, Thiz was
siressed in the initial competition
brief. ’

To highlight this, the program-
me made it a condition o incor-
porate the Vadakkunathan Kui-
tampalam (Trichur) a8 the “Indian
Hall” in the complex within all
designs. This i3 a very powerful
image and also hag an imposing
presence with ifs sloping and tiled
roof, and height of 24 metrea. Far
from respecting this condition and
drawing symbolic lessons from if.
Ralph Lerner bas, in fact, gone to
the absurd extent of designing a
ckeleton roof in concrete tg cover
the entire Vadakkupathan Kui-
smpalam thus entircly changing
the total image.

Moreover, his building hag all
the artificial grandeur and monu-
mentality of any colonial edifice
built to establish and reflect. the
“power and the glory” of foreign
rulers, and at the same time awe
its imperial “subject”, What yeles
vance does such architecture and
such themeg bhave fo India
which has been independent for
almost 40 years and wantng to

make its own unique cultural im-
press in° the world comily of
nations? Perhaps the fact that the

jury was not entirely Indian partly
explains why the infinence of such
colonial concepis of -architecturs
could se affect the final gelections.

Lutyens’ Mew Delhi is not a city
which ig in any way expressive of
the “essence” of Indian culture in
the way that other cities are, be
they Old Delki, Jaisalmer, Jaipur,
Varanasi or Hardwar eorthe temple
cities of southern India like Madu-
rai. Perhapg the “truest” (though
certainly not the only) expression
of Indiap planning and architec-
ture is to be found not so much
in the grandeur of the Mughal
palaces or even in temple cone
structiong of Iadia ag in the struc-

ture and layout of those cities
whera the sireets, the meandering

gullies and bylanes provide that
anity and diversity, those" collee-
tive spaces and private ones, the
maitiplicity of images separate
and gomehow connected by 8

SECOND PRIZE : Gautumn Bhatia’s architecth
sy ounidecr spaces

larger theme, that embody the real
culture of India. It iz thig culture

with its immense varieties of
eoleurs, of people; of cccupations,
of beliefs, of life ilgelf, which it
is the uitimate purpese of Indian
art and architeciure to highl

It is fendamentally necessary
for modern, post-independence
Indian architecture to avoid colu-
nial images and structures, This is
all the more important {or 2 cul-
tural centre, which must make a
stateraeny  declsively  breskiag
from such orchitectural expres-
siong and not seek o merge with
Lutyens’ concept of New Delbi,
The jury by selecting Lerner’s de-
sign has shown itself to be suffer-
ing either from severe = colonial
hang-ups

or an exaggerated rever-
ence for westernised concepts. But
this might well be in keeping with
the general values of the rising,
highly westernised (in the worst
sense of ¢he term) Indian elite.
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The eminent painter-architect, Satish

"God forbid that

said,

the winner of -

tition should be a noted architect anc
er — then like Chandigarh there wi
copying for a whole generation of i
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tects .

It must be reslised that construc.
tion of any major public building
influences a whoie generation of
architects . im the couriry. . The
eminent painter-architest, Satish
Guiral, had said this about the
competition: “God forbid that the
winner of ike competition should
be 2  noted architect and 2
foreigner — then like Chandigarh
there will be more copyiag dor a
fole genepation of Indian acchi-
tects.”. We have still not got over
the miserable failures of Chandi-
gach and the most irrelevant plan-

ning ideclogies that the wells

and shameful thai
entry which comy
fundamental vie
disqualified: it wa
the fiest prive!
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tampalam (Trichur) as tke “Indian
Hall” in the complex within all
designs. This is a very powerful
image and also has an imposing
presence with its gloping and tiled
roof, and height of 24 metres, Far
froin respeciing this condition and
drawing symbelic lessons from it,
Ralph Lerner has, in fact, gone to

the absurd extent of designing a -

skeleton roof in concrete to cover
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the total image.

Moreover, his building has all

the artificial grandeur and monu-

‘mentality of any .colonial edifice

built to establish and reflect the

“power and the glory” of foreign

rulers, and at the same time awe
its imperial “subject”, What rele~

vance doeg euch architecture and

such - themes have to  India
which has been independent for
almost 40 yearg and waniing te

make its own unique cultural jem-
press in° the world comity of
nations? Perhaps the fact that the
jury was not entirely Indian parily
explains why the influence of such
colonial concepts of -architecture
could so affect the final gelections.

Lutyens’ Mew Delhi isnot a-city
which is in any way expressive of
the “dssence” of Indian cultore in

the way that ofher: cities are, be
they O1d Delhi, Jaisalmer, Jaipur.,

Varanasi or Hardwar orthe tempie
cities of southern Indialike Madu-
rai.. Perhapg the “truest” (though
certainly not the only) expression
of . Indiap” planping and. architec-
ture i8 to be found not so. much
in the grandeur of the Mughal.
palaces of even in - temple  cone
siructiong of India agin the struc-
ture and lavout of --those cities
where the sirests, the mesndering
gullies and bylanes provide thal
unity ~and diversity, those evliec
tive ‘spaces and private ones, the
multiplicity. of -imapes

changing

separate
and somehow. connected by

Gautam Bhatia’s architecture evokes an identifiable’ Indian sp
and outdect spaees flow into each other, allowing for Aexibility of unse,

larger thems, that embody the real
culture of India. It i this cylture
with its' imménse varieties of
oolours, of'people, of cccopations,
of beliefs, of life itseif, which it
is the ultimate purpose of dndian
art and architeciure to highlight,
It is fundamentally necessary
for - modern, post-indesendence
Indian archiiecture to avoid colu-
niel irmages and structures. This is
all the more important for a culs
tural ‘centre, which must make a
statemeny - declsively  breaking
from such orchitectural expres-
siong and not seck 'to merge ‘with
Lutyens’ concept of New Delhi,
The jury by selecting Lerner’s de-
sign has shown itself 1o be suifers
ing either from -severe colonial
hang-ups or an exaggerated revers
ence, for westernised concepts. But
this might well be in keeping with
the general values -of the rising,
highly westernised (in the werst
sense of the term) Indian elite,

known French drchitect, e Cos-
busier established, - Ralph Lerner's
design, if built, will’ certainly te
a disgrace to independent ' India's
planning copecepts, architeciural
expressions and culfural identity.

The jury’s post-selection report
displayed during the exhibition is
inadequate and more 8 burean-
cratic 'and statistical report which

the tachnical committee . or the
organisers ' of - the  competition
could have brought out -without
involving the jury itseif., It does

not explain the hasis of assesse
ment, ner does it highlight any
underlying philosonhy and princi-
ples relévant to the project.

XTREMELY stringent condi-
-4tions were. laid out for the

competition after much querying

and discussion of possible alterna-
tive conditions. All entrants hdd
been warned. of disqualification
for any violaticn. It 13 skocking

The eminent painter-architect, Satish Gujral, had

said,

"God forbid that the winner of the compe-
tition should be a noted

architect and a foreign-

er — then like Chandigarh there will be more

copying for

.wma.m,m o

a whole generation of Indian archi-

It must be realised that construc-
tion of any majof public dbuilding
influences o whole “gsneration of
architects. . in the country,  The
eminent painter-architect,  Satish
Guiral, had ~said “this ‘about the
competition: “God forbid that the
winner of the -competition ghould
be -a noted -architect and’ &
foreigner — then like Chandigarh
there will-be more copying for a
whole: genevation of Indian nrehis

“feets.””. We “have still 'not 'got over

the miserable fuilures: of Chandi-
garh and the most irrelevant plan-

- ping ideplogies that the  well-

and shameful that Ralph Lerner's

entry -which committed ‘so many
fundamental  violationg ‘wag not
disqualified: it wag actutlly. glven
the first prizve! g

The technical violations by the
winning entry were pointed out by
MmNy commentators - in o the
national dailies and Sunday-papere.
AP Kanvinde responded to: these
reporis on behalf of the jury in
the Simday  Observer  (Decomubar
14, 1988). His reply was utterly
inazdeguate  and ‘'only embsarrassed

hig standing ‘ng a8 senior menvher

f the profession in the country,

. had

and ag 2 gupposedly responsible
member of the juiy. He simply
brughed
the allegationy ‘made by srchitect,
Ravi Sikei, as veported by Usha
Rai in The Timeg of India (Dec.
13, '36) as the reaction of “the dis-
gruntled element “whe could not
make it'in ‘the competiion”. Kan-
vinde must acoept that the rules
and  regulations once formed must
‘be followed by all entrants, other«
wrise what i3 the poiit of having a
competition * governed by prope

rules? Moreover, the - jury had
themaelves accepted the vaiidity of
these porgms, If -~ Kanvinde had
any differences, then he ghoul

have expressed themn much earlice,
hefore agrecing to be a member

of the jury. .
Principle Of Justice

Hig astonishing  rationalisations
of the clear injustice done o al
entrants . who endeavoured to
strictly abide by the rules of the
competitdon

will not do. Any sub-
sequent - concession. or liberalisa.
tion of set norms must tie applied
to'all enirants as ap elementary
rinciple of jusfice and fair play,
So other entrants could have alao
the freedotn to.be as flexible
2g Lerner has been in interpreting
2 programme to suit himself,
What 3 more, Kapvinde and
the other members  of  the jury

found these. violations “marginal™

(not -surprisingly, how- else  could
they “have excused-  themaseives?)
and considered the ideas, concepts
and planning spprosches fo  he
more - important, Then why didn't
they call for a two stage competi-
tion in.which the conceptualisne
tion could have been - geparated
and evaluated
the “second stage of execution of
the moedel according to the techni-
cal oonditions. laid down?

Are we to understand that the
members. of -the jury were either
not informed or did not bother to
familiarise thomselves with. the
conditions ‘of the programme e
fore accepting their = responsibili-
tieg &3 judges of the midel import-
ant competition of ite kind ever i
history? It was alsa open do thers

fo suggest any alterations or chan-
. Bes In the conditiong of the come

aside without explanaiion -

independently - of:

jrit—q vaziety

efforts by a-jury which

“Does

«

i

of indoor, semb-ontdoor

Photographs by Madan Mehis

petition ¢r in its manper of orga-
nisation in:the three¢ months hkete
ween the release of the competis
tion programme  aod the last
for gubmissicn of entries. Consi-
dering the amount of work ‘put in
by enirants, what kind -of justice
could have beeti” done  to their
i i tgok @
{ive days to scrutinise. and
e8 . 194 entries?
rtiter Ranjit Sadbild, . srofes-
gional adviser to the JGINCA, !

mere
asse

W

&

in kiy letter dated December 13 to
Dy, (Mrs) Kapila Vatsvayan has
Wil YA competition jury has
fu sdem (o adopt any, proce-

nx_.qnxmomamm”msmmmmaﬂﬁosm
are not open tp question”, Mo,
Sabiki and others mumt realise {or
are they conveniently f 27y
that the jury while adogging any
procedure has 2 moral respon-
sibility towards its fellow profss-
sionals and towardg ‘the society
at large, Whatever changes they
make ziust be openiy substantiat-
ed and justified. The IGNCA
a Government of India project
and is of public interest, )

The organisers, while declding

On - designg for .the s presilgious
IGNCA whose  fundamental ap-
preach in gll its work willh be

interdisciplinary and multi-diecip-
linary”, did net even ecare to con-
stiagte: ‘an interdieciplinary -~ and
miulti-disciplinary  jury. cinvelving
artists, engineers, environmenta.
lists "eic. "Thig s  certainly an
affront to all professionals and t©
artists and painters in particular
in the country. ‘
Should the Government

India then go ahead with sy
an - ambitious’ - project . in

present o siie.  and - location
fairness and respect for
the initial inspiration for the pro-
iect the construgtion of a
cultural centre reflecting a truly
Indian - epirit  and ethes «~= not
demand that this competition ke
declared  nuil and wvoid? Or are
thig government and the organi-
eera nf the TGNCA gaing to. take
the shabby and easy way owt of
“requiring” - Lerner | o maks
“pecessary. sdiustments” in hig.

of
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