
THE SECOND CYCLE: 1980-1983 

The Secretariat and the Steering Committee for 

the second cycle, from left to right, rear row: 

Curtis, Makiya and Correa; second row: 

Cantacuzino, Mumtaz and Kuban; third row: 

Porter, Grabar, Arkoun, Khan and Casson; 

front row: Holod, His Highness the Aga Khan, 

Zulficar and Özkan. 

The Master ]ury of 1983, from left to night: 

Fida Ali, Stirling, Chadirji, Simounet, Sudi, 

Cansever, Moore, Kiray and Serageldin. 

The first cycle thus created an invaluable framework for the second cycle, in terms 27 

of process as well as mandate. It also helped define the agenda for the next seminars 

directing attention to some of what it had left untouched: the rural habitat and the 

city. The transition from the first to the second cycle also established an integral 

part of the AKAA's tradition, the restructuring of both the Steering Committee and 

the Master Jury for the new cycle, to promote renewal while retaining continuity. 

Eleven members in addition to His Highness the Aga Khan made up the new 

Steering Committee: Mohammed Arkoun, a specialist in Arabic and Arabic litera

ture at the Sorbonne; Sherban Cantacuzino, an architect and editor, Secretary of 

the Royal Fine Art Commission in Great Britain; Sir Hugh Casson, an architect and 

president of the Royal Academy of Arts in Great Britain; Charles Correa, a leading 

architect from India; Oleg Grabar, a specialist in Islamic art and architecture at Har

vard Univerity; Renata Holod, former Award Convenor and specialist in Islamic art 

and architecture at the University of Pennsylvania; Hasan-Uddin Khan, former 

Award Convenor, architect and planner, and editor of Mimar; Dogan Kuban, an 

architect and architectural historian, director of the Institute of History of Architec

ture and Restoration at Istanbul Technical University; Mohammed Makiya, archi

tect; Kamil Khan Mumtaz, an architect and planner from Pakistan; and lastly 

William Porter, Professor of architecture and planning at the Massachusetts Insti

tute of Technology. 

The Master Jury again comprised of nine members: Turgut Cansever, architect, 

Istanbul; Rifat Chadirji, architect, Baghdad; Habib Fida Ali, architect, Karachi; 

Mubeccel Kiray, urban sociologist, Istanbul; Charles Moore, architect, Los Angeles; 

Parid Wardi bin Sudin, architect and university lecturer, Kuala Lumpur; Ismail 

Serageldin, Chairman of the Master Jury, architect and planner, Washington D.C.; 

Roland Simounet, architect, Paris; and lastly James Stirling, architect, London. 

The Secretariat was restructured. The office of the Convener, first held effec

tively by Renata Holod and briefly by Hasan-Uddin Khan (who had now both 

joined the Steering Committee), was replaced by a Secretary General and a Deputy 

Secretary General. Said Zulficar, conservationist and historian, former Programme 

Specialist, Division of Cultural Heritage, UNESCO, became Secretary General. 

Suha Ozkan, architect, Professor of Theory of Architecture at the Middle East 

Technical LJniversity, Ankara, became Deputy Secretary General. 

S E M I N A R S  A N D  P U B L I C A T I O N S  

The seminars of the second cycle were marked by a shift in scale and context. They 

dealt with "The Changing Rural Habitat" (China, 1981), "Reading the Contempo

rary African City" (Senegal, 1982), and "Development and Urban Metamorphosis" 

(Yemen, 1983). The locations of the Award seminars were new to the core group 

which had become identified with the Award during the first cycle and thus helped 

to expand their horizons and enrich their appreciation of the diverse realities of 
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China: The changing rural habitat — massive 

four storey school carved in the hillside in 

Shaanxi province. 

The African city: Beni Izguen, Mzab, Algeria. 

Yemen's unique architectural heritage. 

Muslim societies as well as extending the network of contacts that the Award was 

building throughout the Muslim world. 

The new secretary general, and his deputy, were prime movers in the push to 

expand the contacts of the Award, not just in terms of seeking new seminar loca

tions, but also by translating the seminar proceedings into French, Arabic and 

Chinese. They also extended contacts with diverse international and professional 

associations in the Muslim world. 

The series of seminars took the Award's search further afield from the recognised 

domain of architectural criticism to explore the rural and urban settings of buildings. 

The material presented, although rich in content and vast in coverage, did not 

produce the kind of intellectual breakthrough that some had hoped for. Instead, it 

consolidated the intellectual foundations established in the first cycle and filled in 

the lacunae that had not been covered. It was to prove salutary in providing a truly 

broad foundation for later work during the third cycle. But more importantly, these 

seminars established contacts with professional groups and Muslim communities 

outside the mainstream of existing contacts and transactions. This enhanced the 

understanding of the Award's principal bodies about the diverse realities of the 

Muslim world, its problems and what the local inhabitants were doing to cope with 

them. It also helped the rest of the world, especially those concerned with building 

in the Muslim world, to realise the treasures of Yemen, the wonders of Muslim 

China and the unique reality of Sub-Saharan African Islam 9 

In terms of content, the three seminars, published in five volumes, provide an 

impressive addition to the body of knowledge, analysis and opinions generated by 

the Award. In terms of intellectual constructs, or critical theory, it brought little 

new except for the Dakar seminar. The Dakar seminar had different objectives 

which were emphasised, even in its title, by addressing the notion of "reading" an 

urban environment. This meant decoding an intricate set of symbols and signs of an 

established traditional order which was rapidly being changed by socio-economic 

and demographic forces and the political discourse that invariably accompanies 

such transformations. The symbols were being degraded into signs or worse, ideo

logically charged signals. This theme is one which we shall return to as it clearly 

appears to be one of the dominant issues confronting the Muslim world and its elites 

today. Although the objectives of the Dakar seminar aimed in that direction, the 

results were inconclusive. It was a milestone on the part of the Award's ongoing 

search for understanding this important subject rather than an effectual break

through. Again, the reasons were similar to those encountered in the Fez seminar 

when the question of a multi-disciplinary probing of "symbol" and "identity" was 

broached. More preparatory groundwork was needed to establish a common termi

nology, methodology and analytic framework before the results of such encounters 

could be realised. 

In their more modest objectives, the other two seminars were quite successful. In 

the case of China, this was guaranteed by the novelty of both context (Muslim 

regions of China) and material (an architectural study of the changing rural habi

tat). The Sana'a seminar (May 1983) effectively tackled many themes10 that had 

come up time and again in the Award's deliberations, and which continue to do so 

until now. These include : 

* The dichotomy between "modernity" (al-hadatha) and "tradition" (aUturath)," 

which on closer, more reasoned scrutiny are terms fraught with problems, carry

ing an intellectual baggage of considerable proportions. The dichotomy itself is 

also too simplified as a construct to deal with the underlying issue of cultural 

continuity and rupture. 

• The role of conservation in a rapidly growing city with its evolving, modernising 

economic base and the necessary changes in its infrastructure. 



• The image of progress that elites in Muslim countries (and more generally less 

developed countries) hold, and the role of architects in shaping that image as 

well as in responding to it. 

• Islam and technology and whether there are inherent contradictions between 

the two. It is surprising how much discussion can be generated by such a patently 

ahistorical and demonstrably loose and erroneously structured dichotomy. 

• The role of the architect in bringing about changes in a society's environment. 

The regional seminar at Kuala Lumpur in July 1983, the first in a projected series 

on "Exploring Architecture in Islamic Cultures", dealt with "Architecture and Iden

tity". It was an important event, to be repeated in the third cycle. At the Kuala 

Lumpur gathering, Charles Correa in his essay and comments, underlined the 29 

pluralistic character of the expression of identity, a concept central to the Award's 

understanding of this area. Mona Serageldin's paper on "New Popular Housing in 

the Middle East"12 addressed the question of popular taste already evoked brilliantly 

by Jean-Jacques Guibbert's article, "Symbols, Signs, Signals: Walls of the City" in 

the Dakar Seminar on "Reading the African City"." At the time, the issue of 

"populism" in architectural expression had not yet emerged. Not until the 1986 

awards, were the differences between "populism" and the "popular" to be extensively 

debated. 

P A R A L L E L  E F F O R T S  E L S E W H E R E  

The themes addressed in the Award seminars were also being treated effectively and 

with considerable depth in two other fora which complemented the Award activi

ties and involved many of the same individuals. By 1983, Mimar, produced in 

Singapore and edited by Hasan-Uddin Khan, was rapidly becoming the intellectual 

journal for architects of the Third World. It treated some of these themes from a 

more "architectural" perspective, in short essays, emphasising their physical mani

festation and visual evidence. 

Halfway around the world, the Aga Khan Program for Islamic Architecture 

(AKPIA) at Harvard and MIT was undertaking basic research and teaching in 

subjects relevant to the Award. More immediate in its impact, however, were the 

outreach seminars. Under AKPIA sponsoring, Mona Serageldin organised an impres

sive series of such seminars that addressed practitioners and decision-makers as well 

as academics on comparable issues. Here, however, the coverage tended to be more 

socio-economic than architectural, and more pragmatic and problem solving than 

intellectual and theoretical. 

The seminar topics dealt with: "Higher-Education Facilities", "Urban Housing", 

"Adaptive Reuse", "Continuity and Change", and "Large Housing Projects". It was 

perhaps the only forum where the implementation aspects, namely institutional and 

financial considerations, were given as much weight as the socio-cultural aspects of 

design solutions. As such they provided an interesting and complementary stream of 

thinking that slightly preceded the second Award cycle and extended into the third. 

The presence of William Porter and Cleg Grabar on both the AKAA Steering 

Committee and the AKPIA helped bridge the two activities. These bridges were 

enhanced by the frequent participation of the same major group of interested parties 

(a solid core group of 10 to 20 individuals) in both the AKPIA seminars and the 

AKAA activities. 
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Shah Rukn-i-'Alam, Multati, 

Pakistan: an outstanding example 

of restoration. 

The 1983 Jury selections were the outcome of a long drawn-out discussion among 

the Jury members, which focused essentially around four questions: 

* Should the winners include restoration and conservation projects as well as 

contemporary designs? 

* Should the social merit of schemes be given weight in the Jury's evaluation or 

should evaluation be strictly limited to the architectural aspects of the project? 

* Should the 1983 selections be seen as independent of or complementary to the 

1980 winners? 

* Should the number of premiated projects be limited to say 3 to 5 projects thereby 

focusing the message of the Award ? 

It is a tribute to the workings of the AKAA and to the constructive approach of 

all the members of the Jury that a satisfactory, albeit grudging, consensus could be 

reached on these difficult questions, many of which were to be evoked again in 

1986. Since the 1983 Jury did not prepare a detailed report to document its views, 

it is perhaps pertinent to comment briefly about these four issues, thereby setting the 

stage for a better appreciation of how these same issues were treated in 1986. 

On the Question of Restoration/Conservation Projects. Most of the Jury agreed that 

the skills required to undertake successful and effective restoration projects were 

substantially different from those involved in the creative process of designing a new 

building. Clearly, the emphasis on faithfulness to the original, the technical com

plexity of the work, and the premium placed on the quality of the historical 

scholarship, and the technical know-how of materials and past building methods are 

mostly at odds with the creative elan that marks much of the most innovative and 

interesting contemporary designs. Indeed, the most effective restoration/conserva

tion efforts are those where the practitioner purposely effaces his or her own 

presence to enhance the work of the original designer. The personality of the 

contemporary designer not only comes through in most contemporary works of 

excellence, but it is frequently the "trademark" of the artist that imprints the work. 

Despite these real distinctions, it was felt that the AKAA must acknowledge 

worthy efforts of conservation of the architectural heritage. At a time when this 

heritage is threatened with destruction in every part of the Muslim world and where 

contemporary Muslim societies are struggling to define their identity in a rapidly 

changing environment, their attention to exemplars of a worthy past, and the 

preservation of a continuum of historical evidence that traces an evolving and 

authentic identity, is all the more essential. This recognised and valued heritage can 

then serve as a springboard for modernist reinterpretation of the past, and for the 

definition of a contemporary aesthetic that is rooted in the cultural norms and social 

values of these rapidly evolving societies. 

Accordingly, the 1983 Jury felt the necessity of maintaining these conservation 

efforts and chose to premiate three projects in this domain. Each one represented a 

different philosophy and one which requires recognition in its own right. 

The Social Merit of Projects. The social merit of projects has probably been the 

most recurrent issue in the AKAA debates.14 To simplify to the extreme, the 

arguments fall along a spectrum the poles of which can be defined as follows: 

• The social view: Architectural projects do not exist in a vacuum. Architecture 

is the physical manifestation of the cultural, social, economic, legal, geographic, 

climatic and other factors that define a society. Hence, any effort to judge an 

architectural work outside of that context, is bound to be purely formalistic and 

sterile. Therefore, the question of the social impact of a project, and the rele

vance of a particular solution to the prevalent social and economic problems of 



the society where that project is found, remain important for assessing any 

project that is to be held up as an exemplar for others to learn from, and emulate. 

This approach provides the justification for the selection of such projects as 

the Kampung Improvement Programme and the Pondok Pesantren Pehalen 

Project in the 1980 awards which, without strong visual content, significantly 

broadened the horizons of architects encouraging them to look beyond their 

concerns and interests with the monumental and the expensive structures for 

wealthy or large institutional clients. 

• The architectural view: Architects are form-givers. They respond to the society's 

needs in a manner that transcends the responses of those who are not concerned 

with shaping the physical world. Their primary responsibility is to articulate an 

aesthetic, and provide working solutions in tune with a people; solutions which 

help them find themselves and define their identity. They must also provide a 

physical interpretation of that which is best in a contemporary society. 

Architectural excellence by such criteria cannot be ignored in the choice of 

any winning project. If the most noble and successful social schemes lack the 

physical attributes of aesthetic appeal that a true design of excellence must 

impart, they cannot and should not be considered for an award. 

If this approach leads to the premiation of only those buildings which 

happen to deal with particular types of commissions, so be it. It must be 

recognised that some of the greatest architectural exemplars that we use today to 

define the meaning of Islamic architecture were projects of relatively limited 

social merits, for example the Taj Mahal. Yet no one today will contest that the 

Taj Mahal is one of the universal achievements of all mankind and one of the 

jewels of world architecture as well as a great centre-piece of Islamic architec

tural heritage. 

Between these two extremes, much has been said and remains to be said. But the 

1983 Jury found that in taking its selected winners in conjunction with the 1980 

awards the total set of winners served best to define the full message of the Aga Khan 

Award for Architecture. In this context, the 1983 selections when seen alone could 

be considered as tilting towards Architecture (with a capital "A") albeit without 

totally excluding the social dimensions. Indeed in both the Hafsia Project and the 

Ramses Wissa Wassef Arts Centre, one can easily find social dimensions reflecting 

the deep concerns of the architects involved, but without compromising the aes

thetic standards or loss of architectural sensitivity and creativity. 

In the Great Mosque of Niono, specially when coupled with the Sherefudin 

White Mosque of Yugoslavia, one has a statement of the social relevance of archi

tecture be it ultra-modern or mostly traditional and vernacular. In both cases there 

is an authentic resonance which helps the community that built the mosque find 

itself and define its self-image through the creative act of a talented architect. 

The balance sought between these two objectives, the purely social and the 

purely architectural, is obviously overdrawn in this simplistic statement. It does not 

do justice to the richness of the debate that animated the deliberations of the Jury 

as well as the many discussions of the Steering Committee. The Award's seminars 

which broadened the scope of this search to include the views and contributions of 

many professinals, practitioners, academics, critics, and concerned citizens, also 

covered the same ground. There is no simple way to convey the reams of research, 

debate and discussion that go into seeking this sensitive balance. Balanced it must 

be, for the Award has consistently refused to reject any of the multiple facets of the 

prismatic reality of the built environments of the Muslims. 

Were the 1983 A wards Independent of the 1980 Awards? Each cycle allows a new 

Jury to select new winners and thus a Jury's judgments should be assessed on their 

own merits. Any objective observer has however to recognise that the awards 



cannot be seen as completely independent. If no one would deny the intrinsic worth 

of the Kampung Improvement Programme (KIP), it would make little sense for the 

Award to premiate a KIP every three years. Thus, the body of winners over the years, 

builds up the comprehensive message of the Award. Clearly, however, there can and 

should be among the winners repetitions of the same themes, with some subtle 

variations, that would serve to enrich the overall message, just as reworking of 

musical themes is an inherent part of any symphonic work. 

In this view, the absence among the 1983 winners of a self-help community 

improvement programme aimed at poor slum dwellers does not signify a shift of the 

Award's concern with poverty alleviation. Rather, it reflects the preference to 

32 premiate projects such as the Ramses Wissa Wassef Arts Centre and the Hafsia 

Housing Project, each of which treats with sensitivity, some aspects of the broader 

problem while retaining social concerns. 

The Number of Winning Projects. The idea of restricting the number of winners to 

a select few, thereby adding to the lustre and impact of the message that the Award 

gives by selecting those winners, has been uppermost in the minds of many, espe

cially the Western press that covered the architectural awards. The diversity that 

found expression in 15 winning projects in 1980, and 11 winning projects in 1983, 

made it difficult for many in the Western press to relate to the subtle message of the 

Award. They found this diversity difficult to grasp and categorise. This led to 

ambiguity in their interpretations of the Award's message. 

Yet it is undeniable that situations in the Muslim world today are astoundingly 

diverse, and call forth equally diverse responses. The simple, elegant yet basic 

designs produced by societies at almost subsistence existence in the Sahelian coun

tries of Africa are, and must be, very different from the massive mega-projects of oil 

rich Saudi Arabia. From the icy winters of eastern Turkey, to the tropical climates 

of Indonesia passing through the arid deserts of Arabia, different architectural solu

tions must be, and have been found. This incredible diversity cannot be captured by 

a few winners. In the final analysis, it was difficult to say in purely architectural 

terms, that the artistry of the Great Mosque of Niono in Mali was any less deserving 

of an award than the wizardry of the roof structure of the Hajj Terminal in Saudi 

Arabia. It is this diversity that forced the juries past and present to look beyond one 

The Hajj Terminal's roof structure: or two projects and to bring to the attention of the world more structures and 

a bold vision at the cutting edge of solutions, more building types and materials, and variety of approaches and tech-

technological innovation. niques than has been the case with any other architectural award. 



In so doing the Award avoided the temptation of prescribing an approach, a 

method or a technique as being the correct one. The Award remained true to its 

concept of creating a space of freedom where all searchers of integrity can pursue their 

vision for a better future for the Muslim world. 

Azem Palace, Damascus: more reconstruction 

than conservation, but a stunning result 

nonetheless. 

T H E  1  9 8 3  W I N N E R S  

The 1983 Jury selected 11 projects out of 216 candidates. Of these, three were 

restoration/conservation projects. The Azem Palace in Damascus, Syria, the Shah 

Rukn-i-'Alam Tomb in Multan, Pakistan and the Darb Qirmiz project in Cairo, 

Egypt. 

Each of those three projects represented a different philosophical approach to 

conservation. Collectively, the Jury felt that they endorsed the different options 

that could usefully be pursued to face the different problems and opportunities 

confronting conservationists in the Muslim world today. 

Thus, the Shah Rukn-i-'Alam Tomb in Multan, Pakistan, is an outstanding 

example of restoration of a monument with tremendous faithfulness to the original 

design. The guiding philosophy however, is to restore the monument to its original 

grandeur. Even though every piece of material that was introduced in the Shah 

Rukn-i-'Alam conservation/restoration project is clearly labelled so that future 

generations undertaking restoration will know exactly where original material ended 

and new material began, for the outside viewer it is difficult to make that distinc

tion. Indeed, the monument stands in all its splendour as it must have when it was 

first built. The craftsmanship, attention to detail, and the skill required to execute 

a project of such a magnitude justified its being premiated as an outstanding 

exemplar of restoration work. 

Conversely, the Darb Qirmiz project in Egypt, sought to relate two different 

concepts of conservation and restoration. First, the concern was for area preserva

tion, using a complex of seven different structures as a starting point for a renewal 

of the whole district. The restoration of these seven monuments was undertaken 

also to exacting standards and superb technical skills, but there the philosophy that 

guided the work was to clearly distinguish between what is new and what is old. No 

effort was made to clean the old or to make the new similar to the old. The patina 

of age is obvious to the casual observer demarcating the old from the new. This 

approximate "filling-in" of the visual gaps restores the monuments to some of their 

former glory but still retains the veracity and authenticity of an older, if somewhat 

refurbished structure. Proponents of this approach argue that the older parts are all 

the more enhanced by their contrast with the distinctly, if discretely, new. 

The third selected project reflects yet another approach which is more akin to 

reconstruction than to either conservation or restoration in a more conventional 

sense. The restoration of the Azem Palace in Damascus required reconstruction of 

entire sections of the palace without the benefit of detailed documentation of what 

existed there before. Furthermore, for purposes of recreating the ambience of that 

grandiose structure, the conservationist felt justified in taking entire sections, (the 

ceiling), from another structure of a contemporary period and placing it in the 

reconstructed palace. 

The result is no less stunning than any of the other premiated conservation and 

restoration efforts, and it can justifiably be argued that the Azem Palace restored in 

this manner is preferred to one that would have remained in ruins. Some, however, 

have argued that this type of reconstruction, though imaginative and bold, is not 

fully in tune with the more conventional means of conservation/preservation of 

historical monuments that are favoured by the Venice convention." 

Of the remaining eight winners, one was clearly sui generis — the roof structure 



Ramses Wissa Wassef Arts Centre in Giza, 

Egypt: the sculpture museum's plan shows 

artful misalignment that creates a unique 

sequence of spaces, dramatically enhancing the 

experiential value of the building. 

Residence Andalous, Sousse, Tunisia: the use 

of water, appropriate scale and the echo of 

tradition in a thoroughly modem design. 

of the Hajj terminal building in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia. This huge structure is an 

outstanding effort at devising innovative technology for a unique (and uniquely 

Islamic) phenomenon: the hundreds of thousands of pilgrims that come through 

Jeddah Airport to visit Mecca. 

Two other winners were mosques. One, the Great Mosque of Niono, Mali, is a 

traditional mud brick structure of poetic beauty and grace. The other, the Shere-

fudin White Mosque of Visoko, Yugoslavia, is an avant garde sculptural structure 

that provides a modern treatment for a key building in a community that adheres 

strongly to traditional values. That these two polar opposites in approach both 

worked well and that they were the first mosques to receive an award made the 

Award's message of openness to alternative solutions all the more forceful. 

The Ramses Wissa Wassef Arts Centre in Egypt with its magnificent sculpture 

museum demonstrated the artistry of one of Egypt's great masters. A contemporary 

and friend of Hassan Fathy, Wassef who died in 1974 did not live to see his work 

recognised internationally. The deliberate casualness of his plans, the poetic sim

plicity and harmony of his structures and the dramatic use he made of natural light 

show how the humblest of materials (mud brick) can, in the hands of a master, 

create structures that soar above the norm. 

The Hafsia Housing Project in the old medina in Tunis showed how modern 

buildings could be sensitively incorporated into the fabric of the old medina. If the 

project had flaws in its socio-economic aspects, these were useful lessons that the 

authorities intended to learn from and correct in the design and implementation of 

the second phase.16 

Two hotels-cum-tourist complexes were also winners. In Malaysia, the Tanjong 

J ara Beach Hotel and Rantau Abang Visitors' Centre was commended for its ability 

to successfully adapt and develop traditional architecture and crafts while express

ing a contemporary architecture. The project has revived a number of building-

material industries, crafts, and traditional construction skills. 

In Sousse, Tunisia, Serge Santelli's Residence Andalous was premiated for its 

contemporary expression of the structural principles underlying the traditional 

architecture. The simplicity and functional elegance of the design, the successful use 

of local architectural elements such as courtyards, interior gardens and especially 

water, represents an effective synthesis of the traditional and modern architectural 

vocabularies. 

The last of the 11 winners, a small vacation house in Turkey, designed by 

journalist Nail Çakirhan, was to prove the most controversial decision of 1983. The 

house built in the traditional style of the Mugla region, sparked off a small revival 

of the local crafts as other wealthy Turks from Ankara and Istanbul built similar 

vacation houses. The fact that the outsiders did not build in "modern" materials or 

style also enhanced the value of the traditional architectural vocabulary in the eyes 

of the local inhabitants of the region. 

The Turkish architectural establishment was incensed by this Award (the only 

winner in Turkey that year) which was given to a non-architect. This was consid

ered all the more galling since the ceremonies were held in the Topkapi Palace in 

Istanbul. The Award seminar held in the Ibrahim Pa§a Palace on September 4, 

1983, was to prove a lively affair. 

Once more, the freedom of exchanges between the Jury and the critics of the 

awards led to an enrichment for all concerned, and a grudging acceptance of the 

message of the Jury's decisions by the vast majority of those present. The issues were: 

* The winner was a non-architect. It was explained that the winner is a structure 

and not a person. Only the Chairman's Award is to a person, and none were 

given in 1983. 

* The structure was a tiny and insignificant one compared to the major buildings 

undertaken in Turkey in the last twenty five years. It was explained that the 



The Çakirhan Residence: a small, 

elegant building chat generated 

much debate in 1983. 

scale of a building was in no way proportional to its architectural significance. 

Thus, three relatively small structures, Mies Van der Rohe's Barcelona Pavilion, 

Frank Lloyd Wright's Falling Water, and Le Corbusier's Notre Dame du Haut at 

Ronchamps, were undoubtedly among the most influential in the twentieth 

century. This was not to imply that the Çakirhan residence was in the same 

league, but merely to dismiss the issue of scale. Furthermore, the same Jury had 

also made an Award to the Hajj Terminal structure in Jeddah Airport arguably 

the largest piece of architecture in the world. 

• The Jury displayed anti-modern bias reflected in its choices of the quaint, small 

traditional buildings. Again the Jury explained that the prizes given to the 

Yugoslav mosque, the Tunisian hotel and the Hajj Terminal were truly modern 35 

structures. The diversity of the prize winners was only a reflection of the diver

sity of meritorious solutions. 

On the whole, this debate reaffirmed the objectives of the Award. It was instru

mental in promoting a wider discussion of the issues that were raised rather than 

limiting the discussion to the physical attributes of the winners. This controversy, 

which had already erupted in 1980, over the Kampungs and the Water Towers, was 

now well established as an integral part of the AKAA tradition. 

T H E  S E C O N D  A W A R D  B O O K  

Architecture in Continuity was the title selected for the beautiful volume produced by 

Sherban Cantacuzino to tell the story of the awards of 1983. Appropriately, the 

book included a thoughtful presentation by Cantacuzino followed by three fairly 

lengthy essays. Dogan Kuban treated the issue of modern expression in Turkish 

architecture in his essay entitled "A Survey of Modern Turkish Architecture", 

which gave a thorough and scholarly discussion of the many important issues 

touched upon ever so lightly in the sometimes vociferous debates in Istanbul. 

In recognition that for the first time two mosques were among the winning 

projects, two essays on mosque architecture were included. Ihsan Fethi's "The 

Mosque Today" dealt with the mosque in contemporary Muslim societies and 

Robert Hillenbrand's essay addressed "The Mosque in the Medieval Islamic World". 

The rest of the book followed the same format as that of the first Award book, 

with detailed presentations of the winners. 

The book, though extremely elegant in format and presentation has not yet been 

sufficiently disseminated. Its publication marked an important milestone in the 

maturing of the Award process and the gradual establishment of a tradition of 

excellence in presentation, openness in expression, and freedom in exploration. 


