RCHITECT DANIEL BURNHAM famously

advised, “Make no little plans,” and

went on to urge, “aim high in hope and
work, remembering that a noble, logical
diagram once recorded will never die.”

At its most recent meeting, the
Board of Trustees adopted what we believe
is a noble and logical diagram for the
Museum's future, in the form of a new
strategic plan. Ambitious but practical,
this plan articulates a range of short- and
long-term goals for the institution, with
an eye toward enhancing our stature and
influence both in the museum world and
in the design and construction disciplines.

A key component of the plan is a
roster of “core values” that inform our insti-
tutional culture. One of these fundamental
values is a strong belief in the importance of
the built environment, and in the Museum's
vital advocacy role regarding this issue. We
are uniquely positioned not only to educate
the public, but also to inspire and empower
people to create better buildings and
communities. This value, of course, is at
the very heart of our mission.

Other core values include a
commitment to maintaining the balance
between our role as a national museum,
compellingly addressing issues of interest
and importance to all Americans, and as a
local institution serving the educational
and cultural needs of the Washington area.
The strategic plan also articulates our com-
mitment to the interests of the visitor, and
to ensuring that his/her experience is as
enjoyable and edifying as possible. In fact,
many of the plan’s elements revolve around
this goal, and we envision an array of grad-
ual improvements to our physical plant and
innovative new approaches to exhibitions

and programs reflecting this critical focus.

MESSAGE FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

A Noble Diagram

The strategic plan proposes a
number of broad initiatives, the most
important of which is a concerted, ongoing
effort to enhance the institution’s ability
to generate “intellectual capital.” The
Museum has come a long way in the nearly
20 years since it opened to the public, and
already has a solid reputation for produc-
ing unique and often highly influential
exhibitions, offering engaging education
programs for children and adults, and
serving as a valued resource for the design
and building industries. Nonetheless,
given the institution’s relative youth and
still-modest financial resources, we have
tremendous room for growth. Our skilled
and dedicated staff has already formed a
series of working groups to begin the
implementation of these initiatives and
other specific aspects of the strategic plan.

I wish to thank all of the trustees
who served on the Strategic Planning
Committee, and especially its able chair,
Will Miller, who masterfully encouraged
input from all parties while gently but
firmly guiding the group to consensus. The
Museum —and you, our members and visi-

tors—will enjoy the fruits of their effort.

1= - ~F
N \_,r?'_],__)f:

Executive Director

National Building Museum

Chase W. Rynd
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Concrete

A History of Experimentation

by Martin Moeller

The National Building Museum'’s
exhibition Liquid Stone: New
Architecture in Concrete, reveals

a material that is, in many ways,
paradoxical—synonymous with
hardness, but always liquid when
first mixed; closely associated
with modernism, but having an
ancient history; widely regarded
as inevitably gray and plain, but
actually capable of assuming
almost any color, texture, and form.
The exhibition features more than
30 projects that demonstrate how
contemporary architects are using
concrete to create beautiful and
increasingly innovative buildings.
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ONCRETE IS SECOND ONLY TO WATER AS

THE MOST WIDELY CONSUMED SUBSTANCE

ON EARTH. Produced at an estimated rate
of some five billion cubic yards annually, it is
virtually everywhere around us—in roads,
sidewalks, dams, and other works of infra-
structure, as well as in foundations or other
basic structural components of the vast
majority of buildings constructed over the
past century. Concrete is therefore easily
taken for granted as the generic “stuff”
comprising the most mundane elements
of the built environment.

This is a pity. Despite its common
employment in background structures,
concrete also has a long history as a vital
medium for architectural innovation.
Many of the great monuments of modern
architecture would have been inconceivable
without reinforced concrete, and to this
day, inventive designers are continuing to
experiment with this versatile material,
creating beautiful buildings that challenge
fundamental conceptions of architectural
form. Currently on the horizon are various
new technologies that suggest the possibility
of even more astonishing applications in

the future.

Early History

Though it is widely regarded as a quintes-
sentially modern material, concrete actually
has a 2,000-year history. The ancient
Romans, who already knew how to

make mortar from moistened lime and
Pozzolana (volcanic ash from Pozzuoli,
near Mt. Vesuvius), were the first to use
true concrete—a combination of cement,
water, and any of various mineral “aggre-
gates” such as gravel or crushed rock—as
a structural material in its own right.
Concrete was used in some of the great
buildings of classical antiquity, including
the Pantheon (c. 126 C.E.), whose magnifi-
cent, 142-foot-diameter dome was made of
a lightweight concrete with pumice as the

primary aggregate .

Despite such auspicious begin-

nings, the fundamental technology of
concrete was largely forgotten after the fall
of the Roman Empire. New developments
were nonexistent until the 18th century,
when several European inventors secured
patents for cement-based materials.

Then, in 1824, Englishman Joseph Aspdin
heated ground limestone and clay to make
Portland cement—so called because it was
similar in color to the stone quarried on
the Isle of Portland. It was a high-quality
cement that could be mass-produced with
relative ease. Just four years later, mortar
based on the new cement was finding
prominent engineering applications, such
as when it was used to fill a breach in a

tunnel under the River Thames.

CONCRETE: A HISTORY OF EXPERIMENTATION

blueprints 3

opposite / The Pantheon, Rome, ltaly,
with its great concrete dome.
Photograph © Kelly/Mooney
Photography/CORBIS

above / Unity Temple, Oak Park,
lllinois, by Frank Lloyd Wright, one of
the first prominent buildings to have
a fagade of unadorned concrete.
Photograph by the Historic American
Buildings Survey, copyright 2004, courtesy

of Unity Temple Restoration Foundation
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above / Jahrhunderthalle (Centenary
Hall), in what is now Wroclaw, Poland,
by Max Berg, featuring a ribbed con-
crete dome and clerestory windows.
Photograph courtesy of Dr. Jerzy llkosz,
Director, The Museum of Architecture

in Wroclaw

below right / Simmons Hall at MIT,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, by Steven
Holl Architects, showing its “perforated
concrete” structural frame. Photograph
© Paul Warchol
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The Origins of Reinforced Concrete

In the 1860s came a pair of apparently
humble innovations that, in fact, lay the
groundwork for much of modern architec-
ture. A Frenchman, Frangois Coignet,
introduced the concept of strengthening
concrete with metal mesh to compensate
for the material’s weakness in tension

(a force tending to tear a material apart).
Working under the direction of Baron von
Haussmann, the famously powerful prefect
of Paris, Coignet used this reinforced
concrete in a number of infrastructure
projects. At about the same time, Joseph

Monier, a French nurseryman, received
several patents for concrete flowerpots
strengthened by wire mesh.

Yet another Frenchman, engineer
Frangois Hennebique, built upon these
innovations and patented a comprehensive

system for reinforced concrete construction.

Hennebique figured out, among other things,
that steel reinforcement bars could be bent
and hooked together at critical connection
points—say, between columns and beams
— to create an immensely strong concrete
structural frame.

Ernest L. Ransome, a British-Amer-
ican engineer, patented various techniques
that facilitated large-scale concrete construc-
tion, including twisted steel reinforcing bars,
which improved the cohesion between the
bars and the surrounding concrete. His meth-
ods were put to the test in 1902, when the
New Jersey plant he designed for the Pacific
Coast Borax Company (1898) caught fire. Iron
and steel elements in the building melted and
warped from the intense heat, but the con-
crete structure remained intact. This event
helped to make reinforced concrete the pre-

ferred material for industrial construction.
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Concrete and the Early Modernists

Inventive architects soon began to exploit
the new hybrid material —sometimes
called “ferroconcrete,” with the prefix
derived from the Latin word for “iron” —
for non-industrial buildings. Auguste
Perret’s apartment block on the rue
Franklin in Paris (1903), for example, took
advantage of the great flexibility afforded
by the concrete structural frame to allow
large expanses of windows and open interior
spaces. Perret’s apartment house came as
a revelation in an era in which most urban
buildings had heavy fagades and dense
interior structures.

Meanwhile, concrete grain
elevators and factories began to dot the
American landscape. With their simple,
powerful forms and “honest” expression
of structure, such buildings attracted the
attention of early modernist architects
eager to overturn historical design and
construction methods. Soon, in the hands
of architects like Le Corbusier, reinforced
concrete became virtually synonymous
with modernism. Le Corbusier’s prototypical
Maison Dom-ino (1915) was a diagrammatic
design for a mass-produced housing struc-
ture, reduced to the most basic structural
elements of concrete columns and floor
slabs. This basic scheme resurfaced in some
of the architect’s later works, such as the
Villa Savoye (1930), which is perched on
“pilotis,” slender concrete columns that
lift the main structure off of the ground.

The early modernists did not
limit their experimentation in concrete
to structural systems. Frank Lloyd Wright
was among the first architects to appreciate
the possibilities of concrete as a surface
material. The plain concrete walls of his
Unity Temple in Oak Park, Illinois (1908)
were shocking at the time, but the building’s
sculpted concrete columns prefigured
some of the architect’s later, more overtly
decorative work. For instance, Wright
developed concrete “textile block,” used in

CONCRETE: A HISTORY OF EXPERIMENTATION

such works as the Ennis-Brown House in
Los Angeles (1924), which carried finely
honed sculptural motifs.

Explorations in Sculptural Form

As early as the 19105, architects were
exploring the potential of concrete as a
truly sculptural medium. In 1913, the
ancient Pantheon was finally outdone by
Max Berg's huge, domed Centenary Hall in
Breslau, Germany (now Wroclaw, Poland),
whose great concrete ribs allowed for
clerestory windows that flooded the space
with natural light. By the 1930s, significant
refinements of technique were evident.
Wright's Fallingwater (1937), for example,
considered by many to be the greatest
achievement of the architect’s long career,
relied on concrete for the famous canti-
levered balconies that float so elegantly
above the landscape.

As the construction industry
recovered from the tumult of World War II,
designers once again turned to concrete
as a vehicle for experimental form.

Le Corbusier was influential once again,
but now in a more expressionistic mode,
designing his highly evocative chapel at
Ronchamp, France (1955). Expressionism
reached new heights in the work of Eero
Saarinen, whose two airport terminals—
Dulles International (1962) and the TWA
Terminal at Kennedy International (1962)
—both masterfully exploited concrete
forms to suggest the idea of flight.
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above / Detail of the photoengraved
concrete panels on the fagade of the
Eberswalde Technical School Library,
by Herzog & de Meuron. Photography
© Margherita Spiluttini
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top / Rendering of the Vail-Grant
Residence, Los Angeles, by
Pugh + Scarpa. Image courtesy of Pugh +

Scarpa

above / View of LiTraCon, a translucent
concrete product. Image courtesy of
LiTraCon® GmbH
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By the mid-20th century, however,
concrete was also becoming closely associated
with less spectacular applications. As cities
became filled with mundane skyscrapers
lining what some called “concrete canyons”
(even though many of the towers were
primarily made of steel), and poorly main-
tained housing blocks were degrading the
quality of life in urban neighborhoods, the
public became disheartened with concrete’s

role in the “modern” city.

The Contemporary Era

More recently, sophisticated manufacturing
technologies and lessons learned from past
experimentation have enabled architects to
employ concrete with an unprecedented
degree of finesse and skill. Combined with
new chemical additives, casting techniques,
and construction methods, such advances
have solidified concrete’s role as the single
most versatile building material. In the
hands of talented architects, concrete is
once again becoming synonymous with
beauty and innovation.

Simmons Hall, for example, a
new dormitory at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, takes advantage of
the flexibility of the concrete structural
frame to address two challenges. Concerned
that the large building would become a
barrier between the campus and the com-
munity, the architect, Steven Holl, sought
to make it visually “porous.” He was also
eager to provide large, flexible common
areas within the structure to encourage
informal interaction among residents.
Working with engineer Guy Nordenson,
Holl devised a complex, three-dimensional
concrete grid to carry structural loads at
the perimeter, thereby making possible a
variety of free-form openings and spaces
throughout the building.

The architecture firm of Herzog
& de Meuron employed a relatively new
technology to lend visual depth to the
facades of the Eberswalde Technical School
Library in Germany. The building is lined

with photoengraved concrete panels,
which bear images that are integral to the
material’s surface. The technique involves
placing a chemical in a fine dot pattern
(replicating the tonal patterns in the origi-
nal photograph) on a plastic sheet, which
is then placed inside the concrete form-
work. The concrete is poured in and
allowed to set, and then the formwork and
plastic are removed. As the panel is power-
washed, the photographic image emerges.
The proposed Vail-Grant House,
by Pugh + Scarpa Architects, derives its
unusual form both from its steep site in
the Hollywood Hills and from zoning
restrictions intended to preserve views
from a revered early modernist house by
Richard Neutra next door. The design calls
for a twisted, rectangular tube made of
Structural Concrete Insulating Panels
(SCIPs) —blocks of plastic insulation and
wire mesh to which a concrete surface is
applied. Despite the difficult site and the
structural contortions dictated by the
zoning regulations, the house is being

built for a relatively modest budget.

Concrete and the Future

Since the advent of large-scale reinforced
concrete construction roughly a century
ago, fundamental assumptions about the
material’s properties and limitations have
remained largely unquestioned. Now in
development, however, are various concrete
products and technologies that challenge
such preconceptions. On the following
pages are examples of three projects, two
of which were commissioned by the National
Building Museum for the exhibition

Liquid Stone: New Architecture in Concrete, that
explore the potential applications of these

astounding new materials.

Liquid Stone: New Architecture in Concrete
is made possible by the generous support of Lafarge,
the world leader in building materials.

The Future of Goncret
a-High-Performance Goncrete

0ld Assumptions:
Concrete must be reinforced with steel bars
or mesh in order to resist tensile, or pulling,

forces. Finished concrete is brittle.

Innovation:

Ductal®, an ultra-high-performance concrete
developed by Lafarge, contains extremely
strong fibers that, in effect, make the
material self-reinforcing. Ductal is dense
and resistant to cracking and chipping,
and can therefore be used to create very
thin structural members —even spanning
long distances —without conventional

steel reinforcement.
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Featured Project

Musée des civilisations de I'Europe et de la Méditerranée
(Mucem)

Marseilles, France

Architects:

Rudy Ricciotti with RCT Architectes

Winner of an invited competition that
included several of the world’s most
famous architects, Rudy Ricciotti’s design
for a museum of European and
Mediterranean culture would be covered
in a delicate, free-form lattice made of
Ductal. The intricate concrete web has a
somewhat biomorphic character, but also
evokes the complex geometric patterns of

Islamic decorative motifs.

above / The Ductal lattice is visible
beyond the edges of the floor slabs
in this rendering of the proposed
Mucem building.

below / A historic fort adjacent to the
project is seen beyond the concrete
lattice in this rendering. Images by Rudy
Ricciotti
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THE FUTURE OF CONCRETE

Self-Consolidating Concrete

above and top / Renderings of the
hypothetical Mound Builders Museum,
with its thin, perforated slabs of
concrete. Images by Building Studio

Old Assumption:

A proper mix for structural concrete must
be quite thick when poured, and must be
mechanically vibrated once it is in place to
eliminate air pockets and ensure even dis-
tribution of the aggregate.

Innovation:

Self-consolidating concrete is made possible
by a system of optimized aggregates, cements,
and additives including a “superplasticizer,”
which keeps the mix exceptionally fluid
during the pouring process without com-
promising the material’s ultimate strength.
It requires no vibration, and can therefore
be used for difficult or constrained pours,
such as those involving unusually dense
reinforcing steel or narrow channels
through which the concrete must flow.

Featured Project
Mound Builders Museum
Memphis, Tennessee

Architects:

Building Studio

(Project leaders: Coleman Coker, Jonathan Tate, and
David Dieckhoff)

Inspired by the unique properties of Agilia®,
a self-consolidating concrete produced by
Lafarge, Building Studio designed a hypo-
thetical museum dedicated to the earthen
mounds built by ancient native Americans.
The museum is organized around a remark-
ably thin, spiral ribbon of concrete, punc-
tuated by hundreds of rectangular open-
ings. The use of Agilia would facilitate
thorough distribution of wet concrete amid
the dense reinforcement the structure
would require. This project was commis-
sioned by the Museum expressly for Liquid
Stone: New Architecture in Concrete.

Translucent C

ONCrete

THE FUTURE OF CONCRETE

0ld Assumption:

Finished concrete is always solid and opaque.

Innovation:

Researchers are now developing various
types of concrete that transmit light. As
the technology of translucent concrete pro-
gresses, basic conceptions of structure and
building skins may change dramatically,
leading to new forms of architectural
expression that challenge the imagination.

Featured Project
Pixel Chapel
Houston, Texas

Architects:

Bill Price Inc.

Developed by Bill Price, of the University
of Houston, Pixel Panels© are made of
concrete with embedded plastic fibers that
transmit light from one face of the wall to
the other. Depicted here is a hypothetical
chapel, designed by Price and Scott
McGhee, with walls made of these panels.
By day, the interior of the small chapel
would appear as if lit by thousands of tiny
stars, while at night, the effect is reversed,
with artificial internal illumination yielding
an array of bright dots visible from outside.
This project was commissioned by the
Museum expressly for Liquid Stone: New

Architecture in Concrete.

top / Rendering of the Pixel Chapel
at night, with light emanating
from within.

above / Interior rendering of the chapel.

left / Rendering of the approach to the
chapel. Images courtesy of Bill Price
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Paris and Washingtan
A Tale of Two

above / Fagades on the Chaussée
d'Antin, Paris, made of indigenous stone
that is easily carved. Al images accompa-

nying this article are by the author
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In this article, Amy E. Gardner, AIA,
associate professor at the University of

Maryland School of Architecture,
Planning, and Preservation, explores the
role of concrete as a determinant of
architectural and urban form in Paris and
Washington. She argues that the modern
use of concrete in Paris reinterprets the
city’s historic stone-based building culture,
while Washington's contemporary
concrete buildings reflect the American
tradition of structural frames based on
regular, rational grids.

oncrete) Cities

ARIS AND WASHINGTON, DC, INVITE
coMPARISON. While Pierre Charles
L'Enfant’s plan for Washington

preceded by a half-century Baron

Haussmann's famous web of Parisian

boulevards, both cities are national capi-

tals laid out according to French baroque
urban design principles. The two also
share a monumental presence, low sky-
lines, broad honorific avenues, and sub-
stantial urban green spaces. It is, however,
the “everyday stuff” of which these cities
are made, rather than simply their monu-
ments and institutions, that tells the tale
of each city’s building culture. This tale is
not so much about the style of the build-
ings or the cities themselves, but rather
the hidden structure that shapes our expe-
rience of them.

Concrete plays an essential sup-
porting role, literally and figuratively, in
the making of both places. We typically
think of concrete simply as a ubiquitous
building material. Less commonly is
concrete understood as an actor, shaping
the city, and as a telling reflection of the
other forces that shape it. In Paris and
Washington, concrete is an instrument
of architectural and urban form-making,
and a lens through which we may see and
understand each place.

Paris: Stone into Concrete

The original physical organization of Paris
followed the site’s natural features, yield-
ing a medieval pattern of streets and build-
ings that was both idiosyncratic and dense.
Though the French post-Renaissance archi-
tectural culture valued the creation of axi-
ally organized, geometrically pure spaces,
circumstance and happenstance made this
ideal difficult to achieve. From the scale of

the building to that of the city, the compo-
sitional strategy that evolved strove for
idealized spatial sequences, “carved” from
a dense, irregular background.

Because the timber frame is bet-
ter suited to a rational grid, the soft stone
of Paris thus became the preferred struc-
tural medium. A rich, skilled, and inven-
tive stone masonry culture grew. Resistant
as stone structures are to the perils of a
“great fire,” they largely survived, unlike
those of the pre-industrial fabric of many
other great European cities.

Beginning in the 1850s, Paris
underwent series of radical interventions,
guided by Haussmann at the direction of
Napoleon III. Broad sweeping avenues
were cut through the dense stone building
fabric, creating a new literal and figura-
tive order. These controversial changes
displaced great numbers of people, and
forever altered—but did not suppress—
the stone character of the city. Individual
houses yielded to apartment buildings,
each with its own solid stone sidewalls to
which the floors, stone facade and back
walls were attached. This construction
type came to dominate the complex, dense

matrix that was and is Paris.

Modern Concrete Paris

The typical modern building in Paris is
supported by a rather heavy structure con-
sisting of cast-in-place concrete walls and
floors. The basic choice of concrete is not
surprising, given the relative availability
of various materials — the region lacks
major forests for wood and high-quality
iron ore for steel —and for a city with a
height limit, concrete offers the advantage
of more floors within the available volume,
as the floor assemblies are thinner than
they would be in steel. Concrete is also
more fire-resistant than steel, and has an
inherent compactness, advantageous in a
densely developed city.

But why in Paris do concrete bear-
ing walls persist alongside concrete structur-
al frames, when a lighter concrete frame
would seemingly suffice? Here, the “cultur-
al weight” of earlier building cultures
makes a contribution. The irregular

medieval urban landscape, formed in

PARIS AND WASHINGTON: A TALE OF TWO (CONCRETE) CITIES

masonry, could readily be reconceived in
concrete. The complex shapes and charac-
ter of Parisian spaces, once carved in
stone, could logically be rendered in con-
crete—itself a continuous, moldable mate-
rial. Builders used coffrage-tunnels, or con-
crete tunnel forms, to meet pressing post-
WWII housing needs, eschewing the mod-
ernist concrete frame. Economical and effi-
cient in construction, this system rein-
forced the role of concrete walls in French
apartment buildings. Even today, internal
separating walls in apartments are com-
monly of concrete, and only rarely of unit
masonry.

Is there a cultural dimension to
the use of concrete? Several intellectual
debates involving architecture and engi-
neering molded Parisian concrete building
traditions. One debate involved the role of
structure—was a durable structure simply
a necessity of construction, or did it have a
central formative role in the very concept
of a building? Given the latter, a desire to
gain the maximum possible clarity of
expression with minimal use of materials

—1i.e., to allow the structure to be the
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top / Siége Social de la Société
Hennebique, Paris. The evolution of
building and zoning codes in Paris
reinforced the stone masonry culture.
Internal cast iron frames could not be
revealed at the first three floors;
cladding had to be in stone. This
building obeys the 1902 code, which
required sculptural relief on fagades.

above / Elementary school on the rue
Kuss, Paris, an early modernist work
in reinforced concrete.
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above / Typical concrete bearing wall
buildings under construction in France
in the 1990s. Notice the relatively small,
distinct openings corresponding exactly
to the locations of windows and doors.

top right / A typical concrete frame
building under construction in Washing-
ton in the 1980s. Notice the open,
rational grid of columns and floor slabs.
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architecture — formed the basis of another

debate. Concrete gave voice in built form to
these as well as other questions.

The architect Auguste Perret, for
one, believed that concrete construction
allowed the continuation and transforma-
tion of previous building cultures into mod-
ern technology. Perret saw concrete as stone
incarnate—the inheritor of the French
masonry tradition executed in modern tech-
nical terms. For Perret, concrete-as-modern-
stone was the means to a French modern
architecture, while his adversaries such as
Le Corbusier espoused an International
Style. Perret’s position proposed a system
that would sustain, extend, and yet trans-
form the lineage of the stone master crafts-
man that existed in France.

Framing the Question at Home
American inventions and experiments in
concrete have been often overlooked in
comparison to those in Europe. Notable
among the underrepresented are the con-
tributions of engineer Ernest Ransome.
Beginning in the 1870s, Ransome introduced
and eventually patented a concrete framing
system. Structural frame systems were
the mainstay of the US building culture—
initially of wood, then cast iron and steel,
and, with Ransome, finally concrete.

Frame systems, no matter the
material, were valued for their material
economy and spatial efficiency. The con-

crete frame extended the utility of frame

systems, particularly in the industrial
arena. Ransome’s technical inventions
yielded large, gridded, flat-roofed buildings
with four predominantly glass fagades.
They tended to be rational, ordered, fire-
proof, with an abundance of daylight—
characteristics later found in the work of
Albert Kahn. Together, Ransome and Kahn
share significant authorship for the devel-

opment of concrete industrial buildings.

Young Washington

Washington's building culture evolved
from its own set of conditions, very differ-
ent from those of Paris. The city was con-
ceived and planned by L'Enfant amid a
shared national sense of the landscape as a
broad resource to be exalted and exploited.
A regular street grid, which would become
the hallmark of American cities, was com-
bined with a system of diagonal avenues
and circles to create a highly geometrical
urban pattern that contrasted with the
original, free-form layout of Paris.

In the late 19th century,
Washington did experience its own
Haussmann-like program of street, infra-
structure, and landscape improvements,
under the direction of Alexander Robey
(“Boss”) Shepherd, territorial governor of the
District of Columbia. Many of the larger civic
and monumental institutions that were built
in the post-Shepherd era incorporated cast
iron or steel frame systems, which were then

becoming increasingly common.

Early 20th-century DC saw the
gradual incorporation of structural con-
crete building systems for a range of build-
ing types. Between 1900 and 1920, these
included apartment buildings, bridges over
Rock Creek Park, and some office and utili-
tarian buildings. The use of concrete in
that era was modest in its expressiveness,
decorative aspirations, and structural vir-
tuosity. Lay newspaper clippings of the
époque focus on the utility of the system
—spatially efficient, fireproof, and sturdy,
providing for the rapid growth of the turn-
of-the-century city.

Modern Concrete Washington

Why, in the present day, do we build in
concrete in Washington when, nationally,
steel is more common for many building
types? Washington, of course, shares with
Paris the difficulties of maximizing space
given a height limit. Concrete allows for
more floors within the available limit,
especially useful as the number of elements
within the floor sandwich—such as
sprinkler systems, data systems, and
ductwork — multiplies.

So why the concrete structural
frame’s prevalence in Washington?
Material, formwork, and labor are reduced
in concrete frame construction, and coor-
dination can be simpler, as building trades
may come and go in sequence. In a climate
that sustains below-freezing temperatures,
the sequence and timing of construction
are critical. A system of structural frames
with infill finish materials is better suited
to this climate than would be the continuous
concrete pours we see in Paris. Moreover,
the concrete structural frame offers the
possibility of a flexible plan within a
columnar grid, a requirement of the spec-
ulative office buildings that populate
central Washington. Over time, typical
planning modules for parking garages,
offices, and systems furniture have been
coaxed into agreement with a conventional
range of ideal column grid dimensions.
The fagades of buildings in central
Washington articulate these internal
rhythms, lending a consistent—at times
insistent— texture to the city.

PARIS AND WASHINGTON: A TALE OF TWO (CONCRETE) CITIES

The concrete frame also reflects
certain local precedents. The identity of
pre-WWII steel framed buildings in DC had
staying power, and concrete frames were
generally proposed as successors to steel.
Concrete frame design was valued in
Washington for its straightforward,
problem-solving characteristics. Perhaps
the ascent of the concrete frame in
Washington also parallels the developing
country's larger cultural context, which
favored a traditional additive framework,
instead of enduring monolithic walls.
The fundamental notion of the structural
frame —be it the balloon frame, the plat-
form frame, or the Chicago frame —was
something that the US could, after all,

claim as its own.

continued on page 17
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top / AFL-CIO Headquarters,
Washington, DC, 1954, a commer-
cial building based on the open,
rational concrete frame, here
obscured by a fagade with separate
door and window openings.

above / International Finance
Corporation Headquarters,
Washington, DC, by Michael Graves
and Associates. Even buildings with
neo-classical fagades such as this
tend to be built on open concrete
frames in Washington.



EXHIBITION

In Celebration of

by Ed Worthy

above / Students from the University
of Minnesota test their concrete
canoe in the flotation tank.

right / The team from Cal State Poly
Pomona carries its canoe to the tank
for testing.

below / A young visitor tries his hand at
finishing concrete. Photos by FT. Eyre
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Concrete

N JUNE 18 AND 19, THE MUSEUM PRE-

SENTED A “CELEBRATION OF CONCRETE”

to coincide with the opening of the
exhibition Liquid Stone: New Architecture in
Concrete. During this truly unique event,
more than 2,000 visitors viewed concrete
canoes at a national competition, sampled
mix-‘n"-eat “concrete” at a family festival,
and saw translucent concrete in the Liquid
Stone exhibition.

The Museum hosted two days of
the 17th annual National Concrete Canoe
Competition organized by the American
Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) and
Master Builders, Inc. Twenty-two teams
of engineering students from around the
United States and Canada brought canoes
they designed and fabricated out of con-
crete. The canoes were displayed in the
Great Hall. Three-quarters of each team’s
score was based on engineering design and
construction principles, a written report,

and oratory skills. Races held on June 20

at Lake Fairfax in Reston, Virginia, deter-
mined the remainder of the score. The top
teams were the University of Wisconsin at
Madison, Université Laval in Canada, and
the University of Alabama in Huntsville.
On Saturday, June 19, in the midst
of the canoe competition, the Museum,
in collaboration with ASCE and Master
Builders, organized the Concrete Carnival
family festival. Festival participants
engaged in more than a dozen hands-on
activities. These included the creation
and decoration of photo stands made out
of quick-drying concrete provided by
Quikrete; a chance to climb aboard a con-
crete mixing truck provided courtesy of
Lafarge, a sponsor of the festival; and mix-
ing a batch of edible “concrete” made from
Graham crackers (representing the aggre-
gate), powdered sugar (representing the
cement) and a combination of orange juice

and corn syrup (representing the water). o

A New

BUILDING LEARNERS

Museum Gallery

HE MUSEUM OPENED ITS BUILDING LEARNERS

GALLERY IN SPRING 2004. It features an

ongoing series of exhibitions that attract
the general public and, in particular, young
visitors ranging in age from six to sixteen.
To date, the projects exhibited in the gallery
relate closely to the content in the Museum’s
school, family, and outreach programs.

All of the Museum’s programs for
youth are based on common principles of
design education and involve learning by
doing. Young people, grades K-12, engage
in the design process as they investigate a
specific topic such as city planning or bridge
building. In keeping with this educational
approach, each exhibition in the Building
Learners Gallery incorporates hands-on
activities complementing the themes and
objects on display. In addition, visitors can
enjoy a thematically developed take-away
activity that they can do after viewing an
exhibition. Prior to establishing the

Building Learners Gallery, the Museum

had no permanent space to exhibit its
youth-related projects. This recent change
provides young designers with a continuing
opportunity to display their work.

The opening exhibition in the
Building Learners Gallery was Origami as
Architecture, which showcased traditional

origami and new Japanese paper art forms

inspired by origami and depicting architec-

ture. It featured works by origami masters
and paper artists from the United States
and Japan. This show was followed by Kids’
View of the City, a project created by stu-
dents at John Eaton Elementary School in
Washington and motivated by the
Museum's City by Design school program.
The third exhibition, in which teenagers
photographically document Washington
neighborhoods, also arises from a Museum
program, Investigating Where We Live.

The Building Learners Gallery
represents an early step in the implemen-
tation of the Museum’s new strategic plan,
which includes a call for providing more
“drop-in” educational experiences for
visitors of all ages. Located on the second
floor, the gallery will continue to present
two to three exhibitions each year. o

by Eileen Langholtz

above and left / Images of the
origami architecture exhibition in the
new Building Learners Gallery.
Photos by FT. Eyre
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IN MEMORIAM

Remembering

by Jane C. Loeffler

above / Bates Lowry.

Jane C. Loeffler, Ph.D., is an architectural
historian and the author of

The Architecture of Diplomacy:
Building America’s Embassies (1998).
She has also written introductory essays for
The United Nations (1999), Embassy
Residences in Washington, D.C. (2003)
and Building Diplomacy (2004). She
teaches at the University of Maryland,
College Park.
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Jates Lowry

ATES LOWRY, FOUNDING DIRECTOR OF
THE NATIONAL BUILDING MUSEUM, died

on March 12, 2004 in Brooklyn, NY,
leaving a legacy of projects and publica-
tions that have significantly furthered
public understanding of architecture, folk
art, and photography. Many of us first
encountered Dr. Lowry through his volume
on Renaissance architecture, part of the
Braziller series that was so popular among
art history students in the late 1960s.

Just after that book was published,
he joined the faculty at Brown University
and became chair of the art department
there in 1967. Prior to that, he had taught
at the University of California, Riverside,
New York University, and Cal Poly Pomona,
where he chaired the art department. A
graduate of the University of Chicago—
B.A., A.M., and Ph.D.—he served in the
Army during World War II and as assistant
to Justice Robert Jackson at the war crimes
tribunal in Paris after the war.

While Dr. Lowry was at Brown,
floods ravaged Florence and, as chairman
of the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, he
raised funds for the clean-up of landmarks
such as Brunelleschi’s Pazzi Chapel. This
work brought him national prominence.
In 1968 he was named director of the
Museum of Modern Art, succeeding René
D’'Harnoncourt. It was a turbulent time at
MoMA and he became a victim of the labor
unrest that paralyzed the museum at that
time. He moved on to a teaching position
at the University of Massachusetts, Boston,
and then to Washington, where, doing
research at the National Archives, he became
fascinated there by the treasure trove of
drawings of America’s public buildings.

In the 1970s, together with
his wife Isabel Barrett Lowry, Dr. Lowry
created the Dunlap Society to produce top-
quality visual documentation of major
American architecture. It was easy enough
to find slides of the Pazzi Chapel or Rheims

Cathedral, as he noted then, but next to
impossible to find good shots of important
buildings in the very middle of the U.S.
capital—Thornton's Octagon House (1801),
for example, or Meigs’ Pension Building
(1887), now the National Building Museum.
It was on that project that I first worked
with him. Those were the days long before
Great Buildings Online, before databases,
before the Internet—when microfiche
images represented state-of-the-art storage
and distribution technology. In focusing
attention on architecture in the United
States instead of Europe, he helped make it
possible for scholars to study material that
had been ignored for too long.

Dr. Lowry took charge as director
of the new entity that came to be known
as the National Building Museum in 1980,
and putting his own expertise and that of
his friends and board members to use,
oversaw the transformation of the distin-
guished building. He expanded the staff
rapidly to befit the needs of a growing edu-
cational and cultural institution. After
retiring as director in 1987, Dr. Lowry
returned to scholarship and published his
final book, an extensive overview of the
Getty Museum's collection of European and
American daguerreotypes (1998).

When Dr. Lowry called me to ask
if I would be interested in working with
him as curator of an exhibition featuring
U.S. embassies, I said yes, but not without
protesting that I knew nothing about
embassy architecture. Neither did he, he
noted, but the material promised to be
important, the State Department was all
for it, and the exhibition would inaugu-
rate the new museum devoted to America’s
building arts. It was an exciting moment
and he brought a special sense of wonder
and enthusiasm to the challenge. I am sure
I speak for scores of others when I say that
it was a pleasure working with him and a

privilege knowing him. e

continued from page 13

Frame of Reference

A cautionary note must be offered. We risk
leaving out significant nuances of techni-
cal, economic, or cultural import. For
example, we cannot compare the everyday
fabric of these two cities and the role of
concrete without noting the difference
between apartment and office buildings,
the former being much more prevalent

in Paris, and the latter more so in
Washington. Nonetheless, we can still pose
the question: how is concrete an instru-
ment of architectural and urban form?

Concrete tells a tale of two cities
—of the “deep structure” of buildings,
rather than the surface or style per se.

In Paris, the use of concrete retains and
amplifies the sculptural architectural qual-
ities, highly particularized spaces, and
compact urban forms. It renders the pre-
20th-century skyline in modern concrete
form. It recreates the earthbound quality
of stone, yet reinterprets the ineffable and
contradictory qualities of Parisian stone
buildings —of massive yet porous fagades,
of heaviness and lightness, of symmetry
and asymmetry.

Solidity, simplicity and homo-
geneity characterize Washington's concrete
presence. With its modulated efficiency, it
creates elemental volumes with regular
rhythms lining the streets of downtown
DC. Concrete frames help to create monu-
mental buildings with a dignified pres-
ence. The frame would logically find voice
in Washington, expressed in concrete —it
gave rise to a monumental, robust, classi-
cally-ordered architecture appropriate for
the aspirations of a capital city. e

Gorinthian Profile
This Old House Ventures, Inc,

HIS 0LD HOUSE is well known to audi-

ences nationwide through its award-

winning television programs, magazine,
and web site—in fact, more than 52 million
adults look to This 0ld House each month for
information and advice on topics of home
improvement, renovation, and design.

The company has become even
more familiar to Museum members and
visitors through a number of recent collab-
orations. In 2002, the company sponsored
the exhibition Do It Yourself: Home
Improvement in 20th-Century America, which
fit its mission of demystifying the home
improvement process. After bringing crafts-
men Tom Silva and Rich Trethewey
to take part in the 2002 Festival of the
Building Arts, the company signed on as the
Museum'’s “official sponsor of family festi-
vals,” and this fall This Old House® host
Kevin 0’Connor and master carpenter Norm
Abram will appear at the annual festival.

This Old House® is now celebrating
its 25th anniversary with a number of
initiatives—including the purchase,
renovation, and sale of a New England farm-
stead that will be featured on PBS (the new
season premieres in October 2004); the
establishment of a Scholarship of the
Building Arts to entice young people to
join the trades; and a nationwide Meet
This 01d House tour presented by The
Home Depot®.

The Museum is grateful to
This 01d House Ventures, Inc. for its ongo-
ing partnership, including its support of
The Corinthians, our premier membership

program. e

This Old

ouse

VENTURES
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SUPPORT

The Museum thanks
the following indi-
viduals, companies,
associations and
agencies for gifts
of $§250 or more
received from
February through
July 2004. These
generous gifts
provide essential
support for the
Museum's exhibi-
tions, education
programs, and
endowment funds.
Some of the contri-
butions listed below
are in partial
fulfillment of
larger pledges.

Thank You!

$100,000 and above

Lafarge

U.S. Commission of Fine
Arts/National Capital Arts and
Cultural Affairs Program

$50,000 - $99,999

Ron Burkle and the Yucaipa
Companies

District Department of
Transportation

Fannie Mae Foundation Fund
of The Community Foundation
for the National Capital Region

Freddie Mac Foundation

Otis Elevator Company

Turner Construction Company
United Technologies Corporation

$25,000-$49,999

Carolyn and Kenneth D. Brody
Joanne D. Corzine

Forest City Enterprises, Inc.

International Association of Bridge,
Structural, Ornamental and
Reinforcing Iron Workers

Frederick A. Kober

$10,000-$24,999
Ai
Anonymous

Associated Builders and
Contractors, Inc.

Bender Foundation, Inc.
David L. Brunner and Rhonda Butler
Cafritz Company

The Morris and Gwendolyn
Cafritz Foundation

Chevy Chase Bank

David M. Childs, Skidmore,
Owings & Merrill LLP

Christie’s America
The Clark Construction Group, Inc.
Clark-Winchcole Foundation

Cushman & Wakefield of Greater
Washington, Inc.

D.C. Commission on the
Arts & Humanities

Leo A Daly

Dick Corporation

The Walt Disney Company
Louis Dreyfus Property Group
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Figg Engineering Group
Freddie Mac

Gensler Architecture, Design,
and Planning Worldwide

Global Encasement, Inc.
Government Properties Trust, Inc.
Grunley Construction Co., Inc.
HNTB

The Homeownership Alliance, Inc.

Joseph F. Horning, Jr./
Horning Bros.

International Masonry Institute
Jacobs Engineering

The JBG Companies

Kohn Pedersen Fox Associates, PC
Major League Baseball
McGraw-Hill Construction

Gilbert and Jaylee Mead Family
Foundation

Will Miller and Lynne Maguire

National Association of
Home Builders

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF REALTORS®

National Endowment for
the Humanities

National Football League
Nixon Peabody LLP

Edward W. Rose Ill Family Fund
of The Dallas Foundation

Charles E. Smith Commercial
Realty, a division of
Vornado Realty Trust

Robert A.M. Stern Architects

This Old House Ventures, Inc.

Sharon and Jim Todd

The Tower Companies

Trade Center Management
Associates

Trammell Crow Company

TREMCO Roofing and Building
Maintenance Division

Walker & Dunlop/

Greenpark Financial

$5,000-$9,999

The American Institute of Architects
American Society of Civil Engineers
Anonymous

Aspen Systems Corporation
Autodesk, Inc.

Bloomberg

James G. Davis Construction
Corporation

Richard and Lois H. England

The Lee and Juliet Folger Fund
Gensler Family Foundation

Delon Hampton, Ph.D., PE.
Hellmuth, Obata & Kassabaum, PC
Hensel Phelps Construction Co.
Hines

HITT Contracting Inc.

Robert W. Holleyman

Institute of Museum and
Library Services

Kallman McKinnell & Wood
Susan L. Klaus

Kling

Lee and Associates
McKissack & McKissack

PEI COBB FREED & PARTNERS
Architects LLP

Peterson Family Foundation

ProOrbis LLC

The Real Estate Roundtable

Tishman Realty & Construction

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Urban Land Institute

Weidlinger Associates, Inc.

$2,500-$4,999
Frank Anton

The Associated General
Contractors of America

Shalom Baranes Associates, PC
BDO Seidman, LLP

The Louis Berger Group/Hill
International Joint Venture

Beyer Blinder Belle Architects
& Planners LLP

BFC Partners

Boston Properties, Inc.
W.E. Bowers & Associates
Business Software Alliance
Cafritz Interests

Cannon Design

CBRE Federal Government
Services Group

Consolidated Engineering Services
Design-Build Institute of America

The Richard H. Driehaus
Foundation

Future Force Now
The Gallup Organization
Gilbane Building Company

GGA .Ehrenkrantz Eckstut
& Kuhn Architects

Michael Graves, AIA
Greenstein DeLorme & Luchs, PC
Hargrove, Inc.

Hayes, Seay, Mattern
& Mattern, Inc.

HKS, Inc. and Walter P. Moore
Holland & Knight

The IDI Group Companies

Jones Lang Lasalle Americas

The Kane Company

Alice and William Konze

Joseph R. Loring & Associates, Inc.

The Henry Luce Foundation, Inc.
Matching Gifts Program

Terrence M. McDermott
Miller & Long Co., Inc.
The National Health Museum

National Society of
Professional Engineers

Pepco Energy Services, Inc.
Perkins & Will

Powell Goldstein

Reed Smith LLP

Nancy and Richard Rosan
RTKL Associates Inc.

Shaw Pittman LLP
Spaulding & Slye Colliers
The Staubach Company
STUDIOS Architecture
Thelen Reid & Priest LLP
Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Partnership

$1,000-$2,499
Akridge
All Stage & Sound, Inc.

American Institute of Architecture
Students, Inc.

ARCOM
Mr. and Mrs. Laurence J. Aurbach

Diane Cox Basheer Communities,
Inc.

Deborah Berke & Partners
Architects LLP

Burt Hill Kosar Rittelmann
Kathryn and Kent Colton

Custom Design Concepts
Architecture

DBI Architects

EDAW, Inc.

Einhorn Yaffee Prescott

Equis Corporation

David C. Evans, Esq.

Cynthia and Charles Field

Herbert M. Franklin, Esq.
Georgetown Restoration, Inc.
Joseph Giattina, Jr., FAIA

Mr. and Mrs. Michael J. Glosserman

Gruzen Samton Architects,
Planners & Interior Designers LLP

Gwathmey Siegel & Associates
ICF Consulting, Inc.

Ray Anderson and John Wells
Ironworkers Local No. 433

Japan Society, Inc.

Just So Charitable Foundation
KGD(Kishimoto.Gordon.Dalaya PC)
George Klein, Park Tower Group
A. Eugene Kohn, FAIA, RIBA, JIA
KPS Group, Inc.

lee)sallee & company, inc.
Lehman-Smith + MacLeish PLLC
Marc E. Leland

Linda and Jonathan Lyons

The Honorable Henry Meigs I
Mortgage Bankers Association
Diana R. and Charles A. Nathan

National Electrical Contractors
Association

National Plastering Industry/Joint
Apprenticeship Trust Fund

Kay and Robert Oshel

Ove Arup & Partners Consulting
Engineers, P.C.

Parsons Brinckerhoff Inc.

Cesar Pelli & Associates

Project Management Services, Inc.
Pulte Home Corp.

Quite a Stir in Catering!
Rathgeber/Goss Associates

Julie K. Rayfield

Moshe Safdie and Associates
Settles Associates, Inc.

Shepley Bulfinch, Richardson
& Abbott

The Thornton-Tomasetti Group, Inc.
Truland Foundation

United Arts Organization of
Greater Washington

Beverly A. Willis, FAIA
Neal L. Wood

$250-$999

AEW Capital Management, LP
AlIA, Knowledge Resource Team
Carolyn Alper

Mr. and Mrs. RW. Apple, Jr.
Charles H. Atherton, FAIA
Thomas M. Ballentine

Thomas Balsley, FASLA

Linna M. Barnes and Christian J.
Mixter

Beery Rio Architects & Interiors

Sally Berk and
Sanders H. Berk, M.D.

Nancy and Don Bliss
BOMA International
Dr. Jan D. Carline
William F. Clinger, Jr.
Cole Prevost

Gianne Conard, AIA
David E. Cooper
CoreNet Global, Inc.

Council of Federal Home Loan
Banks

Mr. and Mrs. Donald Coupard
Claire and Warren Cox
Cresa Partners

Janet and David Curtis

Steve Deggendorf and
Dennis McClellan

Sara Nomellini Delgado, AIA

Frank C. Devlin, Jr. and Cheryl
Brown

Christopher Dorval
Julie Eizenberg
Mae Dean Erb

Amy S. Finch, AIA and
Leigh Williams

Nancy McElroy Folger

Fox & Fowle Architects, PC
Phyllis Freedman

Yoshiaki Furusawa
Christine Gilll

Denise Graveline

Allan Greenberg, Architect LLC
Grimm + Parker Architects
Hartman-Cox Architects
Josephine D. Hearld
Toshiro Hirota

William L. Hopkins and
Richard B. Anderson

Michael L. Horst

J. Ford Huffman
Gregory K. Hunt, FAIA
Hyde Family Foundation

Rich Jensen and Beth Goodrich
Andrew Joskow

David N. Kamlin

Keizai Koho Center -US Office
John P. Kyle

Lacy, Ltd.

Jeffrey C. Landis, AlA and
Julia Monk-Landis, AIA, AISD

Harold Leich

Tim Lomax

Dr. Richard Longstreth

Sharon B. and James W. Lowe
Carolyn M. Mackenzie

McCain McMurray

Joan Meixner

Melwood Horticultural Training
Center, Inc.

Diana C. Mendes and Mark Bassett
Metcalf Federal Relations

Col. Theresa A. Meyer
and Bob Ranck

John S. Milgram
Mitchell/Giurgola Architects, LLP
Mitsui & Co. (USA), Inc.

National Council of Architectural
Registration Boards

National Portrait Gallery

National Trust for Historic
Preservation

NBBJ

Dr. Priscilla Nelson
Richard B. Nettler

Robert K. Oaks

Linda and Rob Obenreder
OPUS 3, Ltd.

Peak Corporation

Susan Piedmont-Palladino and
Douglas Palladino

Plants Alive! Inc.
PM Services Company
Eden W. Rafshoon

Wally Reed, Jr. and
Mary Ellen Taylor

Will Regan

Emerson G. and Dolores G.
Reinsch Foundation

Mahmoud Riad

Barry Rice Architects PLLC
Mr. and Mrs. Stephen Rigelsky
Simone Friedman Rones
Chase W. Rynd

S.C. Herman

Susan W. Schwartz

Margaret A. Seaver

Daniel K. Shogren and
Jennifer L. Rise

SK&A Consulting Structural
Engineers

Mr. and Mrs. Albert H. Small

Smith Management
Construction, Inc.

Frederich St. Florian

Stanley Martin Commercial, Inc.
Chikako Takahashi

Jack Taylor

Robert D. Uher

US Business Interiors, Inc.
Joseph Ventrone

Venturi, Scott Brown & Associates
Video Takes

Walsh Construction

Watkins Hamilton Ross Architects

James V. Waugh and
Kate Meenan-Waugh

Gareth Wells and Janet E. Ziffer
WHA Architecture

Robert M. Wulff

Robert J. Yudell, FAIA

Matching Gifts

The Ford Foundation
Matching Gift Program

GannettMatch

The Henry Luce Foundation, Inc.
Matching Gift Program
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MYSTERY BUILDING

Mystery Building

above / Asbury Park Convention Hall.

f REETINGS FROM ASBURY PARK, N.J.,”
proclaimed the cover of Bruce
Springsteen’s 1973 debut album.

The title was a tribute to the Boss’s home-

town, a once-glamorous seaside community

that had fallen into a steep economic decline
in the decades preceding the record’s release.

If you were to look closely at the images on

the album cover, you would find glimpses

of the Spring 2004 Mystery Building, the

Asbury Park Convention Hall.

Finished just before the Great
Depression, the Convention Hall was built
as a pier jutting out audaciously over the
lapping waves. Part of a complex including
the Paramount Theatre and an arcade
spanning a portion of the town’s boardwalk,
the hall was designed by Warren & Wetmore,
architects of Grand Central Terminal in
New York. In recent years, Asbury Park
has experienced something of a renais-
sance, and the fanciful structure figures
prominently in current plans for a compre-
hensive revitalization of the waterfront.

Congratulations to the four readers
who correctly identified the Convention
Hall: Larry Levine, of Forest Hills, NY; Jeff

Meck, of New Holland, PA, who thought-
fully sent his response on a historic post-

card picturing the building; Scott Opis, of
Washington, DC; and Shawn Glen Pierson,
of McLean, VA, who provided an interesting
summary of facts about the building and
its architects.

This issue’s Mystery Building is
a fascinating geometric exercise. Can you
identify the building, its architect, and
its location? Send responses to: Mystery
Building, National Building Museum,
4o1 F Street NW, Washington, DC 20001.

MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION

Members receive reduced admission to education programs, subscriptions

to Blueprints and the Calendar of Events, invitations to exhibition

openings, and discounts on Museum Shop purchases. For more informa-

tion about benefits, as well as corporate membership opportunities,

please call 202.272.2448, ext. 3200.

(O Yes, I want to become a member of the National Building Museum!

Please begin my membership at the following level:

(O Corinthian Pillar $2500
(O Corinthian $1000
(O Sustaining Member $500

(O Supporting Member $250

(O Contributing Member $100
(O Family/Dual $60

O Individual $40

(O Senior/Student $30

Please charge my credit card:

(O My check payable to the National Building Museum is enclosed.

(O American Express
QO Visa

(O MasterCard

ACCOUNT #

EXPIRATION DATE

NAME AS IT APPEARS ON CREDIT CARD

BY MAIL:

NAME

BY FAX:

BY PHONE:

ADDRESS

BY INTERNET:

CITY/STATE/ZIP

SIGNATURE

You can become a Museum member in any of the following ways:

National Building Museum

4ot F Street NW, Washington, DC 20001
202.376.3436

202.272.2448

www.NBM.org

The National Building Museum is a nonprofit organization under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal

Revenue Code. Contributions are tax-deductible to the maximum allowable extent of the law. To obtain

a copy of the organization’s most recent audited financial statement, please call 202.272.2448 ext. 3500.

EMAIL DAYTIME PHONE
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